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**  lVh4^90  desireth  to  diseaurae  in  a  proper  manner  concerning  cor- 
1^f»r^M,teA  ttncne  and  eommunitieSf  must  take  in  a  great  variety  of 
OTiAeteY-  and  shouid  be  allowed  a  great  deal  of  time  and  prepara* 
t<<M».      The  suhijeet  is  eoctenaive  and  diffleult." 

The  learned  and  laborious  legal  antiquary,  Thomas  Madox^ 
in  1726  writes  the  above  in  the  preface  to  his  "Firma 
Burgi,"  or  an  "Historical  Essay  concerning  the  Cities,  Towns 
and  Buroughs  of  England,  taken  from  Records,"  —  a  folio 
of  348  pages,  whose  value  survives  unto  the  present.  This 
statement  being  true  of  municipalities  in  England  in  his  day, 
how  much  more  emphatically  is  it  true  of  English,  and  es- 
pecially of  American  municipalities,  in  our  own  time.  The 
variety  of  matter  is  now  far  greater.  The  subject  is  vastly 
more  extensive,  diflBcult  and  complex  than  that  with  which 
Madox  dealt,  and  consequently  requires  a  commensurate  in- 
crease of  time,  preparation  and  space. 

By  reason  of  the  numerous  and  important  constitutional 
provisions  in  the  States  and  legislation  applicable  to  muni- 
cipalities, made  necessary  by  their  growth  as  well  as  by  ex- 
perience and  by  the  multitudinous  decisions  in  the  forty-six 
states  of  the  Union  and  in  the  Federal  courts  construing 
and  applying  these  constitutional  requirements  and  legisla- 
tion since  the  last  edition  of  this  work  in  1890,  the  devel- 
opment of  the  law  on  the  various  subjects  here  treated  has, 
much  to  the  author's  regret,  rendered  it  absolutely  neces- 
.  sary  to  recast  and  enlarge  the  framework  and  scope  of  this 
treatise  in  order  to  exhibit  comprehensively  and  fully  the 
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American  law  of  municipalities  as  it  exists  in  the  year 
1911. 

Accordingly  the  work  has  been  enlarged  from  two  vol- 
umes to  five ;  from  1052  sections  to  1479  sections,  and  new 
chapters  added  on  the  subjects  of  the  Constitutional  Pro- 
hibition of  Special  Legislation;  Constitutional  Limitations 
and  Restrictions  of  Power  to  Incur  Debt ;  and  Public  Utili- 
ties :  Transportation,  Water,  and  Light.  Other  chapters  of 
the  original  work  have  been  rearranged,  subdivided  and  en- 
larged for  the  purpose  of  adequately  treating  such  impor- 
tant topics  as  Municipal  Pensions,  Civil  Service  Laws, 
Franchises  in  the  Public  Streets,  etc.  The  text  has  also 
been  enlarged  and  revised  for  the  purpose  of  fully  present- 
ing the  changes  and  developments  of  the  law  relating  to 
the  power  to  borrow  money,  the  issuance  and  validity  of 
municipal  bonds,  the  levy  and  collection  of  special  assess- 
ments and  other  important  topics  which  have  been  the  sub- 
ject of  judicial  consideration  since  the  last  edition  was 
published. 

Under  the  English  and  American  systems  of  jurispru- 
dence adjudged  cases  are  the  highest  authorities  as  to  the 
true  doctrines  or  principles  of  the  law.  Hence  the  value 
of  judicial  decisions,  not  so  much  because  they  make  the 
law  but  because  they  are  authoritative  evidence  of  what  the 
law  is.  Nothing  is  more  dangerous  than  to  make  a  single 
decision,  resting  upon  its  special  facts,  the  basis  upon  which 
to  declare  a  general  rule  or  proposition  which  shall  be  ap- 
plicable to  other  apparently  similar,  but  in  reality  different, 
cases,  and  are  therefore  not  comprehended  within,  or  are  ex- 
ceptions to,  such  general  rule  or  proposition.  While  nothing 
is  more  hazardous,  as  I  have  said,  than  such  generalizations, ; 
yet  nothing  is  more  common,  and  the  legal  commentator 
is  constantly  prone  to  lapse  into  this  error.  It  is  primarily 
the  office  of  the  commentator  to  endeavor  to  extract  from 
the  cases  the  true  principles  upon  which  they  rest  and  finally 
to  state  the  result,  as  he  understands  it,  in  the  text  of  his 
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work.  Such  statements,  nevertheless,  are  always  to  be  veri- 
fied BJid  tested  by  reference  to  the  cases  themselves.  These 
considerations  have  from  the  first  influenced  me  in  the  pre- 
paration of  this  work,  and  pains  have  been  taken  through- 
out to  give  in  the  Notes  as  full  a  view  as  practicable  of  the 
facts  of  the  leading  cases  and  of  the  legislation,  if  any,  ap- 
plicable thereto,  this  being  necessary  in  order  to  exhibit  the 
exact  scope  and  force  of  the  decisions,  and  the  precise  prin- 
ciples which  they  establish  or  declare.  I  feel,  therefore, 
that  it  is  proper  to  repeat  here  what  I  said  in  the  preface 
to  a  previous  edition,  namely,  that  the  notes  constitute  one 
of  the  most  important  and  valuable  features  of  this  work, 
and  certainly  are  necessary  to  a  full  understanding  of  the 
principles  stated  in  the  text  and  also  to  illustrate  the  appli- 
cation of  those  principles  to  the  facts  of  the  same  or  other 
cases. 

In  May,  1904,  in  dedicating  the  Free  Public  Library  in 
the  City  of  Davenport,  where  this  treatise  was  originally 
written  and  published,  in  order  to  illustrate  the  value  and 
usefulness  of  local  libraries,  I  sketched  the  origin,  history 
and  preparation  of  this  work. 

"  Now  it  so  chanced,  in  the  course  of  time,  that  I  found 
myself  on  the  bench  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Iowa  with  an  ambition,  not  unnatural,  to  write  a  work  upon 
some  subject  which  I  hoped  might  be  useful  to  the  profes- 
sion. The  first  and  indispensable  requisite  to  such  an  un- 
dertaking was  access  to  a  full  law  library.  Judge  Grant's 
library  in  this  city  (one  of  the  largest  private  law  libraries 
in  the  country)  supplied  this.  The  next  requisite,  equally 
indispensable,  was  the  needed  leisure  for  study  and  research, 
and  the  only  time  possible  to  a  Judge  was  the  intervals  of 
uncertain  length  between  the  terms  of  court.  The  library 
being  at  hand  in  my  own  city  enabled  me  to  do  what 
otherwise  I  could  not  have  done,  that  is,  utilize  the  days 
snatched  from  judicial' labor  by  working  in  the  Grant  li- 
brary collecting  material  for  my  projected  book.    I  selected 
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my  subject  —  *  Municipal  Corporations'  —  and  entered  upon 
the  work  of  thorough  and  systematic  preparation.  With- 
out the  aid  of  stenographer  or  typewriter,  and  with  no 
previous  American  treatise  to  guide  me,  I  began  an  exam- 
ination, one  by  one,  of  some  thousands  of  the  law  reports, 
commencing  with  Vol.  I  of  the  State  of  Maine,  and  con- 
tinuing through  successive  reports  in  that  State  to  date. 
In  like  manner  the  reports  of  every  one  of  the  States 
and  of  the  Federal  and  English  courts  were  examined, 
occupying  all  my  available  time  for  about  six  years.  The 
result  of  this  research  I  have  never  had  occasion  to  regret. 
The  book  was  successful,  and  it  has  profoundly  affected  my 
whole  professional  career." 

The  process  of  the  development  of  this  work  is  shown  in 
the  successive  editions  and  stated  in  the  Prefaces  to  the 
Editions  of  1872,  1873,  1881  and  1890.  For  the  explana- 
tions they  give  of  the  scope  and  purpose  of  the  work  and 
the  manner  of  treating  the  subjects  dealt  with,  they  are  in- 
cluded in  the  present  edition  and  may  possibly  interest  an 
occasional  or  curious  reader* 

Over  forty-five  years  have  elapsed  since  the  preparation 
of  Municipal  Corporations  began,  and  more  than  thirty^ight 
years  since  its  first  publication.  It  is  therefore,  not  only  a 
child,  but  the  companion  of  the  greater  part  of  a  prolonged 
professional  career.  Any  justifiable  satisfaction  I  might 
feel  in  its  success  is  somewhat  subdued,  if  not  saddened,  by 
the  sombre  although  not  melancholy  reflection  that  in  this 
edition  I  am  taking  final  leave  of  a  work  which  is  inti- 
mately incorporate  with  the  studies,  lucubrations,  and  labors 
of  so  many  years.  If  these  observations  and  reflections  be- 
tray an  author's  vanity,  they  may  perhaps  on  that  account 
even  be  pardoned.  I  have  indulged  in  these  retrospections, 
not  to  gratify  my  feelings,  but  because  they  give  oppor- 
tunity to  add  that  my  chief  pride  and  satisfaction  in  the 
work  consist  in  the  fact  that  it  constitutes  the  largest  and 
certainly  the  last  payment  that  I  shall  be  able  to  make  on 
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the  Baconian  debt  which  I  acknowledge  myself  owing  to 
the  great  profession  of  the  law,  to  which  without  distrac- 
tion, diversion,  intermission  or  other  ambitions  I  have  given 
fifty-nine  years  —  the  whole  of  my  active  life.  The  work 
falls  below  my  ideal  and  far  short  of  what  I  could  perhaps 
have  made  it  had  I  not  been  engrossed  during  all  this  time 
with  the  exacting  duties  of  a  lawyer,  teacher  and  judge. 
Yet  these  obstacles  have  their  compensations,  for  no  doctrin- 
aircy  no  mere  closet  student  of  the  law  can  be  thoroughly 
prepared  to  write  a  practical  and  technical  treatise  on  the 
law  of  Municipal  Corporations  as  it  exists  at  this  time  and 
in  this  country.  The  author  of  a  comprehensive  treatise 
on  the  law  ought  to  be  a  person  who  has  the  experience 
and  training  which  are  possible  only  to  the  practising  law- 
yer and  the  judge.  And  these  qualifications  on  the  bench 
and  in  daily  practice  I  have  had  in  full  measure,  and  I  feel 
that  to  this  environment  the  work  is  indebted  for  a  large 
share  of  whatever  practical  value  and  usefulness  it  may 
possess. 

Diligent  and  anxious  care  has  been  given  to  make  this 
revision  of  the  last  edition  thorough  and  complete.  Every 
section  and  every  sentence  has  been  gone  over  personally 
by  me,  with  the  result  that  the  work  has  been  enlarged  as 
above  stated  and  with  the  further  result  that  in  nearly  every 
section  and  part  of  the  present  edition  will  be  found  addi- 
tions and  changes  bringing  the  work  down  as  fully  as  possi- 
ble to  date. 

I  wish  especially  and  gratefully  to  acknowledge  my 
indebtedness  to  the  learning,  diligence  and  skill  of  Mr. 
John  C.  Thomson  of  the  New  York  Bar,  who  has  ren- 
dered me  valuable  assistance  throughout  the  preparation 
of  this  edition.  To  Mr.  George  S.  Clay  and  Mr.  John  M, 
Dillon  I  am  also  obliged  for  many  suggestions. 

The  favorable  judgment  of  the  bench  and  bar  of  the 
country  from  the  beginning,  and  the  recent  action  of  the 
American  Bar  Association  in  respect  to  this  work  have 
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given  me  the  utmost  pleasure  and  fully  recompense  me  for 
mj  labors.* 

J.  F.  D. 

KKOVLCRmn,  Far  Hill8,  New  Jbbsbt. 
liay,  1911. 

1  ExtracUfnm  the  Reports  of  the  American  Bar  Association,  Vol,  XXXIV,  pp. 
11, 12, 1909. 

The  President;  Mr.  LxHHANir: 
"  I  have  a  telegram  addressed  to  me  as  President. 

'"Greetings  to  the  Association.  Would  greatly  appreciate  permission  to  dedicate  the 
finthooming  edition  of  Municipal  Corporations,  now  in  press,  to  the  Association. 

•"John  F.Dillon.'" 

P.  W.  MxLD&iu,  of  Georgia : 

''  In  r^ard  to  the  telegram  from  Judge  DiUon,  it  occurs  to  me  that  it  would  be  proper 
for  us  to  take  some  special  notice  of  it.  No  living  American  lawyer  has  contributed  more  to 
the  sum  of  our  information  than  he.  His  great  work  on  Municipal  Corporations  will  live 
after  many  of  the  existing  corporations  themselves  shall  have  perished.  Great  as  has  been 
his  service,  yet  this  Association  loves  him  most  because  he  has  always  been  with  us  the 
eharming  companion  and  friend.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  proper  that  a  resolution  should 
be  passed  to  this  effect: 

"  'That  the  American  Bar  Association  appreciates  the  high  courtesy  of  Judge  DUUm  in 
dedicating  to  it  the  new  edition  of  his  great  work,  and  expresses  its  appreciation  of  his 
courtesy  and  extends  to  him  its  very  best  wishes.' 

''I  move,  sir,  the  adoption  of  this  resolution." 

Amaba  M.  Eaton,  of  Rhode  Island : 

"  I  rise  to  second  the  resolution  proposed  by  the  gentleman  ^m  Georgia.  We  shall  cer- 
tainly do  credit  to  ourselves  and  confer  an  honor  upon  the  profession  of  the  law  by  its 
adoption." 

The  resolution  was  adopted. 
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The  necessity  for  a  work  upon  Municipal  Corporations  was  so 
seriously  felt  by  the  author  when  holding  a  seat  on  the  Supreme 
Bench  of  a  State  where  questions  relating  to  the  powers,  duties, 
and  liabilities  of  municipalities  were  presented  at  almost  every 
term,  that  he  resolved,  eight  years  ago  and  more,  to  endeavor  to 
supply  the  want.  Although  the  subject  is  one  of  unsurpassed 
practical  importance,  since  nearly  every  considerable  city  and 
town  in  the  United  States  is  incorporated,  no  American  work 
upon  it  has  ever  appeared.  A  careful  examination  of  the  English 
treatises  satisfied  the  author  that  they  were,  in  a  great  measure, 
inapplicable  here,  and  that  they  fail  to  cover  a  large  portion  of 
the  existing  field  of  the  law  upon  the  subject  as  enlarged  by 
American  legislation  and  practice.  True,  our  municipal  system, 
like  the  body  of  our  jurisprudence,  was  derived  from  England, 
but  it  is  remarkable  how  many  changes  were  necessary  to  adapt 
it  to  our  system  of  government  and  mode  of  administration,  and 
to  the  wants  and  situation  of  our  people.  Accordingly,  if  the 
municipalities  of  the  one  country  be  closely  compared  with  those 
of  the  other,  it  will  be  found  that,  in  their  structure,  powers,  and 
workings,  they  present  quite  as  many  points  of  difference  as  of 
similarity. 

We  have  popularized  and  made  use  of  municipal  institutions  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  constitute  one  of  the  most  striking  features 
of  our  government  It  owes  to  them,  indeed,  in  a  great  degree, 
its  decentralized  character.  When  the  English  Municipal  Corpo- 
rations Reform  Act  of  1885  was  passed,  there  were  in  England 
and  Wales,  excluding  London,  only  two  hundred  and  forty-six 
places  exercising  municipal  functions ;  and  their  aggregate  popu- 
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lation  did  not  exceed  two  millions  of  people.  In  this  country 
our  municipal  corporations  are  numbered  by  thousands,  and  the 
inhabitants  subjected  to  their  rule  by  millions. 

Our  municipalities  are  habitually  clothed  by  the  legislatures 
with  extensive,  important,  and  diversified  powers,  and  con- 
sequently possess  a  much  more  composite  character  than  in 
England  or  elsewhere.  Strictly,  a  municipal  corporation  is  an 
institution  designed  to  regulate  and  administer  the  mere  local 
or  internal  concerns  of  the  incorporated  place  in  matters  per- 
taining to  it,  and  not  relating  directly  to  the  people  of  the  State 
at  large.  But  in  this  country,  much  more  generally  than  in  Eng- 
land, it  is  the  practice  to  make  use  of  the  municipality,  or  of  its 
officers,  as  agencies  of  the  StcUe^  for  the  exercise,  on  its  behalf,  of 
public^  in  addition  to  corporate^  duties  and  functions.  From  the 
difference  between  these  two  classes  of  powers  the  American 
courts  have  deduced  consequences  so  important  that  it  is  as  ne- 
cessary as  it  is  oftentimes  difficult  to  distinguish  between  them. 
Besides,  it  has  unfortunately  become  quite  too  common  with  us  to 
confer  upon  our  corporations  extraordinary  powers,  such  as  the 
authority  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railways,  or  like  under- 
takings, which  are  better  left  exclusively  to  private  capital  and 
enterprise,  and  to  create  in  their  corporate  capacity  indebtedness 
therefor,  enforceable  by  actions  in  the  courts,  and  which  must  be 
paid  bv  taxation. 

Invested,  also,  within  certain  limits,  with  delegated  legislative 
autliority  concerning  the  property  .and  conduct  of  their  inhabi- 
tants ;  with  capacity,  more  or  less  extensive,  to  acquire  and  dispose 
of  property  ;  with  the  power  to  elect  their  own  officers ;  to  make 
contracts ;  to  incur  liabilities  ;  to  exercise  Eminent  Domain  ;  and 
the  more  momentous  power  to  levy  and  collect  taxes,  general 
and  special,  —  these  corporate  agencies  are  thus  brought  into 
intimate  and  daily  contact  with  the  most  important  rights  and 
interests  of  their  inhabitants,  and  as  a  result  we  have  an  amount 
and  variety  of  litigation  not  to  be  found  in  the  tribunals  of  other 
countries.  In  no  English  treatise  on  Municipal  Corporations  is 
there  a  chapter  upon  the  subject  of  civil  actions  and  liabilities, 
and  no  discussion  of  the  question  as  to  their  amenability  to 
respond  civilly  in  damages  to  individuals  for  acts  of  misfeasance, 
or  for  neglect  of  duty ;  and,  for  reasons  not  material  to  be  here 
stated,  the  occurrence  of  questions  of  this  kind  in  the  English 
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tribunals  has  been  comparatively  infrequent.  The  American  Re- 
ports, however,  teem  with  cases  on  this  subject,  and  the  civil 
liability  of  municipal  corporations  upon  contracts  and  for  torts, 
and  the  mode  of  enforcing  it,  are  with  us  the  most  important 
practical  topics  requiring  treatment  in  a  work  of  this  character. 

There  being  no  American  work  on  this  branch  of  the  law,  and 
the  decisions  in  this  country  relating  to  it  being  scattered  through 
the  reports  of  the  federal  courts,  and  those  of  thirty-seven  States, 
there  was  little  to  guide  the  author,  either  as  to  the  arrangement 
of  his  subject,  or  as  to  what  had  been  decided  by  the  courts  con- 
cerning it.  Accordingly  he  had  no  resource  except  to  delve 
laboriously  for  his  materials  among  hundreds  of  volumes;  but 
these  have,  one  by  one,  been  examined  by  him  with  a  view  to 
find  all  that  could  be  advantageously  used  to  illustrate  the  sub- 
ject ;  and  the  result  is  given,  either  in  the  text  or  notes,  as  fully 
as  it  was  practicable  within  the  compass  of  a  single  volume. 
Nor  has  he  overlooked  the  aid  to  be  derived  from  other  sources. 
Every  English  publication  relating  to  the  subject  in  its  legal  or 
practical  relations  has  been  subjected  to  examination;  books 
which  could  not  otherwise  be  had  have  been  specially  procured 
from  abroad.  And,  throughout  the  present  volume,  no  incon- 
siderable pains  have  been  taken  to  set  forth  wherein  the  English 
and  American  municipalities  differ,  so  that  the  applicability  and 
precise  legal  value  of  the  judicial  decisions  of  the  former  country 
would  be  better  understood. 

When  the  work  was  resolved  upon,  the  author  hoped  to  proceed 
with  the  leisurely  care  that  would  enable  him  to  avoid  the  faults 
whi/sh  thorough  deliberation  might  result  in  correcting.  This 
hope  has  not  been  as  fully  realized  as  he  desired,  for  year  by  year 
his  official  duties  have  more  and  more  encroached  upon  his  time, 
leaving  for  this  work  only  the  diminishing  intervals  between 
courts.  In  its  preparation  he  has  often  envied  the  author  by 
profession  the  opportunity  for  continuous  and  unbroken  labor, 
and  he  cannot  but  feel  that  if  his  work  had  not  been  prepared  in 
fragments,  it  would  not  have  fallen  both  so  far  below  his  ideal, 
and  what,  under  more  auspicious  circumstances,  he  himself  might 
have  made  it.  It  is  hoped,  however,  if  it  shall  lack  the  symmetry 
and  finish  such  an  author  would  have  given  it,  that  it  may  have 
compensating  advantages  in  its  thoroughly  practical  character; 
and  these  it  will  surely  owe  to  that  experience  to  which  the  mere 
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student  or  professional  writer  must  ever  be  a  stranger,  and  which 
can  be  had  only  upon  the  Bench  or  at  the  Bar. 

Some  peculiarities  in  the  manner  of  its  preparation  will  be 
observed.  The  aim  throughout  has  been  to  make  a  work  which 
will  be  useful  to  the  profession.  Aware  that  in  most  cases  access 
to  complete  law  libraries  cannot  be  had,  the  author  has  endeav- 
ored, as  far  as  practicable,  to  supply  this  want,  and  to  make  the 
text  and  notes  exhibit  the  substance  of  the  adjudications.  This 
explains  why  so  much  care  has  been  taken  to  cite  the  cases  bear- 
ing upon  the  subjects  discussed,  and  accounts  for  the  fulness  of 
proofs  and  illustrations  to  be  found  in  the  notes. 

He  trustfully  submits  the  work,  which  fills  up  the  interstices 
between  judicial  duties  for  nearly  nine  years,  to  the  profession 
for  whose  assistance  it  is  designed,  and  whose  final  judgment  on 
it  will  not  be  otherwise  than  just.  If  he  could  be  assured  that  it 
has  a  value  at  all  proportioned  to  the  labor  first  and  last  bestowed 
upon  it,  he  would  venture  to  hope  for  a  judgment  not  altogether 
unfavorable. 

Datbnport,  Iowa,  1872. 


Note. — The  first  edition  of  this  work  was  dedicated  as  follows : 


HONORABLE    SAMUEL    F.   MILLER,  LL.D. 

A480CIATB   JVSTICB   OP   THB    SUPRBMB    COUBT 
OP   TBB   UMITBD    STATBfl. 

Whether  I  share  in  the  general  admiration  of  your  judicial  talents,  or  listen  to  the 
more  persuasive  suggestions  of  a  voice  that  comes  to  me  from  long  association  at  the  bar 
and  upon  the  bench,  there  is  no  one  to  whom  I  can  inscribe,  so  fittingly  as  to  yourself, 
a  work  relating  to  an  important  branch  of  that  science  which  you  have  studied  so  deeply 
and  undentand  so  well. 


PREFACE  TO   SECOND  EDITION. 


Ths  favor  accorded  to  this  Treatise  by  the  profession  is  gratify- 
ing to  the  author,  and  compensates  for  the  great  labor  of  its 
preparation.  Nothing  can  be  more  pleasing  to  an  author  tlian 
the  knowledge  that  the  studious  care  given  to  a  work  is  appre- 
ciated by  those  for  whom  it  was  written :  their  approving  opinion 
is  the  reward  he  covets  and  enjoys. 

The  First  Edition,  published  about  twelve  months  ago  and  of 
nearly  double  the  usual  size,  has  been  exhausted,  and  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  publishers  the  Second  Edition  has  been  prepared. 
As  before,  this  has  been  the  personal  labor  of  the  aut^ior.  All 
reported  cases,  decided  since  the  first  publication,  have  been  ex- 
amined, and  the  text  and  notes  prepared  without  the  assistance 
of  others.  While  this  edition  embraces  a  summary  of  recent 
cases  to  the  latest  date,  and  contains  substantial  additions,  the 
structure  of  the  work  is  unaltered.  Some  new  sections  liave  been 
added,  and  others  re-written.  The  principal  changes  have  been 
made  in  the  chapters  which  treat  of  Municipal  Securities,  Taxes, 
and  Assessments.  The  amount  of  negotiable  bonds  of  munici- 
palities largely  exceeds  the  sum  of  the  indebtedness  of  all  the 
States,  and  it  has  been  the  earnest  endeavor  herein  to  exhibit 
accurately  the  American  law  upon  this  important  subject. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  deemed  fitting  to  express  to  the  Bench  and 
Bar  of  the  country  a  sincerely  grateful  appreciation  of  the  favor- 
able judgment  already  pronounced,  and  a  hope  that  the  same, 
upon  further  examination  of  the  work,  may  be  neither  reversed 
nor  modified. 

J.  F.  D. 

Batbkfort,  Iowa,  1873. 


PREFACE  TO  THIRD   EDITION. 


A  REVISION  of  this  Treatise  has  for  some  time  been  needed,  but 
the  pressure  of  other  duties  has,  until  recently,  prevented  its 
preparation.  During  the  seven  years  that  have  elapsed  since  the 
last  edition  an  unusual  number  of  cases  has  been  decided  upon 
the  various  topics  embraced  in  the  work.  The  reported  decisions 
to  December  1, 1880,  have  all  been  diligently  examined,  and  the 
results  of  such  examination  wrought  into  the  texture  of  the  pres- 
ent edition.  This  has  necessarily  increased  its  size,  and  corre- 
spondingly, it  is  hoped,  its  value.  More  than  two  hundred  new 
sections  have  been  written,  and  over  three  thousand  additional 
cases  cited.  Every  part  has  been  gone  over  with  conscientious 
care,  and  there  is  scarcely  a  section  in  which,  either  in  the  text 
or  the  notes,  additions  and  changes  have  not  been  made.  It  has 
been  necessary  to  sectionize  the  work  anew,  but  the  numbers  of 
the  former  sections  are  enclosed  in  parentheses. 

In  consulting  the  Reports  the  author  has  been  surprised  and 
pleased  to  see  the  extent  to  which  this  Treatise  has  been  used  by 
lawyers  and  judges  as  an  aid  to  their  labors ;  and  in  again  pre- 
senting it,  in  its  new  and  altered  shape,  he  gladly  expresses  once 
more  his  sincere  and  profound  gratification  for  the  favor  with 
which  it  has  been  received. 

J.  P.  D. 

Columbia  Collboe  Law  School,  Kbw  Tobk, 
Januaty  1,  1881. 
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Ik  the  nine  years  that  have  passed  since  the  last  edition  of 
these  Commentaries  appeared,  constitutional  provisions  have  been 
adopted,  legislative  enactments  passed,  and  numerous  State  and 
Federal  decisions  made  on  the  important  subjects  which  are  em- 
braced in  its  plan.     And  thus  the  law  has  not  only  been  still 
further  extended  on  previous  lines,  but  it  has  in  material  respects 
been  modified,  altered,  and  enlarged.     This  is  well  known  to 
those  who  have  kept  currently  informed  of  the  general  progress 
of  our  jurisprudence ;  it  will  be  apparent  to  all  who  shall  compare 
the  chapters  of  the  present  edition  with  the  corresponding  chap- 
ters of  the  previous  edition  upon   Constitutional  Limitations, 
Contracts,   Streets,   Eminent    Domain,   Taxation,   Actions    and 
Liabilities. 

That  the  wor^  shall  adequately  present  the  law  relating  to  our 
Municipalities  as  it  exists  to-day,  the  author  has  spared  no  rea- 
sonable labor.  The  adjudged  cases  to  date  have  been  examined 
one  by  one,  and  the  results  thereof  are  embodied  in  this  edition. 

Grateful  to  the  Courts  and  to  the  Profession  for  the  favor  with 
which  from  the  first  they  have  regarded  the  work,  and.  with,  as 
the  author  trusts,  a  pardonable  ambition  on  his  part  to  improve 
it,  he  deems  it  to  be  due  to  them,  as  well  as  to  himself,  to  state  that 
he  has  sought  with  diligent  and  loving  care  to  make  the  revision 
thorough,  and  that  to  this  end  he  has  personally  gone  over  not 
only  every  section  but  every  sentence,  and  has  made  such  changes 
as  the  expansion  of  the  law  required  and  his  own  maturer  judg- 
ment approved.  Scarcely  a  single  section  is  without  alterations  or 
additions. 

A  few  further  observations  may  be  permitted,  if,  indeed,  they  are 
not  required.    In  this  day  of  the  imprecedented  multiplication  of 
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law  books,  there  are  two  questions  which  the  profession  may  as  of 
right  put  to  an  author.  The  first  is,  Can  your  work  justify  its 
existence  ?  The  justification  of  the  present  treatise  is  placed  on 
the  grounds  quite  fully  stated  in  the  preface  to  the  first  edition, 
which  in  substance  are,  that  the  subject  is  of  acknowledged  im- 
portance in  all  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  Union ;  that  no 
English  work  is  applicable  or  adequate ;  and  that  no  other  Amer- 
ican work  thereon  existed  or  exists. 

The  other  question  is,  Can  it  justify  its  size  ?  An  elementary 
treatise  may  be  wrought  out  upon  one  of  two  different  plans.  The 
one  is  to  state  as  clearly  as  may  be  ultimate  legal  principles  with- 
out any  or  much  elaboration  of  their  grounds  and  reasons.  It 
requires  the  mind  of  a  master  to  frame  propositions  which  shall  be 
at  once  comprehensive  and  exact.  Instinctively  the  profession  in 
both  countries  has  immemorially  shared  in  Lord  Eldon's  fear  of 
the  dangers  that  lurk  in  abstract  and  general  propositions.  The 
other  is  to  state  such  propositions  and  principles,  but  to  state 
them  in  connection  with  the  reasons  and  grounds  on  which  they 
rest,  which  are  chiefly  to  be  found  in  the  adjudged  cases.  The 
latter  course  has  been  here  pursued,  for  reasons  which  are  'pecul- 
iarly forcible  in  a  treatise  on  this  subject  and  in  this  country.  Our 
Municipalities  are  inseparably  connected  with  the  organic  frame- 
work and  with  the  daily  action  of  our  political  institutions.  The 
law  relating  to  them  is  developed  day  by  day  in  the  actual 
workings  of  those  institutions  in  every  section  of  the  country, 
and  this  development  registers  itself  in  constitutional  provisions, 
in  statutory  enactments,  and  in  judicial  judgments.  In  this  work 
the  people,  the  legislatures,  and  the  Courts,  State  and  National, 
all  take  their  respective  parts,  of  which  perhaps  the  most  import- 
ant, certainly  the  most  varied  and  constant,  is  the  part  taken  by 
the  judicial  tribunals.  It  is  the  high  and  delicate  office  of  the  judi- 
ciary department  to  elaborate  the  rough  materials  of  our  daily  ex- 
perience and  litigation  into  the  enduring  products  of  law  and 
justice,  and  to  place  on  record  for  our  instruction  and  guidance 
the  reasons  of  the  Judges  for  every  step  in  this  wondrous,  this 
ceaseless,  this  beneficent  process. 

No  writer  on  our  jurisprudence  is  authorized  to  speak  oracu- 
larly, to  excogitate  a  system,  or  to  give  to  his  views  any  au- 
thoritative sanction.  To  this  rule  the  most  eminent  are  no 
exception,  since  every  work  upon  our  law  is  necessarily  unau- 
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thoritative.  No  author  can  alter  this  inexorable  condition ;  and 
any  author  ought  to  be  content,  and  certainly  will  be  fortunate,  if 
he  can  leave  on  the  imperishable  structure  of  our  jurisprudence 
some  visible  imprint,  some  lasting  touch,  some  embodied  memo- 
rial, however  slight,  of  his  labors.  Even  judicial  judgments,  if 
unaccompanied  by  the  reasons  on  which  they  rest  and  which  give 
to  them  their  real  worth,  would  have  no  recognized  standing  — 
and  ought  to  have  none  —  in  the  professional  estimation  and 
regard. 

It  is  the  humble  function  —  but,  at  the  same  time,  the  priceless 
privilege  —  of  an  author  to  traverse  the  wide,  rich,  and  varied 
fields  which  the  legislative  records  and  the  judicial  reports  of  all 
the  peoples  in  both  hemispheres  who  have  adopted  the  institu- 
tions and  who  use  the  tongue  of  England  thus  open  to  him; 
to  gather,  analyze,  and  compare,  and  then  to  state  the  results  of 
his  labors  and  his  studies,  accompanied  with  his  own  reflections, 
criticisms,  and  conclusions,  which,  however,  have  the  value,  and 
only  the  value,  that  their  reason,  soundness,  and  justice  give  to 
them. 

The  ancient  mere-stones  of  the  law  must  not  be  removed,  but 
reverently  preserved  and  regarded.  It  is,  however,  a  mistake  and 
a  delusion  to  suppose  that  they  either  do  or  can  permanently 
mark  the  actual  or  necessary  boundaries  of  our  jurisprudence. 
"In  aU  forms  of  government,"  said  Mr.  Burke,  "the  people  is 
the  true  legislator;  there  are  only  two  foundations  of  law, — 
equity  and  utility."  This  is  especially  true  of  the  American 
States.  The  wants  and  welfare,  the  usages,  customs,  and  settled 
notions  of  our  people  and  their  collected  will  necessarily  find  ex- 
pression in  our  constitutions,  statutes,  and  jural  system.  While 
the  function  of  the  judge  is  pre-eminently  declarative,  it  is  also 
necessarily,  though  subordinately,  legislative;  that  is,  he  inevi- 
tably makes  law  in  and  by  the  very  process  of  administering  it. 
Whatever  is  of  worth  in  this  or  in  any  legal  work  comes  mainly 
from  the  judgments  of  the  courts.  The  author  desires  to  add 
that  the  work  is  purely  technical,  and  is  intended  for  the  legal 
profession  in  every  part  of  the  country,  — for  lawyers  who  have 
no  access  to  full  libraries,  as  well  as  for  those  who  have.  For  these 
reasons  he  has  made  the  Notes  as  full  as  practicable  within  the 
space  allotted.  If  any  shall  complain  of  undue  elaboration  in  this 
respect  swelling  the  size  of  the  book,  the  author  craves  leave  to 
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state  it  as  his  opinion  that  they  probably  constitute  its  most  val- 
uable and  useful  feature. 

J.  F.  D. 
New  York,  May,  1800. 


NOTB.  —  The  fourth  edition  of  this  work  was  dedicated  as  follows :  — 

TO   THB 

HONORABLE  SAMUEL  F.  MILLER,  LL.D., 
ASBOCiAm  juancB  or  thx  sutbbmb  codst 

or  THB  UKITBD  8TATB8. 


TOUB  ▲OKBOWLBOaBD  MASTBBT  Or  THB  BUBJBCT  TO  WHUS 
THIS  WOBX  BBLATBB  MAKBS  IT  VITTUIO, 

TOUB  BSTABLUBBD  ABD  FSBMABBBT  BABB  IB  OVB  ^UBimOAL  AHD 

ooBBTrnmoBAx.  butobt  as  a  obbat  abd  iixus- 

TBIOU8  JUXM»  MAKBS  IT  AB  BOBOB, 

ABD  OVB  LOBO  ABO  UBBBOKBB   nUBBDSHIP  MAKBS  IT  A 
BBBBWBD  rSBSOBAL  PLBASUBB, 

ALBBIT  TBB  BVBBIBO  SHADOWS  OF  OCB  LIVBS  VALL 
UrOB  THB  PAOB, 

TO  BBIBSCBIBB  TO  TOV  WTIH  UBALTBHBD  BBOABD  ABD  TBBBBATIOB 

nns  BBViBBD  BomoB  or  a  wokk  which,  mobb  tbab 

BWHTBBB  TBABS  AOO,  WAS  OBIOIBALLT 

dbdicatbd  to  tov. 
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§  1.  As  this  treatise  is  designed  strictly  for  the  practising  lawyer, 
it  does  not  fall  within  its  scope  to  give  a  detailed  account  of  the  origin 
and  rise  of  cities  and  towns,  or  to  trace  minutely  the  history  of  the 
rights,  powers,  and  jurisdiction  with  which  they  are  now  generally 
invested.  Such  inquiries  more  appropriately  belong  to  the  legal 
antiquary,  to  the  historian,  or  to  the  general  scholar;  and  yet  a 
brief  historical  survey  of  municipalities  will  conduce  to  a  more  intel- 
ligent understanding,  even  in  its  practical  bearings,  of  the  subject 
of  which  it  is  proposed  to  treat.^    The  existence  of  towns  and  cities, 


*  Mr.  Dicey  has  some  just  observa- 
tions on  the  different  purposes  of  the 
hi8toii<»l  and  of  the  lesral  inquirer. 
"An  historian  is  primarily  occupied 
with  ascertaining  trie  steps  by  which 
a  constitution  has  grown  to  be  what 
it  is.  He  is  deeply,  sometimes  exces- 
sively, concerned  with  questions  of 
'origins.'  He  is  only  indirectly  con- 
cerned in   ascertaining  what  are  the 


rules  of  the  Constitution  in  the  year 
1886.  To  a  lawyer,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  primary  object  of  study  is  the  law 
as  it  now  stands  :  he  is  only  secondarily 
occupied  with  ascertaining  how  it  came 
into  existence."  Dicey,  Law  of  the 
Constitution  (2d  ed.),  Lect.  I.  The 
present  work  is  intended  for  the  use 
of  courts  and  lawyers,  and  the  histor- 
ical view  of  the  development  of  mu- 
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and  probably  the  exercise  by  them,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  of 
local  jurisdiction,  may  be  ascribed  to  very  remote  periods. 

Phcbnicia  and  Egypt  were  noted  for  their  large  and  splendid 
cities.  In  the  latter  country  we  find  Memphis,  one  of  the  Old 
World's  proudest  capitals,  even  whose  site  was,  until  recently,  a 
matter  of  learned  conjecture.  It  was,  centuries  ago,  buried  beneath 
the  sands  of  the  encroaching  desert,  and  in  our  own  day  it  has  been 
exhumed  in  the  midst  of  Bedouins  too  wild  to  be  interested  in  the 
wondrous  revelations  of  its  entombed  mysteries.  Temples  and  build- 
ings, vast  and  magnificent,  dating  probably  fifteen  centuries  before 
the  Christian  era,  and  preserved  by  burial  from  decay  and  spolia- 
tion, may  to-day  be  seen  in  great  perfection.  "The  pyramids  them- 
selves," as  Fuller  quaintly  says,  "doting  with  age,  have  forgotten 
the  names  of  their  founders."  There,  too,  in  "old,  hushed  Egypt 
and  its  sands,"  on  the  banks  of  the  Nile,  are  the  massive  ruins  of 
Thebes  (Diospolis),  the  city  of  Homer's  "hundred  gates,"  antedat- 
ing secular  history,  and  claimed  by  the  Egyptians  to  have  been  their 
first  capital,  as  undoubtedly  it  was  one  of  the  oldest  cities  of  the 
hbtoric  world.^  As  the  eye  runs  along  the  wreck  of  ruined  temples, 
the  mind  runs  back  through  the  Egypt  of  the  Ptolemies  to  the  Egypt 
of  the  Pharaohs,  three  thousand  years  ago,  when  Thebes  was  in  its 
glory  and  its  pride.  But  in  the  midst  of  these  stupendous  remains 
of  an  early  civilization,  the  product  of  forced  labor  and  arbitrary 
taxation,  we  find  but  little  evidence  of  their  municipal  history  and 
organization.  The  chief  lesson  they  teach  is  that  they  were  the 
centres  of  great  wealth  and  power  in  the  ruling  classes,  and  that 
the  people,  who  constitute  the  true  wealth  of  modem  cities,  were  at 
the  absolute  disposal  of  their  masters,  bound  down  and  degraded 
by  servitude  and  oppression. 

§  2.  Notwithstanding  the  people  of  Greece  were  of  a  common 
blood,  language,  and  religion,  Greece  was  never  politically  united. 

nicipal  institutions  in  this  country  is  1895,  and  of  Albert  Shaw,  Municipal 
entirely  subordinated  to  the  legal  and  Government  in  Continental  Europe, 
strictly  technical  view.  In  the  course  1895,  and  Municipal  Government  in 
of  the  present  chapter  and  elsewhere.  Great  Britain,  1895. 
the  sources  of  historical  information  '  Iliad,  IX.  381.  "Not  even  all 
are  more  or  less  indicated,  and  the  the  revenue  of  EWptian  Thebes  of  the 
author  specially  refers  with  pleasure  hundred  gates,  whence  sally  forth  two 
to  the  valuable  series  of  pubtications  hundred  warriors  through  each  with 
on  Local  Government  in  the  United  horses  and  chariots."  Lang's  Tranda- 
States,  in  The  Johns  Hopkins  Uni-  Hon.  "  Thebes  was  at  the  height  of 
vereity  Studies,  and  to  the  works  of  its  power  and  prosperity  under  the 
Professor  Goodnow.  Comparative  Ad-  Kings  of  the  twenty-second  dynasty, 
ministrative  Law,  New  York.  1893.  and  probably  about  930-900  b.  c."  Leaf, 
Municipal    Home    Rule,   New    York,   Cbmp.  to  Iliad,  p.  182. 
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Political  power  resided  not  in  a  number  of  independent  states,  but 
in  a  large  number  of  free^  independent,  and  avUmomoUs  cities,  with 
districts  of  country  adjoining  or  attached  to  them.    Each  city,  except 
in  Attica,  was  sovereign ;  was  the  sole  source  of  supreme  authority 
and  possessed  the  exclusive  management  of  its  own  affairs.*    The 
citizen  of  one  was  a  foreigner  in  the  others,  and  could  not,  without 
permission  or  grant,  acquire  property,  make  contracts,  or  marry  out 
of  his  own  city.    The  Grecian  heart  always  glowed  with  patriotic 
fervor  for  the  city,  but  it  rarely,  except  in  times  of  great  common 
danger,  kindled  with  a  love  for  the  whole  country.   Although,  accord- 
ing to  Chancellor  Kent,'  the  "civil  and  political  institutions  of  some 
of  the  states  of  Greece  bear  some  analogy  to  the  counties,  cities, 
and  towns  in  our  American  States,"  the  analogy,  it  must  be  con- 
fessed, is  remote,  uncertain,  and  without  practical  value  in  the  in- 
quiries we  are  to  prosecute. 

§  3.  Municipal  Corporations,  as  well  as  Private  Corporations, 
were  familiar  to  the  Roman  Law.  The  learned  Savigny,  under 
the  style  of  Juristical  Persons,  has  traced  the  origin  and  stated  the 
nature  of  Corporations  in  the  Roman  law  with  great  clearness.  It 
corresponds  in  essentials  almost  exactly  with  our  own  conceptions 
of  corporations.  Thus,  he  says,  "The  essential  quality  of  all  Cor- 
porations consists  in  this,  that  the  Subject  of  the  right  does  not  exist 
in  the  individual  members  thereof  (not  even  in  all  the  Members 
taken  collectively)  but  in  the  ideal  Whole;  hence,  by  a  change  of 
an  individual  member,  indeed  even  of  all  the  members,  the  Essence 
and  Unity  of  a  Corporation  is  not  affected." '  Communities,  towns, 
and  villages  are,  he  says,  mostly  older  than  the  State,  and  have  there- 
fore a  natural  existence.  Their  Unity  is  of  a  geographical  character, 
since  it  is  based  upon  the  local  condition  of  dwelling  and  ownership 
of  land.  The  governing  body  represents  the  collective  Whole. 
Such  corporations  are  to  be  distinguished  from  the  State,  since  the 
State  is  not  the  subject  of  private  law  relations.*  The  communi- 
ties (i.  e.,  municipal  corporations  as  we  style  them)  "had  on  the 
one  hand  need  of  property,  and  the  opportunity  for  its  acquisition, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  such  a  dependent  character  that  they  could 
be  arraigned  (unlike  the  State)  before  a  court  of  justice."  *  In  the 
required  sanction  of  the  State  to  their  existence,  in  the  power  of 
the  majority,*  in  responsibility  for  the  obligations  and  frauds  of 

■  Heam,  Government  of  England,  '  Jural  Relations,  by  Rattigan,  {  8ft. 

chap.  xvii.  p.  467 ;  Giote,  Hist.  Greece,  *  lb.  {  86. 

n.  302;  ib,  348.  »  lb.  {  87 ;  post,  {  070. 

»  1  Kent,  Com.  268,  note.  •  Ib.  §  97. 
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their  representatives/  in  their  property  rights,*  it  is  instructive  as 
well  as  interesting  to  observe  the  strikingly  close  analogy  and  even 
identity  between  the  concept  of  the  Roman  Corporations  and  our 
own. 

Other  aspects  of  the  subject  may  briefly  be  noticed.  "To  con- 
ceive," says  a  modem  author,  "of  ancient  Rome  as  the  capital  of 
Italy  in  the  same  sense  that  London  is  the  capital  of  England,  or 
Paris  of  France,  would  be  a  great  mistake.  London  and  Paris 
are  the  chief  cities  of  their  respective  countries,  because  they  are 
the  seat  of  government.  The  people  of  these  cities  and  their  sur- 
rounding districts  have  no  privileges  superior  to  those  of  other 
English  or  French  citizens.  But  the  city  of  ancient  Rome,  with  her 
surrounding  territory,  was  a  great  corporate  body  or  community, 
holding  sovereignty  over  the  whole  of  Italy  and  the  provinces.  None 
but  persons  enrolled  on  the  lists  of  the  tribes  had  a  vote  in  the 
popular  assemblies  or  any  share  in  the  government  or  legblation  of 
the  city." '  The  common  division  of  civic  communities  established 
by  the  Roman  government  was  three,  —  prefectures,  municipal  towns, 
and  colonies.  The  prefectures  did  not  enjoy  the  right  of  self-gov- 
ernment, but  were  under  the  rule  of  prefects,  and  the  inhabitants 
were  subjected  to  the  burdens  without  enjoying  the  privileges  of  Ro- 
man citizens.  But  with  the  municipal  towns  it  was  different.  They 
at  length  received  the  full  Roman  franchise;  "and  hence,"  says  the 
writer  just  named,  "arose  the  common  conception  of  a  municipal 
town;  that  is,  a  community  of  which  the  citizens  are  members  of 
the  whole  nation,  all  possessing  the  same  rights,  and  subject  to  the 
same  burdens,  but  retaining  the  administration  of  law  and  govern- 
ment in  all  local  matters  which  concern  not  the  nation  at  large,"  — 
a  description  which  answers  almost  perfectly  to  municipal  organiza- 
tions in  England  and  America.  The  colonies,  composed  of  Roman 
citizens,  were  established  by  the  parent  city,  sometimes  to  reward 
public  services,  but  generally  as  a  means  of  securing  and  holding  the 
country  which  had  been  subdued  by  Roman  arms.  The  constitu- 
tion of  these  colonies,  and  the  rights  of  the  citizens  and  communi- 
ties composing  them,  varied ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  our  purpose 
to  trace  these  differences.  The  colonies  were  obliged  to  provide  for 
the  erection  of  a  city,  and  cities  thus  erected  were  called  muni- 
cipia.  We  thus  perceive  the  justness  of  the  observations  of  a  dis- 
tinguished historian  and  statesman,  who  says  that  "the  history  of 
the  conquest  of  the  world  by  Rome  is  the  history  of  the  conquest 

'  Jural  Relations,  by  Rattigan,  {§92,        '  /&.  §§  90,  91. 
95.  •  Dr.  Liddell,  Rome,  chap,  xxvii.  §8. 
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and  foundation  of  a  vast  number  of  cities.  In  the  Roman  world 
in  Europe  there  was  an  almost  exclusive  preponderance  of  cities 
and  an  absence  of  country  populations  and  dwellings."  '  The  na- 
tion was  a  vast  congeries  of  municipalities  bound  together  by  the 
central  power  of  Rome.  When  the  Romans  colonized  and  settled 
the  countries  they  had  conquered,  they  established  fixed  govern- 
ments, and  carried  with  them,  and  to  some  extent  necessarily  im- 
parted their  arts,  sciences,  language,  and  civilization  to  their  new 
subjects.  Although  the  political  condition  of  the  vanquished  people 
was  far  from  being  desirable,  still  the  immediate  residence  among 
them  of  the  civilized  Roman  did  not  fail  to  produce  effects  more  or 
less  beneficial;  and  thus  the  municipia,  securing  what  the  Roman 
arms  had  achieved,  became  the. efficient  means  of  spreading  civili- 
zation throughout  the  Roman  world. 

§  4  (3  a).  The  City  of  Ancient  Rome  had,  in  what  we  would 
call  its  municipal  aspects,  many  features  which  correspond  with  those 
of  the  large  cities  of  our  own  day,  and  whose  study  will  afford  us 
lessons  of  interest  and  value,  since  it  shows  that  large  and  compact 
aggregations  of  people  necessarily  give  rise  to  peculiar  conditions  and 
create  peculiar  wants,  and  which,  as  pointed  out  in  the  preceding 
section,  are  not  common  to  rural  populations  and  to  the  state  at 
lai^.  Special  provisions  are  therefore  necessary  for  the  health, 
safety,  convenience,  and  good  government  of  populous  communities 
crowded  within  a  narrow  space,  and  these  must  be  supplied.  In 
essential  municipal  wants  and  in  the  means  of  meeting  them.  Ancient 
Rome  bears  a  close  analogy  to  London,  Paris,  or  New  York.  To 
secure  the  comfort  and  health  of  the  city,  and  to  prevent  and  extin- 
guish fires,  Rome  in  the  course  of  time  provided  itself  with  a  mag- 

^  M.  Guizotf  History  Civilization  in  unknown.     Neither  do  we  find  traces 

Europe,  Lect.  II.    ''Rome,  initsori^n,  of  the  immense  number  of  churches, 

was  a  mere  municipality,  a  corporation,  castles,    country    seats,    and    villages 

In  Italy,  around  Rome,  we  find  nothing  which  were  spread  all  over  the  country 

but  cities,  —  no  country  places,  no  vil-  during   the   Middle   Ages.     The   only 

lages.    The  country  was  cultivated,  but  bequests  of  Rome  consist  of  vast  monu- 

not  peopled.    The  proprietors  dwelt  in  ments    impressed    with    a    municipal 

cities.  If  we  follow  the  nistory  of  Rome,  character,    destined   for   a   numerous 

we  find  that  she  founded  or  conquered  population,  crowded  into  a  single  spot, 

a  host  of  cities.    It  was  with  cities  that  A   municipal   corporation   like   Rome 

she  foug;ht,  it  was  with  cities  she  treated,  might  be  able  to  conquer  the  world, 

into  cities  she  sent  colonies.     In  the  but  it  was  a  much  more  difficult  task 

Gauls  and  Spain  we  meet  with  nothine  to  mould  it  into  one  compact  body." 

but  cities;  the  country  around  is  marsh  See  also  2    Kent's   Com.   270,   note; 

and  forest.     In  the  monuments  left  us  Dr.  Adam  Smith's  interesting  chapter, 

ctf  ancient  Rome  we  find  great  roads  Wealth  of  Nations,  Book  III.  chap.  ii. ; 

extending  from  citv  to  city;   but  the  Hearn,  Government  of  England,  chap. 

thousands  of  little  by-paths  now  inteiv  xvii.  p.  468  et  seq, 

eeciiBg  every  part  of  the  country  were 


6  MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS  §  4 

nifeerd  water  supply.  Its  system  consisted  of  fourteen  aqueducts 
whose  aggregate  length  was  359^  miles,  of  which  304  miles  were 
underground,  often  through  mountains  and  along  valleys,  and  55 
miles  were  above  ground,  the  channel  being  carried  on  what  is  really 
triumphal  arcades,  sometimes  rising  to  the  height  of  more  than  100 
feet.  As  a  sanitary  necessity,  the  city  constructed  drains  to  carry 
off  the  sewage.  The  Cloaca  Maxima  is  not  only  a  large  but  a  won- 
derful work  —  "an  immense  sewer,  built  twenty-five  centuries  ago, 
on  unstable  ground,  under  enormous  practical  difficulties,  which 
still  answers  its  purpose  well,  and  which  ranks  among  the  greatest 
triumphs  of  engineering  skill."  For  the  health  and  pleasure  of  the 
people  Rome  also  supplied  itself  with  public  places  of  resort  more 
adequately,  perhaps,  than  have  any  of  the  great  modem  cities. 
I>anciani,  as  the  result  of  explorations  and  of  his  own  examinations 
and  researches,  says  that  "towards  the  end  of  the  third  century  after 
Christ,  there  were  in  Rome  eight  campi  or  commons,  green  spaces 
set  apart  mostly  for  foot-races  and  gymnastic  exercises ;  eighteen  fora 
or  public  squares,  and  about  thirty  parks  or  gardens,  which,  first 
laid  out  by  wealthy  citizens  for  their  private  comfort  or  that  of  their 
friends,  had  been  absorbed  into  the  imperial  domain  by  purchase,  by 
bequest,  or  by  confiscation.  The  city  was  not  only  surrounded  and 
enclosed  by  them,  but  intersected  by  them  in  every  direction." 
Modem  cities  have  nothing  fully  answering  to  these  forums  or  pub- 
lic squares,  either  in  cost,  area,  or  magnificence.  They  gave  to  the 
people  of  Rome  more  than  twenty-five  acres  in  extent  for  various 
public  uses.  In  the  public  baths  62,800  citizens  could  bathe  at  the 
same  moment.  Rome  had  also  its  Police  and  Fire  Departments.  The 
public  safety  was  entmsted  to  a  select  body  of  7,500  men,  whose 
function  corresponds  to  that  of  the  9,000  policemen  of  London.  The 
Roman  policeman,  however,  performed  the  double  duty  of  fireman 
and  policeman. 

In  a  most  important  particular,  however,  Rome  suffers  by  com- 
parison with  modem  cities.  Its  public  places  were  fwt  lighted.  All 
business  closed  with  the  daylight.  The  streets  at  night  were  danger- 
ous. Property  was  insecure.  No  attempt  at  public  illumination  was 
made.  The  idea  does  not  seem  to  have  occurred  to  them.  Persons 
who  ventured  abroad  on  dark  nights  were  dimly  lighted  by  lanterns 
and  torches.'    Its  condition  was  similar  to  that  of  London  two  hun- 

*  The  data  for  this  section,  so  far  as  is  simply  an  abridgment  or  transcript 

relates  to  Ancient  Rome,  are  derived  of  those  portions  of  his  work  which 

from   Professor  Lanciani's  late   work  treat    of   the    Sanitary   Condition   of 

(1889),  Ancient  Rome  in  the  light  of  Ancient  Rome   (chap,  iii.),  of  Public 

Recent  Discoveries.    Indeed  the  text  Places  of  Resort  (chap,  iv.),  and  of  the 
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dred  years  ago,  so  graphically  described  by  Macaulay,  and  whose 
description  is  partly  given  in  the  note.*  No  more  forcible  illustra- 
tion of  the  necessity  and  advantages  of  lighting  a  city  can  be  given 
than  the  pictures  drawn  by  Lanciani  and  Macaulay  of  the  state  of 
a  great  city  buried  in  the  darkness  of  night;  and  they  show  how 
clearly  the  power  to  provide  for  this  is  essentially  and  peculiarly 
one  pertaining  to  municipal  rule  and  regulation.     Nor  are  these 


Police  and  Fire  Department  (chap, 
viii.).  Modem  excavations  and  archso- 
logical  researches  have  enabled  us  to 
see  for  the  first  time  Ancient  Rome  as 
it  was,  and  have  invested  it  with  an 
interest  more  intense  and  absorbing 
than  ever.  "The  principal  cause  of 
disorder  was  that  tne  metropolis  was 
kept  in  perfect  darkness  at  night.  Why 
the  idea  of  a  system  of  public  illuminar 
tion  was  not  concdvea  and  adopted, 
is  a  mvstery  hard  to  solve.  Excavar 
tions  nilly  confirm  the  fact.  Not  a 
trace  of  a  bracket  fixed  to  the  front  of 
a  house,  or  of  a  rope  or  small  chain 
drawn  across  the  street  to  support 
lamps  or  lanterns,  has  as  yet  been  found, 
and  probably  none  ever  will  be."  lb. 
chap.  viii. 

*  Macaulay's  History  of  England, 
Vol.  I.  chap,  iii.,  entitled  "The  State 
of  England  m  1685."  "  When  the  even- 
ing closed  in,  the  difficulty  and  danger 
in  walking  alx>ut  London  became  seri- 
ous indeed.  The  garret  windows  were 
opened,  and  pails  were  emptied,  with 
little  regard  to  those  passmg  below. 
FaUs,  bruises,  and  broken  bones  were 
of  constant  occurrence.  For  till  the 
last  year  of  the  reign  of  Charles  II. 
most  of  the  streets  were  left  in  profound 
darlmess.  Thieves  and  robbers  plied 
their  trade  with  impunity;  yet  they 
were  hardly  so  terrible  as  another  class 
of  ruffians.  It  was  a  favorite  amuse- 
ment of  dissolute  young  gentlemen  to 
swagger  by  night  about  the  town, 
breaking  windows,  upsetting  sedans, 
beating  quiet  men,  and  offering  rude 
caresses  to  pretty  women.  I  am  con- 
fident that  Milton  was  thinking  of 
these  pests  when  he  dictated  the  noble 
lines: 

*  And  in  InxnriooB  oitias,  when  the  noiae 
Of  rSoK  amotndB  abofve  th«ir  loftiMt  towers. 
And  InJaTT  end  ootrege,  end  wlien  nlffht 
Dutons  tlie  streeta,  uien  wmnder  f oru  the  eone 
Of  BdUal,  flown  with  Inaolenoe  end  wine.* 

The  machinery  for  keeping  the  peace 
Was  utterly  contemptible.  There  was 
an  Act  of  the  Common  Council,  which 


provided  that  more  than  a  thousand 
watchmen  should  be  constantly  on  the 
alert  in  the  city  from  sunset  to  sunrise, 
and  that  evenr  inhabitant  should  take 
his  turn  of  outy.  But  this  act  was 
negligently  executed.  Few  of  those 
who  were  summoned  left  their  homes ; 
and  those  few  generally  found  it  more 
agreeable  to  tipple  in  the  ide-houses 
than  to  pace  the  streets. 

"In  the  last  year  of  the  rei^  of 
Charles  II.  began  a  great  change  m  the 
police  of  London,  a  change  which  has, 
perhaps,  added  as  much  to  the  happi- 
ness of  the  body  of  the  people  as  revo- 
lutions of  much  greater  fame.  An 
ingenious  projector,  named  Edward 
Heming,  obtamed  letters-patent  con- 
veying to  him,  for  a  term  of  years,  the 
exclusive  right  of  lighting  up  London. 
He  undertook,  for  a  moaerate  consid- 
eration, to  place  a  light  before  every 
tenth  door,  on  moonless  nights  from 
Michaelmas  to  Lady  Day,  and  from 
six  to  twelve  of  the  clock.  Those  who 
now  see  the  capital  all  the  year  round, 
from  dusk  to  dawn,  blading  with  a 
splendor  beside  which  the  illuminations 
for  La  Hogue  and  Blenheim  would 
have  looked  palcj  may  smile  perhaps 
to  think  of  Heming's  lanterns,  which 
glimmered  feebly  before  one  house  in 
ten,  during  a  small  part  of  one  ni^ht 
in  three.  But  such  was  not  the  feehng 
of  his  contemporaries.  There  were 
quarters  of  London  peopled  by  the  out- 
casts of  societv  where  even  the  warrant 
of  the  Chief  Justice  of  England  could 
not  be  executed  without  the  help  of  a 
company  of  musketeers.  Such  relics 
of  tne  barbarism  of  the  darkest  ages 
[sanctuaries  for  criminals]  were  to  oe 
found  within  a  short  walk  of  the  cham- 
bers where  Somen  was  studying  history 
and  law,  of  the  chapel  where  Tillotson 
was  preaching,  of  the  cofifee-house 
where  Dryden  was  passing  judgment 
on  poems  and  plays,  and  of  the  hall 
where  the  Roysu  Society  was  examin- 
ing the  astronomical  system  of  Isaac 
Newton." 
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studies,  and  the  facts  that  they  reveal,  without  practical  value  to 
the  jurist.  They  demonstrate  that  a  large  and  dense  collection  of 
human  beings  occupjdng  a  limited  area  have  needs  peculiar  to 
themselves,  which  create  the  necessity  for  municipal  or  local  gov- 
ernment and  r^ulation,  and  this  in  its  turn  the  necessity  for  cor- 
porate organization.  The  body  thus  organized,  as  it  has  duties,  so 
it  acquires  rights  peculiar  to  itself  as  distinguished  from  the  Nation 
or  State  at  large,  which  rights,  especially  those  that  pertain  to 
property  acquired  under  legislative  sanction,  it  is  a  mistake  to 
suppose  have  nothing  individual  in  their  nature,  and  that  they  are 
subject  to  the  absolute  and  unlimited  power  of  the  legislature.  Sub- 
ject they  are  indeed  to  the  largest  measure  of  legislative  regulation 
for  the  general  good,  but  not  subject  to  absolute  destruction.  Modes 
of  life,  modes  of  thought,  conceptions  of  rights  and  of  duties,  and 
the  essential  conditions  of  existence,  precede  constitutions,  whose 
chief  value  is  to  give  organic  security  to  such  antecedent  and  exist- 
ing conditions  and  rights  as  are  deemed  to  be  vital  and  fundamental.^ 
Accordingly  the  Constitutions  of  the  American  States  recognize  the 
existence  and  contemplate  the  continuance  of  incorporated  commu- 
nities, and  that  they  shall  enjoy,  in  accordance  with  immemorial 
usage,  the  right  of  local  government;  and  it  is  a  fair  inference,  even 
in  the  absence  of  special  provision,  that  their  property  rights  and 
rights  of  a  pecuniary  character  are  within  the  protection  of  im- 
portant provisions  of  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions.  Consti- 
tutions are  not  to  be  interpreted  alone  by  their  words  abstractly 
considered,  but  by  their  words  read  in  the  light  of  the  conditions 
and  necessities  in  which  the  provisions  originated,  and  in  view  of  the 
purposes  sought  to  be  attained  and  secur^.  Constitutions  are  de- 
vised not  so  much  to  create  rights,  as  to  guarantee  and  secure  the 
enjoyment  of  those  which  are  considered  primordial  and  indestructi- 
ble. The  subject  of  the  extent  of  legislative  authority  over  munici- 
palities and  its  limitations  is  considered  in  subsequent  chapters.' 

§  5  (4).  After  the  subversion  of  the  Roman  Empire  the  tovms  of 
Europe  from  the  fifth  to  the  tenth  century  were  in  a  state  of  neither 
servitude  nor  liberty,  though  their  condition  differed  greatly  in 
different  countries.  During  this  period  the  power  and  influence  of 
the  towns  were,  in  general,  on  the  decline.  The  power  of  the  church 
was  great,  and  the  inhabitants  found  their  chief  protection  in  the 
clergy. 

*  Text  quoted  and  approved,  State,  *  Post,  chaps,  iv.,  v.,  ix.,  x.;  Index,. 
ex  rd,  Geake,  v.  Fox,  158  Ind.  126,  133.    ConstUutwnal  l^ovisioiu. 
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The  establishment  of  the  feudal  system  worked  a  great  change  in 
the  condition  of  the  towns.  Before  that,  towns,  as  we  have  seen, 
were  the  centres  of  wealth  and  population.  The  ruling  class  lived 
within  them.  The  land  was  cultivated  by  persons  who  were  not 
recognized  as  having  political  rights.  After  feudalism  was  estab- ' 
lished  conditions  changed.  The  proprietor  then  lived  upon  his 
estates,  instead  of  living  within  a  town;  the  town  became  part  of 
the  lands  of  the  lord,  or  enclosed  within  his  fief.  It,  with  its  popula- 
tion, thus  became  Object  to  his  arbitrary  exactions,  oppression,  and 
pillage.  Still  the  towns  gradually  prospered ;  with  prosperity  came 
wealth;  and  with  wealth  came  power.  Such,  in  general,  was  the 
condition  of  the  towns  of  continental  Europe  down  to  the  eleventh 
century.  About  this  time,  without  any  union  or  concert,  many  of 
them  in  most  of  the  countries  of  Europe  rose  against  the  lords,  and 
demanded  for  the  burgesses,  commonalty,  or  inhabitants  a  greater 
or  less  measure  of  enfranchisement.  Sometimes  a  town  failed  in  its 
struggle,  and  its  oppression  was  redoubled  by  the  victorious  lord. 
Sometimes  the  towns  were  aided  by  the  king,  who  was  frequently 
not  unwilling  to  humble  the  arrogant  and  haughty  nobility,  and 
thereby  acquire  the  influence  and  affection  of  those  whom  he  had 
assisted.  Not  unfrequently,  however,  the  struggle  had  to  be  main- 
tained by  their  own  unaided  resources,  and,  when  successful,  the 
result  was  the  granting  by  the  lords  to  the  burghers  of  Charters, 
conferring  more  or  less  extensive  municipal  immunities  and  rights. 
These  charters,  as  Guizot  justly  observes,  were  in  the  nature  of 
"treaties  of  peace  between  the  commons  and  their  lords";  were,  in 
fact,  "bills  of  rights"  for  the  people.^  During  the  twelfth  century 
"all  Europe,  and  especially  France,  which  for  a  century  had 
been  covered  with  insurrections  by  burghers  against  their  lords, 
was  covered  by  charters  more  or  less  favorable;  the  corporators 
enjoyed  them  with  more  or  less  security,  but  still  they  enjoyed 
them/' ' 

§  6  (5).  After  the  overthrow  of  the  Roman  Empire  and  the 
decay  of  the  civilization  which  accompanied  the  Roman  power, 
Europe  became  largely  indebted  to  cities  and  to  the  authority  and 
jurisdiction  which  they  acquired  and  exercised  for  the  creation  of 

*  People  V.  Morris,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  ments  of  the  text  as  to  the  condition 
325,  334,  per  Ndson,  J.  of  the  towns  of  Europe  from  the  fifth 

*  G\mot,  History  of  Civilization  in  to  the  tenth  centui^.  See  similar 
Europe.  Lect.  VII.  This  philosophic  account,  Wealth  of  Nations,  book  iii. 
and  valuable  work  is  the  source  from  chap.  iii. ;  Hallam's  Middle  Ages.  chap, 
whence  are  drawn  most  of  the  state-  ii.  part  ii.,  and  notes  to  later  editions. 
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the  third  estate,  —  popular  power,  and  for  the  development  of  the 
principles  of  constitutional  or  free  government.* 

Tete  Italian  cities,  especially  Venice,  Genoa,  and  Pisa,  grew 
rich  out  of  the  commerce  which  was  greatly  increased  by  the  vast 
armies  that  the  Crusaders  for  tw6  hundred  years  had  successively 
pushed  forward  into  the  Holy  Land.  The  oppressive  feudal  system 
was  at  this  time  in  full  force  throughout  Europe.  These  Italian 
cities  used  their  power  and  wealth  to  secure  their  independence. 
Cities  and  towns,  as  well  as  people  who  dwelt  in  the  country,  were 
alike  subject  to  the  arbitrary  domination  of  their  feudal  masters. 
Some  of  the  cities,  in  the  eleventh  century,  obtained  their  freedom 
by  purchase,  some  by  force,  and  some  by  gift.  They,  in  effect,  con- 
stituted so  many  little  republics,  with  the  right  to  manage  their  own 
concerns.  In  this  way,  before  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  century, 
nearly  every  considerable  city  of  Italy  was  enfranchised  or  had  re- 
ceived extensive  corporate  immunities  from  the  sovereign  or  lord. 
The  happy  effects  were  soon  perceived  in  the  increased  population 
and  improved  condition.  Liberty  and  prosperity  ever  go  hand  in 
band. 

§  7  (6).  Whether  from  example,  as  asserted  by  Dr.  Robertson, 
or  from  other  causes,  the  same  course  was  pursued  by  the  cities  of 
other  states  in  Europe.  The  King  of  France,  Louis  le  Gros,  and  his 
great  barons  granted  many  charters  of  community,  by  which  the 
inhabitants  were  freed  from  feudal  servitude  and  erected  into 
municipal  corporations,  with  the  power  of  local  government.  These 
charters  contained  grants  of  new  privileges,  and  prescribed  salutary 
methods  for  the  enforcement  of  rights  and  the  redress  of  grievances. 
They  are  interesting  and  instructive,  and  a  brief  view  of  their 
general  character  is  given  in  the  note.' 

>  ^'The  institution  of  cities  into  com-  ress  of  Cities  and  Towns,  after  the  Fall 
munities,  corporations,  or  bodies  politic,  of  the  Roman  Empire." 
and  granting  them  the  privilege  of  mu-  '  Ab^act  of  municipal  charter  in  the 
nicipal  jurisdiction,  contributed  more,  Middle  Ages.  —  In  those  turbulent 
perhaps,  than  any  other  cause,  to  times  pergonal  safety  was  an  object  of 
mtroouce  regular  government,  police  the  first  importance,  and  this  was 
and  arts,  and  to  diffuse  them  over  usually  afforded  to  the  vassal  by  the 
Europe."  Robertson's  Charles  V.;  baron  or  lord.  The  conunimities  or 
see  Hallam's  Middle  Ages,  chap.  ii.  free  towns  which  were  instituted  under- 
part  ii.  M.  Guizot  considers  the  three  took  to  provide  for  the  safety  of  their 
great  elements  of  modem  civilization  members,  independent  of  the  nobles., 
to  be  the  Feudal  System,  the  Christian  For,  (1)  All  the  members  were  bound 
Church,  the  Commons,  or  free  corporate  by  oath  to  assist  and  defend  each  other 
cities.  Civilization  in  Europe,  Lect.  against  all  aggressors.  (2)  All  residents 
VII. ;  see  also  Wealth  of  Nations,  book  in  a  town  made  free  were  obliged  to 
iii.  chap,  iii.,  on  "The  Rise  and  Prog-   take  part  in  the  mutual  defence  of  its 
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We  meet  in  France  with  great  diversity  in  the  origin  and  gov- 
ernment of  towns  and  cities.  In  some  of  them,  especially  in  south- 
em  Francey  the  Roman  municipal  system,  more  or  less  modified  from 
time  to  time,  was  perpetuated.  The  Roman  system  was  formed 
upon  an  aristocratic  model.  In  each  munidpium  there  was  a  senate, 
called  an  ordo  or  curia.  This  was,  politically  considered,  the  city; 
it  was  the  governing  body.  The  mass  of  the  population,  except  in 
a  few  cases,  had  no  voice  in  municipal  affairs.  This  senate  was  com- 
posed of  a  comparatively  small  number  of  families,  and  the  office 
was  hereditary.  When  the  body  became  reduced  in  numbers  by 
death  or  otherwise,  it  was  not  filled  by  the  people,  but  by  the  sur- 
vivors. Other  towns  or  communities  originated,  in  the  most  natural 
manner,  upon  the  fiefs  or  estates  of  the  feudal  proprietors.  Many 
of  these  estates  became  centres  or  agglomerations  of  population, 
composed  of  the  working  and  industrial  classes.  Trade  sprang  up, 
and  towns  and  cities  originated.  The  lord,  or  proprietor,  was  in- 
terested in  and  derived  profit  from  their  prosperity.  To  induce  others 
to  settle  there,  he  frequently  conceded  certain  privileges  He  did 
not  emancipate  them  from  all  feudal  restraints  and  burdens,  but 
these  he  mitigated.  Often  he  granted  lands  and  privileges  to  all 
who  settled  in  towns  on  his  domains,  on  receiving  a  moderate  fixed 
rent  and  specified  military  services.  These  concessions  had  no  higher 
ongin  than  the  personal  interest  of  the  proprietor,  and  were  often 
violated.  They  did  not  constitute  the  towns  locally  independent, 
or  make  them  true  corporations.     But,  limited  and  uncertain  as 

members.     (3)  The  commimities  could  were  bound  for  each  other.    (3)  Judg- 

execute  the  jud^ente  of  their  magis-  mente  by  magistrates,  duly  selected. 

tratee  by  coercion,  if  necessary.     (4)  took  the  place  of  the  arbitrary  ana 

The  practice  of  making  private  satis-  capricious  decisions  of  the  baron  or 

faction  for  crimes  was  aoolished,  and  feudal  lord.      (4)  Arbitrary  taxation 

provision  made  for  the  regular  punish-  was  prohibited,  and  regulations  for  an 

ment    of    offenders.      (5)    A    person  equal  tax  were  sometimes  especially 

reasonably  suspected  to  be  about  to  prescribed.      D^ested    from    Kobert- 

li^ure  another  might,  as  with  us  at  son's  Charles   v.,   Vol.   I.   note  xvi., 

the  present  day,  be  compelled  to  give  Proofs  and  Illustrations.     "The  com- 

security   to  keep  the  peace.     These  munities  of  France  never  aspired/'  says 

communities  also  undertook  to  provide  this  accurate  and  elegant  historian,  ''to 

for  the  securUy  of  property  by  the  fol-  the  same  independence  with  those  in 

lowing:     (1)  Abolishing  the  right  of  Italy.    They  acquired  in  France  new 

the  creditor  to  seize  the  effects  of  his  privil^es  and  immunities;    but  the 

debtor  with  his  own  hand  and  by  his  right  of  sovereignty  remained  entire 

private  authority,  and  compelling  him  to  the  king  or  baron  within  whose  ter- 

to  proceed  before  a  magistrate,  who  ritories  the  respective  cities  were  situ- 

was  authorized  to  issue  tne  necessary  ated,  and  from  whom  they  received 

prooeoB  for  the  seizure  and  sale  of  prop-  the  charter  of  their  freedom."     lb, 

erty,  humane  and  necessary  exemptions  Charters  definedf  post,  §§50,  82,  230. 

being  allowed.     (2)  Every  member  was  Municipal  charters,   treated  of,   post, 

obliged  to  bring  some  of  his  property  chape,   vii.,  viii.     Outline  of  modem 

into  the  town,  or  build  a  house,  or  buy  municipal  charters  in  the  United  States, 

land;  and  in  some  places  the  members  post,  §  59. 
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these  concessions  were,  the  towns  which  received  them  prospered 
and  became  more  or  less  important. 

Other  places  in  France  were  chartered  towns  and  true  corpora- 
tions. In  the  twelfth  century  there  was  the  general  movement,  be- 
fore noticed,  on  the  part  of  the  towns  of  France  for  their  enfran- 
chisement, or  delivery  from  feudal  bondage.  The  extent  of  this 
movement  may  be  judged  from  the  fact  that  the  royal  charters  of 
this  period  are  numbered  by  hundreds,  and  those  granted  by  the 
lords,  by  thousands.  These  were,  in  general,  wrested  from  the 
feudal  proprietors  by  force,  or  the  fear  of  it,  and  conferred  an  almost 
independent  political  existence  upon  the  commune,  or  town.  These 
charters  gave  the  community  the  power  of  having  its  people  judged 
for  offences  by  magistrates  of  their  own  choosing;  crimes  and  pun- 
ishments were  defined ;  arbitrary  rents  and  taxes  were  abolished,  and 
fixed  rents  and  regular  taxes  substituted ;  mxiin-morte  and  other  re- 
straints upon  the  alienation  and  enjoyment  of  property  were  removed. 
The  government  of  towns  thus  created,  unlike  those  which  were 
mere  perpetuations  of  the  Roman  system,  was  formed  upon  a  demo- 
cratic model.  A  voice  was  given  to  all  burghers,  or  persons  of  a 
certain  fortune,  or  who  exercised  a  trade  or  calling.  In  a  word> 
with  considerable  diversity,  this  class  of  towns  was  independent, 
and  possessed,  in  local  matters,  the  power  of  self-government.  From 
and  after  the  fourteenth  century,  the  political  power  and  influence 
of  the  towns  of  France  decayed.  The  causes  of  this  decline  have 
been  traced  with  a  masterly  hand  by  M.  Guizot,  but  they  do  not 
relate  to  our  purpose.*  In  the  course  of  change,  we  may  remark 
that  the  royal  power  over  them  became  predominant,  and  instead 
of  being  self-governed,  they  were  administered  by  the  intendants,  or 
officers  of  the  king  or  emperor,  or  the  central  authority  at  Paris. 

Towns,  or  communes,  in  modem  France  are  governed  by  a  mayor 
and  council.  By  the  law  of  1855,  in  all  communes  of  3,000  inhab- 
itants and  upwards,  these  officers  are  appointed  by  the  emperor; 
while  in  small  communes  the  appointment  is  made  by  the  prefect 
of  the  department,  himself  appointed  by  the  emperor.  The  prefect 
may  suspend  municipal  councillors,  but  the  emperor  alone  can  dis- 
miss them.'  Under  the  present  republic  the  prefect  is  appointed  by 
the  president;  and  in  the  larger  towns  the  mayor  is  nominated  by 
the  government  at  Paris,  but  he  must  be  selected  from  the  municipal 
council,  which  is  chosen  by  universal  suffrage.' 

^  Histoiy  of  Civilization  in  France,        '  American     Encyclopsedia,     Comr- 
Lect.  XIX. ;  see  also  Hallam's  Middle   munt. 
Ages,  chap.  ii.  part  ii.  and  notes.  '  Encyclopfedia  Brit.  (9th  ed.),  509, 
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§  8  (7).  It  seems  to  be  well  established  that  the  towns  and  cities 
of  Spain  acquired  charters  of  freedom  at  an  earlier  period  than  those 
in  France,  England,  or  Germany.*  The  cities  of  Italy,  as  we  have 
seen,  owed  their  freedom,  to  a  large  extent,  to  their  commercial  im- 
portance and  wealth;  but  those  of  Spain  owed  their  privileges  and 
jurisdiction  to  an  entirely  different  cause.  For  nearly  eight  hun- 
dred years  the  Gothic  inhabitants  of  Spain  had  been  engaged  in 
an  almost  uninterrupted  struggle  against  the  Moors,  who  occupied 
the  southern  part  of  the  peninsula.^    It  was  obviously  the  dictate 


511,  France;  American  Cyclopsdia, 
Commune,  *  *  The  present  municipal  sys- 
tem of  France  was  framed  in  the  act 
which  bears  the  date  of  April  5,  1884, 
which  repealed  every  vestige  of  the 
earlier  legislation  in  order  that  one 
complete  statute  might  serve  as  a 
mimicipal  Code,  analogous  to  the  Eng- 
lish municipal  Ckxle  of  1882,  whicn 
^ve  the  British  municipal  corpora- 
tions so  admirable  a  framework." 
Municipal  Government  in  Continental 
Europe,  by  Albert  Shaw,  chap.  ii. 
p.  163.  In  Appendix  III.,  Mr.  Snaw's 
valuable  work,  the  chief  provisions  of 
the  French  Municipal  Code  of  1884, 
are  given  at  lenj^h.  See  also  Good- 
now,  Comparative  Municipal  Law, 
VoL  I.  pp.  106,  266. 

*  The  most  ancient  of  these  regular 
charters  of  incorporation  now  extant 
was  granted  by  Alfonso  V.,  in  1020,  to 
the  city  of  Leon  and  its  territory.  It 
preceded  bv  a  long  interval  those 
granted  to  the  burgesses  in  other  parts 
of  Europe,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,, 
of  Italy.  Acts  of  enfranchisement 
became  frequent  in  Spain  during  the 
eleventh  century,  several  of  which  are 
preserved,  and  exhibit  with  sufficient 
precision  the  nature  of  the  privileges 
accorded  to  the  inhabitants.  Robert- 
son (in  his  History  of  Charles  V.,  In- 
troductoiy  View),  who  wrote  when 
the  constitutional  antiquities  of  Castile 
had  been  but  slightly  investigated, 
would  seem  to  have  no  authoritv, 
therefore,  for  deriving  the  establish- 
ment of  communities  from  Italy,  and 
stiU  less  for  tracing  their  progress 
though  France  and  Germany  to  Spain. 
Prescott,  Ferdinand  and  Isabella,  In- 
troduction, VoL  I.  note  24. 

Hallam,  who,  as  well  as  Prescott, 
founds  his  judgment  upon  the  histor- 
ical works  of  Marina  and  Sempere, 
expresses  a  amilar  opinion  as  to  the 
early  period   at  whicn  the  towns  of 


Spain  were  invested  with  chartered 
rights  and  privileges.  Middle  Ages, 
chap.  iv. ;  ib.  chap.  ii.  part  ii.  and 
notes.  For  instructive  details  of  the 
existing  municipal  systems  of  Belgium, 
Holland,  Spain,  Germany,  and  Austria, 
the  reader  is  referred  to  Mr.  Albert 
Shaw's  Municipal  Government  in  Con- 
tinental Europe,  1895,  —  a  work  of 
great  research  and  excellence. 

'  Mr.  Irving's  fine  reflections,  in  his 
Alhambra,  upon  this  protracted  and 
faitaous  contest  between  the  Crescent 
and  the  Cross,  are  not  inappropriate: 
"The  singular  fortunes  of  the  Arabian 
or  Morisco-Sjpaniards  form  one  of  the 
most  anomalous  yet  splendid  episodes 
in  history.  A  remote  wave  of  the  great 
Arabian  inundation  cast  upon  the 
shores  of  Europe,  they  seem  to  have 
all  the  impetus  of  the  first  rush  of  the 
torrent.  But  repelled  (by  unsuccessful 
battle)  within  tne  limits  of  the  Pyre- 
nees, they  gave  up  the  Moslem  principle 
of  conquest,  and  sought  to  establish  in 
Spain  a  peaceful  and  permanent  do- 
minion. Generation  after  generation, 
century  after  century  passed  away, 
and  still  they  maintained  possession 
of  the  land.  With  all  this,  however, 
the  Moslem  empire  in  Spain  was  but 
a  brilliant  exotic  that  took  no  perma^ 
hent  root  in  the  soil  it  embellished. 
Severed  from  all  their  neighbors  in  the 
west  by  impassable  bamers  of  faith 
and  manners,  and  separated  by  seas 
and  deserts  from  their  kindred  of  the 
east,  the  Morisco-Spaniards  were  an 
isolated  people.  Their  whole  existence 
was  a  prolonged,  though  gallant  and 
chivalric,  struggle  for  a  foothold  in  a 
usurped  land,  rhey  were  the  outposts 
and  frontiers  of  Islamism.  The  pen- 
insula was  the  great  battle-ground 
where  the  Gothic  conquerors  of  the 
north  and  the  Moslem  conquerors  of 
the  east  met  and  strove  for  mastery; 
and  the  fiery  courage  of  the  Arab  was 
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of  policy,  as  the  Spaniards  gradually  narrowed  the  boundaries  of 
their  enemies*  territory,  to  make  provision  for  securing  and  holding 
the  ground  thus  gained.  With  this  view,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  themselves  from  the  frequent  raids  of  their  Arab  neigh- 
bors, liberal  charters  were  granted  to  towns,  with  extensive  districts 
of  country  subject  to  their  municipal  jurisdiction. 

By  these  grants  or  charters  the  citizens  selected  their  own  officers, 
including  judges  and  a  common  council,  and  enjoyed  many  of  the 
essential  rights  of  freemen.  In  return,  the  community  or  city  paid 
a  certain  (no  longer  an  arbitrary)  tax  or  rent,  and  owed  military 
service.  For  more  effectual  protection,  the  charters  frequently  pro- 
hibited the  nobles  from  acquiring  real  property  or  erecting  for- 
tresses or  palaces  within  the  limits  of  the  community,  and  subjected 
them  to  its  jurisdiction  when  within  its  territory.  Large  sections 
of  the  adjacent  country,  as  we  have  said,  often  embracing  towns  and 
villages,  were  annexed  to  the  city  or  community  and  placed  under 
its  laws  and  jurisdiction.  "Thus,"  says  Mr.  Prescott,'  to  whom  we 
are  indebted  for  this  sketch  of  the  early  municipalities  of  Spain, 
"while  the  inhabitants  of  the  great  towns  in  other  parts  of  Europe 
were  languishing  in  feudal  servitude,  the  members  of  the  Castilian 
corporations,  living  under  the  protection  of  their  own  laws  and 
magistrates  in  time  of  peace,  and  coipmanded  by  their  own  officers 
in  war,  were  in  full  enjoyment  of  all  the  essential  rights  and  privi- 
leges of  freemen." 

§  9  (7  a).  The  modem  municipal  institutions  of  Prussia  and 
their  workings  are  full  of  interest  and  instruction.  The  aim  has 
there  been  to  embody  the  principle  of  local  self-government,  with 
central  limitations  upon  the  exercise  of  certain  of  the  more  im- 
portant powers.  They  are  so  constructed  as  to  attempt  to  give  to 
the  citizen  such  a  method  of  government  as  will  enlist  the  best  char- 
acter and  talent  in  the  service  of  the  municipality,  and  yet  prevent 
it  from  inconsiderately  engaging  in  enterprises  which  might  unduly 
burden  it  with  obligations  too  great  to  be  borne.  The  scheme  of 
organization  gives  to  the  municipality  very  general  powers,  with 
the  limitation,  on  the  exercise  of  many  of  them,  that  they  shall  be 
approved  by  some  superior  administrative  officer  of  the  central  gov- 
ernment. This  administrative  control  over  the  acts  of  the  munici- 
pality does  not  in  practice  seem  to  be  carried  to  so  great  an  extent 

at  length  (after  eight  hundred  years)        ^  History  Ferdinand  and  Isabella^ 
subdued  by  the  obstinate  and  perse ver-    Vol.  I.,  Introduction,  §  1. 
ing  valor  of  the  Goth." 
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as  the  €x>ntroI  actually  although  irregularly  exercised  by  the  State 
le^latures  over  our  American  municipalities;  so  that  although  the 
municipal  administration  is  apparently  more  centralized  than  here, 
the  Prussian  cities  in  fact  enjoy,  it  is  said,  a  greater  degree  of  free- 
dom {rom  central  interposition  than  with  us.    In  order  to  ensure  the 
services  of  the  best  citizens,  penalties  are  imposed  on  those  who  refuse 
to  serve  for  at  least  half  of  the  time  for  which  they  have  been  elected 
OT  appointed,  that  they  shall  lose  their  municipal  suffrage  and  have 
th^  taxes  increased.    Suffrage,  though  very  general,  is  not  univer- 
sal    A  small  property  qualification  is  required,  which  may  consist 
in  the  payment  of  taxes.     But  in  order  to  give  property  a  certain 
degree  of  influence  or  control,  the  voting  population  is  divided  into 
three  classes:  the  first  consisting  of  the  largest  taxpayers,  who  pay  a 
third  of  all  the  direct  taxes ;  the  second  class  consisting  of  the  next 
largest  taxpayers,  who  pay  the  next  third  of  the  taxes;  the  third  class 
con^sting  of  the  remaining  taxpayers.    Each  of  these  classes  elects 
a  third  of  the  members  of  the  municipal  council.     This  system  is 
similar  to  that  adopted  in  elections  to  the  Prussian  diet;  and  it  is 
represented  to  woi'k  satisfactorily,  and  to  account  in  a  large  measure 
for  the  great  success  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  Prussian 
cities.^ 


'  See  Political  Science  Quarterly, 
VoL  III.,  December,  1888,  p.  714,  where 
PrafeaBor  Goodnow  reviews  Steffen- 
hagen's  Handbuch  der  stddtischen 
Verfassuna  utid  VerwdUung  in  Preuasen. 
For  a  full  account  of  provincial  and 
local  government  in  Prussia,  see  also 
Professor  Goodnow's  valuable  articles  in 
Political  Science  Quarterly,  December, 
1889,  and  March,  1890,  and  his  ''Ck>m- 
parative  Administrative  Law/'  Vol.  I. 
pp.  295-337,  1893. 

An  enli|[htened  observer  (Proff'ssor 
Ely)  has  given  it  as  his  opinion  that 
BerUn  is  me  best  governed  large  mu- 
nicipalitT  in  the  world.  Opinions  ma^ 
differ  wnether  this  high  eulogium  is 
merited ;  but  undoubtedly  it  is  a  well- 
governed  cit^.  The  essential  features 
of  its  municipal  organization  are  in 
substance  stated  by  Mr.  Baxter  (lec- 
ture on  Berlin)  as  foUows : 

All  male  persons  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
four,  who  pay  a  tax  on  an  income  of 
$150,  obtain  the  electoral  franchise 
upon  a  year's  residence.  Over  ten 
thousand  citizens  take  part  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  municipal  affairs.  The 
most  distinguished  ana  substantial  cit- 
isens  conrider  it  an  honor  to  do  so. 
penalties  are  imposed  for  a  refusal  to 


serve  in  any  position  to  which  a  citizen 
may  be  elected.  The  municipal  as- 
sembly is  composed  of  126  members, 
representing  326  wards.  [At  present 
it  consists  of  144  members.]  One-half 
at  least  must  be  house-owners.  The 
members  are  chosen  for  six  years,  one- 
third  retiring  every  two  years,  thus 
giving  permanency  to  the  governing 
body  by  making  the  changes  gradusJ. 
This  body  controls  the  affairs  of  the 
city.  It  cnooses,  also,  the  upper  branch 
of  the  city  government,  known  as  the 
magistracy,  composed  of  the  mayor 
and  the  board  of  aldermen,  32  in  num- 
ber, 15  of  whom  are  salaried,  and  17 
are  honorary  members.  The  term  of 
the  mayor  is  twelve  years ;  the  salary 
about  $7,500.  It  is  r^arded  as  a  posi- 
tion of  high  honor.  The  salaried  alder- 
men are  elected  for  twelve  years  by 
the  municipal  assembly,  with  special 
resard  to  their  qualifications.  Their 
salaries  are  higher  than  those  of  the 
local  judges.  The  custom  is  to  re-elect 
good  men.  The  term  of  the  unpaid 
aldermen  is  six  years,  and  they  are 
usually  chosen  from  men  who  have 
distinguished  themselves  for  efficient 
public  service.  Voters  who  elect  the 
municipal  assembly  are  divided  into 
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§  10  (8).  Britain  was  one  of  the  last  conquests  of  the  Caesars, 
And  was  one  of  the  first  of  the  western  provinces  upon  which  they 
released  their  hold.  The  Latin  language  did  not  become  the  lan- 
guage of  the  people;  nor  did  the  Romans,  as  in  many  of  the  con- 
tinental provinces,  fill  the  country  with  memorials  of  their  skill 
and  arts.  The  impressions  made  by  the  mastery  of  the  Roman 
were  not  destined  to  be  permanent.  According  to  an  accurate  ex- 
plorer and  philosophic  modem  historian/  Britain,  when  subject  to 
Rome,  was  divided  into  thirty-three  townships,  with  a  certain  share 
of  local  self-government;  and  qtuisi  municipal  institutions,  for  a 
long  time  after  the  withdrawal  of  the  Roman  power,  constituted 
whatever  of  government  the  people  possessed.  At  the  time  of  the 
conquest  of  England  by  William  of  Normandy  (a.  d.  1066)  the 
towns  and  boroughs  were  dependent  upon  the  uncertain  protection 
of  the  king  or  lord,  to  whom  they  owed  rents  or  service,  and  were 
liable  to  discretionary,  that  is,  arbitrary  rates  or  talliages.  They 
were  not  incorporated,  and  did  not  constitute  bodies  politic;  and 
being  composed  mainly  of  tradesmen  and  the  lower  classes,  were 
regarded  by  their  feudal  masters  as  possessed  of  no  political  and  of 
but  few  civil  rights.  None  of  them  enjoyed  the  right  of  representa- 
tion in  the  council  of  the  nation,  and,  with  the  exception  perhaps 
of  London  and  a  few  of  the  greater  towns,  did  not  have  the  right  of 
internal  —  or  self — government.  Sometime  between  1 100  and  1 125 
Henry  I.  granted  to  London  the  original  charter,  in  which  were  con- 
ferred many  valuable  municipal  privileges,  with  the  right,  among 
others,  to  choose  certain  of  their  own  officers,  such  as  sheriff,  justice, 
and  the  like.'  But  the  right  of  local  self-government  was  not,  in  gen- 
three  classes,  as  stated  in  the  text.  The  expense  (about  $400,000  a  year) 
The  result  is  that  a  majority  of  the  is  borne  by  the  city.  The  streets  of 
assembly  is  chosen  by  a  minority  of  Berlin  are  now  taken  care  of  by  the 
the  voters.  The  next  feature,  so  far  city  instead  of  the  State,  which  up  to 
as  our  observation  goes,  is  almost  1874  had  the  nuuntenance.  The  reve- 
wholly  unknown  in  this  country,  nue  of  the  city,  so  far  as  raised  by  taxa- 
These  two  chajnbers  are  supplemented  tion,  comprises  an  annual  income  tax 
in  Berlin  by  a  body  of  70  citizen  depu-  of  three  per  cent  on  all  incomes  above 
ties,  selected  b^  the  municipal  assembly  a  certain  amount :  house  rent  and  tax, 
from  leading  citizens,  to  serve  in  joint  divided  between  landlord  and  tenant; 
committees  for  the  administration  of  and  various  minor  special  taxes.  The 
special  affairs,  such  as  the  relief  of  the  net  debt  of  the  city  is  about  four  niil- 
poor,  schools,  &c.  At  the  meetings  of  lions,  a  decrease  of  nearly  two  millions 
these  committees  an  alderman  acts  as  since  1876.  This  is  a  striking  contrast 
chairman.  Under  this  executive  staff  to  New  York,  whose  debt  is  several 
of  230  members,  all  honorary  officials  hundred  millions, 
and  men  of  independent  means,  there  *  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  History  of 
is  a  large  staff  of  paid  officials,  appointed  England,  Vol.  I.  p.  30. 
for  Ufe,  as  is  the  rule  in  the  German  '  This  famous  charter  has  no  date, 
civil  service.  The  police  is  adminia-  Its  substance  is  given  in  Norton's  Com- 
tered  by  the  State  instead  of  the  city,  mentaries  on  the  History,  Constitution, 
the  force  consisting  of  about  3,000  men.    and  Chartered  Franchises  of  the  City 
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eral,  conferred  upon  towns  and  boroughs  until  the  time  of  John, 
who  reigned  from  1199  to  1216.*  Meantime  the  towns  and  cities 
continued  to  grow  in  population  and  wealth,  and  as  these  increased, 
their  disposition  to  submit  to  arbitrary  exactions  proportionately 
diminished,  and  their  independent  spirit  and  desire  for  freedom  from 
oppressive  restraints  became  more  manifest;  but  still  they  did  not 
acquire  sufficient  influence  or  importance  to  be  allowed  a  representa- 
tion in  the  states  of  the  kingdom  for  more  than  two  centuries  after 
the  Conquest.^  It  was  not  until  the  time  of  Edward  I.  that  cities  and 
boroughs,  then  mostly  incorporated,  obtained  the  right  of  returning 
members  to  parliament.  The  legislative  power  of  the  kingdom  was 
at  this  time  vested  in  the  king  and  the  council,  afterwards  called  the 
parliament.  This  council  was  constituted  of  the  spiritual  and  lay 
peerage.  The  commonalty  of  England  had  no  voice  or  part  in  the 
legblature.  This  wise  and  politic  prince  was  greatly  distressed  for 
money,  and  instead  of  attempting  to  raise  it  by  the  levy  of  arbitrary 
taxes,  which  were  submitted  to  with  murmurs  and  yielded  sparingly, 
preferred  to  obtain  it  by  the  prior  voluntary  consent  ot  the  cities, 
towns,  and  boroughs.*  Accordingly  he  caused  writs  to  be  issued  to 
about  one  hundred  and  twenty  cities  and  boroughs,  enjoining  them 
to  send  to  parliament,  along  with  the  two  knights  of  the  shire,  iv)0 
deputies  from  each  borough  within  their  county,  with  authority  from 
their  respective  communities  to  consent  to  what  the  king  and  his 

of  London ;  and  its  various  provisions 
explained  and  commented  on.  Pook 
ii.  chap.  ii.  p.  337.  In  the  latter  cotusj 
of  this  charter  is  an  allusion  to  the  very 
ancient  custom  of  foreign  attachment 
in  which  is  to  be  found  the  germ  of  ail 
our  foreign  attachment  laws.  Pulling, 
Laws.  &c.,  of  London,  188;  Hallam, 
Middle  Ages,  Vol.  III.  chap.  viii.  part 
iii.  Mr.  Norton  gives  the  substance 
of  all  the  charters  of  London  from  the 
time  of  William  the  Gonaueror  to  the 
present.  In  the  Encyc.  oi  the  Laws  of 
England,  Vol.  VIII.  p.  12,  it  is  said: 
"The  city  has  been  a  separate  fran- 
chise or  coimty  for  a  period  beyond 
living  memory.  It  was  governed  by 
an  alderman  (eorlderman)  as  early  as 
886,  and  by  a  port-reeve  and  bishop  at 
the  Conquest,  and  possessed  even  at 
that  date  corporate  rights  independ- 
ently of  any  charter  as  a  distinct 
HvUeu  or  communitaSf  possibly  derived 
from  its  history  as  a  Roman  muni- 
cipiuin.  It  has  since  the  Conquest  re- 
ceived many  charters  dating  from  Wil- 
liam I.,  and  in  1191  the  government, 
if  it  had  previously  been  in  the  nature 


of  a  shire,  was  made  or  recognized  as 
a  communa  governed  by  a  mayor ;  and 
the  right  to  elect  one  annually  was 
given  oy  charter  in  1215." 

'  Hall&m,  Middle  Ages,  Vol  III. 
chap.  viii.  Stephen  thus  describes  the 
municipal  institutions  of  England  in 
the  time  of  John:  ''The  principal  lib- 
erties granted  in  the  early  charters  are 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  a  merchant  guild, 
the  appointment  of  the  various  officers 
for  the  administration  of  justice,  fairs 
and  markets,  with  freedom  from  all 
tolls ;  in  fact,  all  of  the  privilegesgranted 
bv  the  borough  charters  were  of  a  local 
character  in  every  respect."  1  English 
Const,  chap.  iii.  p.  62. 

'  "It  is  clear  that  at  Runimede  no 
representatives  of  cities  or  boroughs 
were  present."  1  Stephen,  EngEsh 
Const,  chap.  iii.  p.  71. 

'  "In  words  tnat  well  became  the 
noble  King  of  a  free  people  he  acknowl- 
edged that  'what  touched  all  should  be 
approved  by  all.*"  Professor  Heam, 
Crovemment  of  England,  chap.  xv.  §  3, 
p.  423. 
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council  should  require  of  them.  As  the  experiment  proved  success- 
ful, more  money  being  obtained,  and  with  less  trouble,  than  in  the 
former  way,  the  practice  was  continued.  And  this,  according  to  the 
best  opinions  of  learned  and  careful  inquirers,*  is  the  definite  com- 
mencement of  popular  representation,  and  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons itself,  the  latter  constituting,  as  Macaulay  well  observes,  ''  the 
archetype  of  all  the  representative  assemblies  which  now  meet, 
either  in  the  old  or  new  world."  ^ 

The  political  powers  thus  acquired  by  boroughs  and  citied  gave 
them  political  importance.  This  power  was  courted  and  controlled 
by  the  crown.  The  king's  judges  decided  that  no  corporation  was 
valid  without  the  sanction  of  the  king,  and  most  of  the  corporations 
from  time  to  time  applied  to  the  crown  for  a  grant  or  confirmation 
of  privileges.  Their  dependence  upon  the  crown  was  thus  estab- 
lished, and  the  crown,  as  a  check  upon  the  nobles,  encouraged  popu- 
lar elections  by  the  whole  corporate  assembly,^  In  the  course  of  time 
it  was  found  that  these  representatives  were  more  formidable  to  the 
power  of  the  crown  than  the  nobility  had  been.  In  Elizabeth's 
reign  compliant  judges  decided  that,  although  the  right  of  election 
was,  by  the  original  constitution  or  charter,  in  the  whole  assembly, 
still  from  tLsa^/e,  even  when  within  the  time  of  memory,  a  by-law 
may  be  presumed  giving  the  right  of  election  to  a  select  class  (more 
readily  controlled  by  the  crown)  instead  of  the  whole  body.* 

'  Hallam,   Middle   Afl^,   Vol.    III.  monsl"  said  an  English  statesman  in 

chap.  viii. ;    1  Stephen,  English  Const.  1858 ;   and  the  more  recent  history  of 

chap.  iii.  pp.  95  et  acq. ;  Heam,  Govern-  Great  Britain,  in  several  memorable  in- 

ment  of  Eneland,  pp.  428,  480,  539 ;  stances,  shows  that  against  the  declared 

Hume,    England,    Vol.    1.    Add.    II. ;  and  positive  determination  of  the  com- 

Dr.  Adam  smith,  Wealth  of  Nations,  mons  neither  the  crown  nor  the  lords, 

book  iii.  chap,  iii.,  whose  account  of  the  in   any   struggle   relating  to   popular 

condition  of  the  towns  and  boroughs  rights,  can  make  permanent  effectual 

at  this  period,  and  the  decay  of  the  resistance.     Dicey,  Law  and  Opinion 

power  of  the  lords  and  the  growth  of  in  England,  passim.     In  the   United 

the  power  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  States  all  departments  of  the  govem- 

cities  is,  though  brief,  perspicuous  and  ment  ultimately  respond,  of    course, 

satisfactory.    Norton,  Com.  Lond.  109.  to  the  public  will,  which  is  here  the 

A  distinctive  feature  of  horovghs,  in  real   sovereign   power,   and   elects  at 

England,  is  the  right  of  the  borough  short  periods  the  executive  and  legis- 

to  Sect  members  ofparUament.    There  lative  oranches. 

the  term  borough  includes  cities  as  well        '  An  English  municipal  corporation, 

as  villages,  but  in  the  United  States  as  will  be  explained  hereafter,  consisted 

the  term  borouqh  is  not  in  very  gen-  usually  of  one  or  more  select  or  definite 

end  use,  and,  when  used,  designates  an  bodies,   and   an   indefinite   body,   the 

incorporated  village  or  town,  but  not  a  latter    being    generally    composed    of 

city.     American  C^clopsedia,  Borough,  the  burgesses  or  citizens,  that  is,  the 

In  the  charter  of  Greater  New  York  inhabitant  householders;    and  a  cor- 

City  the  term  borough  is  used  to  de-  porate  assembly  w^as  a  meeting  of  sdl 

note  municipal  subdivisions  of  the  city,  the  bodies,  and  not  of  the  s^ect  or 

InfTOy  ^  26.  definite  bodies  alone.    Poat,  §  53. 

'  History  England,  Vol.  I.  chap.  i. :        *  Willcock  on  Municipal  Corp.   8 ; 

"The  Crown  1  it  is  the  House  of  Com-  3    Hallam,    Const.    History,    52;     1 
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Afterwards^  to  increase  the  power  of  the  crown,  James  incor- 
porated towns  or  boroughs,  endowing  them  with  the  parliamentary 
franchise,  but  confining  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  vote  to  select 
classes.  The  immense  power  of  popular  representation  was  a  most 
active  agency  in  the  overthrow  of  Charles  I.  This  power  proving 
inimical  to  the  arbitrary  schemes  of  the  Protector,  he  expelled  the 
members  by  violence,  and  subdued  their  authority  in  parliament  by 
force.  He  then  secured  this  power  in  his  own  favor  by  expelling 
all  hostile  magistrates  and  officers  and  supplanting  them  with  others 
of  his  own  creation. 

On  the  Restoration,  Charles  II.  found  the  principal  opposition  to 
the  court  to  come  from  the  cities  and  boroughs.  He  commenced 
his  reign  by  reconstructing  the  corporations  and  filling  them  with 
his  own  creatures.  Judges,  also  creatures  of  the  king,  holding  com- 
missions during  his  pleasure,  aided  him  in  his  scheme  to  acquire 
absolute  control  over  the  corporations  of  the  realm.  London,  as  the 
largest  and  most  influential,  was  selected  as  an  example,  and  in  1683 
the  famous  quo  warranto  was  issued  against  the  city  to  deprive  it  of 
its  charter,  for  two  alleged  violations,  one  of  which  was  stale  and 
both  were  frivolous.  Judgment  passed,  of  course,  against  the  city, 
and  its  ancient  charter  was  abrogated.^  As  a  condition  of  its  restora- 
tion, it  was,  among  other  things,  provided  that  thereafter  the  mayor, 
sheriff,  clerk,  &c.,  should  not  exercise  their  office  without  the  king's 
consent;  and  that  if  the  king  twice  disapproved  of  the  officers 
elected  by  the  corporation,  he  might  himself  appoint  others.  In 
short,  the  city  was  deprived  of  the  right  of  choosing  its  own  officers, 
and  was  made  dependent  upon  the  crown.  Such  also  was  the  fate 
of  most  of  the  considerable  corporations  in  England.  The  whole 
power  was  in  the  hands  of  the  king.' 

Nor  were  these  arbitrary  proceedings  confined  to  England.  In 
1683  writs  of  quo  warranto  and  scire  fadjos  were  issued  for  the  pur- 
pose of  abrogating  the  charter  of  Massachusetts.  Patriotism  and 
religion  mingled  their  fervors  and  combined  in  its  defence,  but  in 
vain.  Servile  judges,  in  June,  1684,  one  year  and  six  days  after 
judgment  against  the  city  of  London,  adjudged  the  charter  to  be 

Stephen,     English    Const,    chap.    vi.  chap.  xx. ;    see  also  The  Case  of  the 

pp.  277  et  aeq.  City  of  London^  8  How.  State  Trials, 

'  Rex  V.  City  of  London,  Mich.  33  1340  et  aeq. 
C&r.  II. ;  2  ShQW.  263 ;  Pulling,  Laws,  *  There  were  eighty-one  quo  war- 
Ac.  of  London,  14.  The  history  of  the  ranto  informations  brought  against 
seizure  of  the  city  franchises,  by  virtue  municipal  corporations  by  Charles  II. 
oi  the  writ  of  quo  warranto ,  is  given  and  James  II.  2  Chandl.  Con^.  Debs, 
at  some  length  by  Norton,  Com.  on  316;  1  Stephen,  English  Const,  chap, 
the  History,    &c.  of  London,  book  i.  vii.  p.  455. 
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conditionally  forfeited.  The  charter  government  was  displaced,  and 
popular  representation  superseded  by  an  arbitrary  commission.  In 
1687  similar  writs  were  issued  against  the  charters  of  Rhode  Island 
and  Connecticut;  when,  as  is  well  known,  the  people  of  the  latter 
colony  unsuccessfully  endeavored  to  preserve  this  cherished  muni- 
ment of  their  liberties  by  concealing  it  in  the  charter  oak.  The 
colonies,  as  a  result  of  the  English  Revolution  of  1688,  had  their 
charters  restored.  Very  shortly  after  the  accession  of  William  and 
Mary  a  bill  to  restore  the  rights  of  those  English  corporations  which 
had  surrendered  their  charters  to  the  crown  during  the  reigns  of 
James  II.  and  Charles  II.  was  introduced  into  parliament,  and  be- 
came a  law,  with  the  general  applause  of  men  of  all  parties.' 

Reference  has  already  been  made  to  the  fact  that  in  the  time  of 
Elizabeth,  the  controlling  power  of  corporations  was  virtually  vested 
in  "select  bodies."  The  abuses  in  the  corporations  arising  out  of 
select  bodies  continued  after  the  revolution  of  1688,  and  until  act 
of  parliament  in  1835,  next  to  be  mentioned.*  To  remedy  these 
and  many  other  abuses,  the  Municipal  Corporations  Reform  Act 
(5  and  6  Will.  IV.  ch.  76,  a.  d.  1835)  (referred  to  more  fully  in  a 
subsequent  chapter')  was  passed.  This  statute  sought  to  restore 
corporations  to  their  original  design,  as  institutions  for  the  local 
government  of  the  place,  to  be  controlled  by  those  interested  in  it, 
^nd  not  by  a  favored  few.  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  remarked  by 
Mr.  Hallam,  that  ''no  political  institution  can  endure  which  does 
not  rivet  itself  to  the  hearts  of  men  by  ancient  prejudice  or  acknowl- 
edged interest."  That  is,  it  cannot  permanently  endure,  although  it 
may  exist  long  after  it  ought  to  cease.  If  ever  an  institution  out- 
lived its  usefulness  —  lived  long  after  it  became  a  positive  evil  —  it 
was  the  municipal  corporations  of  England,  prior  to  the  reform  act 
of  1835.  In  many  important  places  in  England  the  number  of  cor- 
porators ranged  as  low  as  from  ten  to  thirty.  In  a  large  majority  of 
the  municipalities,  the  corporations  were  close ;  that  is,  the  govern- 
ing body  had  the  power  to  determine  who  should  be  admitted  to 
freedom  or  membership ;  and  often  the  privilege  was  conferred  upon 
non-residents  and  the  residents  excluded.  The  most  important 
franchise  they  possessed  was  that  of  electing  members  of  parliament, 
^nd  this,  in  many  places,  was  the  principal  function  of  the  corpora- 
tion. Not  only  were  the  councils  self-elective,  but  their  tenure  was 
for  life.    They  were  frequently  controlled  by  a  single  party,  and  aU 

'  Macaulay,    History   of   England,        '  1  Stephen,  Eng.  Const,  chap.  vii. 

Vol.  Hi.  chap.  XV.,  where  a  graphic  p.  479. 

ju^count  of  the  history  of  its  passage        '  Chap.  III.,  infra,    §§  53,  54  and 

18  given.  note. 
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persons  entertaining  other  opinions  were  excluded.    The  corpora- 
tions were  not  in  sympathy  with,  nor  did  they  reflect  the  wishes  of, 
the  people  over  whom  they  exercised  local  jurisdiction.    There  was 
no  check  upon  maladministration.     The  property  was  wasted ;  ex- 
travagance characterized  the  expenditures  of  money;  officers  were 
elected  by  the  irresponsible  councils  from  favoritism  or  devotion  to 
party.'     One  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Reformed  House  of  Commons 
was  the  overthrow,  in  1835,  of  this  intolerable  system,  by  the  pas- 
sage of  the  above-mentioned  Municipal  Corporations  Statute,'  to 
which  we  shall  have  frequent  occasion  to  refer  in  the  subsequent 
pages  of  this  work. 

Lord  Brougham  has  many  claims  to  the  regard  of  posterity.  Few 
of  these  are  stronger,  however,  than  those  which  arise  from  his  faith- 
ful and  effective  services  in  promoting  the  reform  of  the  Municipal 
Corporations  of  Great  Britain,  by  abolishing  these  self-elected  and 
perpetual  councils,  by  organizing  the  corporations  upon  a  uniform 
model,  and  by  establishing  in  the  act  the  principle  that  the  councils 
should  be  selected  for  short  and  fixed  periods  by  the  votes  of  the 
burgesses,  thus  recognizing  and  adopting  the  representative  system 
based  upon  the  vote  of  persons  actually  interested  in  the  municipal- 
ity.   Mr.  Willcock,  in  concluding  his  treatise,'  had  recommended  a 


*  Glover  on  Corp.  xxxviii.  et  seq,; 
Report  of  Commissioners  of  Corporate 
Inquiry,  32  et  seq.  On  January  1, 1883, 
ffte  Municipal  Corporatuma  Act  of  1882 
(45  and  46  Vict.  chap.  50)  went  into 
force,  repealing,  re-enacting,  and  con- 
solidating the  previous  acts.  Post, 
§54. 

*  Post,  §  54,  note,  where  the  lead- 
ing provisions  of  this  important  enact- 
ment are  given. 

*  Willcock,  Municipal  Corp.  513, 
514.  London,  with  its  "great  and 
notable  franchises,  liberties,  and  cus- 
toms," to  treat  of  which,  says  Lord 
Coke  (4  Inst.  250),  *' would  require  a 
whole  volume  of  itself,"  was  not  em- 
braced in  the  general  act  of  5  and  6 
WilL  IV.  chap.  76,  but  there  was  sub- 
sequently passed  an  important  statute 
known  as  the  London  Corporation 
Reform  Act  of  1849.  See  Supplement 
to  Pulling's  Laws,  &c.,  of  London. 

On  the  15th  day  of  August,  1867, 
after  a  memorable  struggle  between 
the  lords  and  the  commons,  what  is 
blown  as  the  Disraeli  Reform  BUI  be- 
came a  law,  by  which  the  right  to  vote 
for  members  of  parliament  for  boroughs 
was  greatly  extended.  This  right  was, 
in  boroughs,  extended  to  all  occupiers 


of  dwelling-houses  which  were  rated  to- 
the  poor  rates,  and  to  lodgers  occupy- 
ing lodging-houses  of  the  annual  value 
of  £10,  unfurnished.  It  practically 
enfranchised  the  working  class.  ''The 
Representation  of  the  People's  Act  of 
6  Dec,  1884,  established  a  uniform 
householder  and  a  uniform  lodger 
franchise  throughout  the  kingdom, 
and  increased  the  electorate  by  about 
2,500,000  voters."  Amer.  Cyclop.,  Great 
Britain. 

Referring  to  the  English  system  of 
corporate  local  government  and  ad> 
ministration,  Mr.  Gladstone  declared 
that  ''Our  municipalities  produce  Qual- 
ities which  are  the  best  safeguards  of 
England's  greatness."  Williams  & 
Vine,  English  Munic.  Code,  p.  12. 
"Taken  together  these  statutes"  (of 
1867,  1884,  and  the  Redistribution 
Bill  of  1885),  says  Ambassador  Bryce, 
"  have  turned  Bntain  into  a  democratic 
country,  changing  the  character  of  her 
government  sumost  as  profoundly  as 
did  the  Reform  Act  of  1832."  Studies 
in  Contemporary  Biography  (London. 
1903),  p.  442.  Bee  also  Dicey,  Law  and 
Opinion  in  England  (London,  1905)^ 
chap.  ii. 
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similar  reform,  but  disclaimed  being  so  visionary  as  to  suppose  it 
would  soon  be  eflFected,  since  parliament  would  not  willingly  relin- 
quish its  influence  over  venal  boroughs,  and  members  elected  by 
corporations  would  not  be  allowed  by  their  constituents  to  abandon 
their  ancient  though  unjust  privileges;  but  within  ten  years  from 
the  time  his  language  was  written,  the  reform  of  which  he  almost 
despaired  was  accomplished.    Experience  has  vindicated  its  wisdom.^ 

§  11  (8  a).  0)ming  now,  in  this  general  survey,  to  the  municipal 
instiivtions  of  the  United  States,  the  great  fact  which  first  meets 
our  view  is  that  the  common  law  is  the  basis  of  the  laws  of  every 
State  and  Territory  of  the  Union,  with  comparatively  unimportant 
exceptions.  It  is  indeed  a  most  fortunate  circumstance,  that,  divided 
as  our  territory  is  into  so  many  States,  each  supreme  within  the  limits 
of  its  power,  a  common  and  uniform  general  system  of  polity  under- 
lies and  pervades  them  all.  The  common  law,  as  well  as  the  institu- 
tions which  it  developed  or  alongside  of  which  it  grew  up,  is  per- 
vaded BT  A  SPIRIT  OF  FREEDOM,  which  distinguishes  it  from  all  other 
systems  and  peculiarly  adapts  U  to  the  instiiuiions  of  a  self-govemed 
people.  It  is  established  by  the  learned  researches  which  have  been 
more  recently  made  that  the  germs  and  elements  of  this  law  and  of 
English  polity  are  of  Germanic  origin.^  The  Saxon  conquerors  of 
Great  Britain  were  not  mere  bodies  of  armed  invaders.  They  went 
to  England,  during  two  or  more  centuries,  in  families  and  commu- 
nities. What  manner  of  men  were  they?  Guizot  dwells  upon  the 
fact  that  the  distinguishing  character  of  the  Germans  was  "their 
powerful  sentiment  of  personal  liberty,  personal  independence  and 
individuality."  He  affirms  and  repeatedly  reiterates,  that  it  wa^ 
they  who  "introduced  this  sentiment  of  personal  independence,  this 
love  of  individual  liberty,  into  European  civilization ;  that  this  was 
unknown  among  the  Romans;  unknown  in  the  Christian  Church; 
and  unknown  in  nearly  all  the  civilizations  of  antiquity.  The  liberty 
which  we  meet  with  in  ancient  civilizations  is  political  liberty,  —  the 
liberty  of  the  citizen,  not  the  personal  liberty  of  the  man  himself." ' 

*  For  a  scholarly  account  of  the  chaps,   i.,   ii.,    and  Goodnow,   Comp. 

history,  development,  and  present  char-  Adm.  Law,  Vol.  I.  pp.  234-263.     Mr. 

acter  of  municipal  and  local  govern-  Amasa  M.  Eaton's  paper  before  Am. 

ment  in  Great  Britain,  the  reader  is  Bar  Association,  1902,  referred  to,  jiost, 

referred   to  Mr.  Albert    Shaw's    Mu-  chap.  iv.  §  98. 

nicipal  Government,  3d  edition,  1895.         '  Stubps,  Const.  Hist.  chap.  i.  et  seq. ; 

Infra,  chap.  iv.  §§  98-100.    And  for  Prof.  Adams,  Gemianic  Origin  of  New 

a  like  account  as  re8()ects  municipal  England    Towns,    in    Johns    Hopkiiu 

government  in  the  United  States,  see  Umversity  Studies. 
Goodnow,  Municipal  Home  Rule,  1895,        •  Hist.  Civ.  Europe,  Lect.  II. 
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§  12  (8  6).  Thus  conquering  and  colonizing  England,  the  Sax- 
ons carried  with  them  "from  lands  where  the  Roman  eagle  had 
never  been  seen,  or  seen  only  during  the  momentary  incursions  of 
Drusus  and  Germanicus,"  *  their  language,  their  religion,  their  cus- 
toms, their  laws,  and  their  organizations.  These  were  indigenous,  — 
homebred,  without  trace  or  tincture  of  the  Roman  law  and  institu- 
tions.^ They  borrowed  nothing  from  antiquity  or  from  surrounding 
peoples.  They  founded,  and  in  the  course  of  centuries  their  suc- 
cessors and  descendants,  the  people  of  England,  built  up  their  institu- 
tions on  their  own  model.  Macaulay  speaks  of  this  with  his  accus- 
tomed vividness.  "The  foundations  of  our  O)nstitution,"  he  says, 
"were  laid  by  men  who  knew  nothing  of  the  Greeks,  but  that  they 
had  denied  the  orthodox  procession  and  cheated  the  Crusaders;  and 
nothing  of  Rome  but  that  the  Pope  lived  there.  Those  who  followed 
contented  themselves  with  improving  on  the  original  plan.  They 
found  models  at  home;  and  therefore  they  did  not  look  for  them 
abroad."  '  This  love  of  personal  freedom  and  independence  was  im- 
pressed upon  the  institutions  they  founded,  or  adopted,  or  modified. 

§  13  (8  c).  Learned  investigators  diflFer  concerning  the  extent  to 
which  Roman  law  existed  and  prevailed  at  the  time  of  the  Saxon  con- 
quest, and  the  extent  to  which  it  was  adopted  or  incorporated  into 
the  English  laws,  usages,  and  institutions.  But  there  is  a  general 
assent  to  these  propositions,  viz. :  that  the  Saxon  spirit  of  freedom  was 
embodied  in  the  various  local  courts;  'that  it  was  in  these  popular  tribu- 
nals that  the  principles  of  law  and  local  government  were  cultivated 
and  disseminated ;  that  the  Saxons  breathed  into  the  English  gov- 
ernment and  institutions  "a  spirit  of  equity  and  freedom  which  has 
never  entirely  departed  from  them,"  *  and  that  in  the  course  of  time 
the  common  law  intertwined  its  roots  and  fibres  inseparably  into 
the  constitution,  polity,  local  and  municipal  institutions,  the  civil 
and  criminal  jurisprudence,  the  family  relation,  and  the  rights  of 
person  and  of  property.  So,  as  we  have  above  seen,  from  an  imme- 
morial or  early  period  the  local  territorial  subdivisions  of  England, 
such  as  shires,  towns,  and  parishes,  enjoyed  a  degree  of  freedom,  and 
were  permitted  to  assess  upon  themselves  their  local  burdens  and  to 
manage  their  local  afiFairs.  The  ratepayers  were  thus  dignified  by 
being  an  integral  part  of  the  communal  life ;  the  foundations  of  mu- 
nicipal liberty  were  laid;   administrative  power  was  decentralized; 

«  Digby,  Real  Prop.  11,  12.  *  Mackintosh,   Hist.   Eng.   Vol.   V. 

*  Freeman,       Norman     Conquest,  chap.   i. ;    Reeves,   Hist.   Com.   Law, 

chap.  i.  Introduction  by  Finlason. 
'  E^y  on  History. 
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knowledge  of  the  laws  and  reverence  for  and  obedience  to  them 
were  constantly  taught  by  a  participation  in  their  administration 
and  enforcement.  This  was  exactly  the  opposite  of  the  systems 
which  concurrently  prevailed  on  the  0)ntinent,  where  the  central 
power  absorbed,  governed,  regulated  everything,  thereby  destroying 
municipal  freedom  and  the  capacity  to  enjoy  and  exercise  it,  as  well 
as  the  power  to  defend  and  preserve  it 

§  14  (8  d).  Our  ancestors  in  the  setUemeni  of  this  country  brought 
with  them  these  notions  of  English  liberty  and  polity,  and  they 
found  here  a  field  of  unexampled  extent  for  their  free  development 
Accordingly  the  system  of  intrusting  the  direction  of  local  affairs  to 
the  local  constituencies,  has  from  the  earliest  colonial  periods  been 
carried  by  us  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  in  England.^  As  you 
pass  from  one  end  of  this  countiy  to  the  other,  alike  in  the  older 
regions  and  in  the  newest  organized  settlement,  you  find  the  affairs 
of  each  road  district,  school  district,  township,  county,  town,  and 
city,  locally  self-managed,  including  the  administration  of  local  jus- 
tice. Every  township  in  the  United  States  has  a  local  court  with 
power  to  summon  a  jury  of  the  vicinage,  thereby  bringing  justice 
home  to  the  business  and  bosoms  of  the  people,  and  making  it  their 
own  affair.  It  is  in  no  slight  degree  instructive,  and  certainly  in  the 
highest  degree  interesting,  to  trace  the  institutions'of  this  new  coun- 
try back  to  their  germs  in  the  Saxon  or  Anglo-Saxon  polity;  for 
when  we  touch  to-day,  even  in  our  frontier  settlements,  the  electric 
chain  wherewith  Providence  hath  bound  the  ages  and  the  genera- 
tions of  men  together,  we  discover  that  we  are  in  historic  commun- 
ion with  rude  and  remote  ancestors  although  separated  from  us  by 
seas,  mountains,  and  centuries. 

Each  State  binds  together  the  local  institutions  which  it  creates 
and  regulates  independent  of  Federal  control ;  thus  happily  prevent- 
ing a  concentration  at  the  national  centre  of  the  power  and  duty  of 
legislating  for  and  regulating  the  affairs  of  local  communities  through- 
out a  country  of  such  extent,  that  with  its  exact  situation,  wants, 
and  interests,  it  would  be  impossible  for  0)ngress  to  become  ade- 
quately acquainted.  So,  in  the  ascending  scale,  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution constitutes  the  States  and  the  people  thereof  into  a 
National  Government.  It  defines  the  relations  of  the  States  to  each 
other  and  to  the  national  government,  and  limits  the  power  of  the 
States  to  deprive  any  citizen,  however  humble,  of  the  great  essential 
rights  of  freedom,  of  property,  and  of  equality  before  the  law. 

>  Post,  i  70,  note. 
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Magna  Charta  remains  to-day  one  of  the  main  foundations  of 
English  liberty.*    Its  chief  glory  is  the  provision  "that  no  freeman 
shall  be  imprisoned  or  disseized  of  his  freehold,  but  by  the  lawful 
judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of  the  land."    This  memorable 
provision,  which  was  from  the  first  embodied  in  all  of  the  State  Con- 
stitutions, has  been  carried  into  the  Federal  Constitution,'  thereby 
placing  the  rights  of  life,  liberty,  and  property,  as  against  invasion  by 
the  States,  under  the  protection  of  the  national  authority. 

§  15  (9).  In  general,  all  of  our  American  ct^ie^,  tot£m^,  a/}  coun^ 
ties  are  public  corporations,  full  or  qvasi.  They  are  created  by  the 
legislature,  and  are  invested  with  power  to  decide  and  control  local 
and  subordinate  matters  pertaining  to  their  respective  localities.  The 
number  and  freedom  of  these  local  organizations,  whereby  political 
power  is  exercised  by  the  citizens  of  the  various  local  subdivisions 
of  a  State  who  have  a  right  to  vote  and  to  regulate  their  own  domestic 
concerns,  constitute  a  marked  feature  in  our  system  of  government.' 
They  are  simply  the  administrative  form  of  the  fundamental  Ameri- 
can idea  of  government,  viz.,  that  the  people  are  the  source  of  cdl  ^ 
political  power  and  have  the  right  to  exercise  it.  This  is  with  us 
no  mere  rhetorical  declamation,  but  a  foundation  principle  upon 
which  our  political  institutions  rest.  As  local  matters  can  better 
be  regulated  by  the  people  of  the  locality  than  by  the  central  power, 
we  provide  that  each  road  district,  each  school  district,  each  city, 
and  each  county  shall,  as  to  its  local  concerns,  be  self-governed. 
These  organizations  are,  of  course,  subject  to  the  legislature  of  the 
State,  and  their  acts,  if  in  violation  of  law  or  where  they  affect  pri- 
vate rights,  are  also  subject  to  judicial  cognizance  and  judgment. 
They  are  under  the  law  and  are  bound  to  obey  it.  The  policy  of 
creating  local  public  and  municipal  corporations  for  the  manage- 
ment of  matters  of  local  concern  runs  back  to  the  earliest  period 
oi  our  colonial  history,  b  exhibited  in  all  our  legislation,  and  ex- 

*  "The  whole  of  the  constitutional  certain  limits."    Per  Shaw,  C.  J.,  Over- 

histoiy  of  England  is  little  more  than  seers  of  Poor,  &c.,  v.  Sears,  22  Pick, 

a    commentary    on    Magna    Charta"  122,  130;    Hill  v,  Boston,  122  Mass. 

(Stubbs,  Const.  Hist.  Vol.  I.  chap.  xii.).  344,  356;  post,  §  60. 
Bfagna   Charta    "is   the   keystone   of        "When  a  man,"  says  Mr.  Justice 

English    liberty"     (Hallam,     Middle  Morton, Oakes v. Hill,  10 Pick. 333, 346, 

Ages,  Vol.  II.  chap.  viii.).  "moves  into  a  town,  he  becomes  a 

'  Amendment  AlV.    More  fuUy,  see  citizen   thereof    (if   possessed    of   the 

Dillon,  Laws  and  Jurisprudence  of  Eng>  requisite  qualifications  as  to  age,  &c., 

land  and  America  (Yale  Lectures,  1894),  and  if  he  remains  the  requisite  length 

Lecture  VII.  of  time),  whatever  may  be  the  desire  of 

'  "  In  all  quasi  corporations,  as  cities,  himself  or  the  town."    See  j)ost,  chaps, 

towns,  parishes,  school  districts,  mem-  ii.    and  iii. ;    People   v.  Canaday,    73 

benhip  is  constituted  by  living  within  N.  Car.  198;  post,  §  371. 
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pressly  or  impliedly  guaranteed  or  assumed  in  our  State  Constitu- 
tions.^ ''It  is  a  fundamental  principle  in  this  State,  recognized  and 
perpetuated  by  an  express  provision  of  the  O)nstitutiony  that  the 
people  of  every  hamlet,  town,  and  city  of  the  State  are  entitled  to 
the  benefits  of  local  self-government."  ^ 

The  elective  franchise  is  not,  as  was  the  case  until  the  compara- 
tively recent  reform  legislation  in  England,  a  privilege  dependent 
upon  custom  or  usage,  or  confined  to  certain  classes,  but  is  uniform 
and  universal,  extending  to  all  of  the  adult  male  citizens.  Old 
Sarums  and  rotten  boroughs,  as  well  as  property  qualifications,  are 
unknown.  The  effect/ of  this  policy  of  establishing  cities,  towns, 
and  districts  of  country  into  bodies  politic,  and  investing  the  citi- 
zens thereof  with  the  power  of  self-government  in  respect  of  their 
local  affairs,  has,  upon  the  whole,  been  most  happy.  One  of  the 
most  philosophical  and  fair  of  foreign  observers '  was  much  struck 


'  Kent,  Com.  275;  Cooley,  Ck>nst. 
Limit,  chap.  viii.  See  also  this  learned 
author's  opinion  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Michigan,  in  People  v.  Hurlbut,  24 
Mich.  44;  SUte  v,  Noyes,  30  N.  H. 
292 ;  Bow  v.  Allenstown,  34  N.  H.  361 ; 
and  in  People  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228; 
post.  S§  97,  120.  Text  approved; 
Luehrman  v.  Shelby  Taxing  iMst.,  2 
Lea  (Tenn.),  425 ;  Caldwell  v.  Justioes, 
Ac.,  4  Jones  (N.  Car.)  Eq.  323 ;  Com. 
vi  Roxbury,  9  Gray,  503,  510,  511,  note 
written  bjr  Mr.  Gray,  afterwards  the 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  and  later  one 
of  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States ;  Webster  v.  Harwin- 
ton,  32  Conn.  131 ;  People  v.  Albert- 
son.  55  N.  Y.  50;  pofft,  §  97.  In  Mr. 
Quinces  Municipal  History  of  Boston, 
chap,  i.,  will  be  found  an  interesting 
historical  account  of  the  constitiUian  of 
towns  in  MassachiuiettSt  and  of  their 
mode  of  organization  and  operation, 
particularly  of  the  town  of  Boston. 
Post,  i  40. 

'  Per  CooUy.  J.,  in  People  v.  Detroit 
(Detroit  Park  Case),  28  Mich.  228 ;  a.  c. 
15  Am.  Rep.  202,  referred  to,  post,  §§ 
119,  120.  See  also  Detroit  Citizens' 
Street  Railway  Company  v.  Detroit,  22 
U.  S.  App.  570 ;  64  Fed.  Rep.  628  (prin- 
ciple applied  with  respect  to  grant  of 
right  to  use  streets  for  street  railway 
purposes),  and  the  Michigan  cases  cited, 
namely:  Allor  v.  Wayne  County,  43 
Mich.  76,  97;  People  v.  Huribut,  24 
Mich.  44;  People  v.  SprinffweUs,  25 
Mich.  153 ;  Attomey-GeneraTt;.  Detroit 


Common  (Council,  29  Mich.  108;  At* 
tomey-General  v.  Holihan,  29  Mich. 
116. 

'  "Local  assemblies  of  citizens  con- 
stitute the  Btren^h  of  free  nations. 
Municipal  institutions  are  to  liberty 
what  primary  schools  are  to  science; 
they  brin^  it  within  the  people's  reach ; 
they  teach  men  how  to  use  and  how  to 
enjoy  it.  A  nation  may  establish  a 
svstem  of  free  government,  but  without 
the  spirit  of  municipal  institutions  it 
cannot  have  the  roirit  of  liberty.'* 
M.  De  Tocquevilie's  Democracy  in 
America,  chap.  y.   Post,  f  40,  note. 

''  From  time  immemorial,"  says  one 
of  the  ablest  of  American  common-Law 
juckes,  ''the  counties,  parishes,  towns, 
and  territorial  subdivisions  of  the 
country  have  been  allowed  in  En^and, 
and,  indeed,  reauired,  to  lay  rates  on 
themselves  for  local  purposes.  It  is 
most  convenient  that  the  local  estab- 
lishments and  police  should  be  sus- 
tained in  that  manner ;  and,  indeed,  to 
the  interest  taken  in  them  by  the  in- 
habitants of  the  particular  districts, 
and  the  information  upon  law  and 
public  matters  generally  thereby  dif- 
lused  through  the  body  of  the  people, 
has  been  attributed  by  profound  think- 
ers much  of  that  spirit  of  liberty  and 
capacity  for  self-eovemment,  tbirough 
representatives,  which  has  been  so  con- 
spicuous in  the  mother  country,  and 
which  so  eminently  distinguishes  the 
{>Bople  of  America.  From  the  founda- 
tion of  our  government,  colonial  and 
republican,    the    necessary    sums   for 
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^th  the  institutions  of  New  England  towns;  and  considered  them 
as  small  independeht  republics  in  all  matters  of  local  concern,  and 
as  forming  the  principle  of  the  life  of  American  liberty  existing  at 
this  day.*     Not  only  the  New  England  towns,  but  the  underlying 
and  universal  prevalence  of  local  government  and  administration, 
rural  and  urban,  throughout  the  United  States,  and  its  effect  upon 
the  general  life  and  well-being  of  the  American  people,  have  been 
not  only  noticed  but  intelligently  described  and  enforced  in  a  work 
of  great  interest  and  value,  by  a  distinguished  English  writer,  who 
criticises  freely  indeed,  but  with  no  conscious  bias  and  with  no  un- 
friendly spirit.' 


local  purposes  have  been  raised  by  the 
people  or  authorities  at  home.  Court 
houses,  prisons,  bridges,  poor-houses, 
and  the  hke  are  thus  built  and  kept  up ; 
and  the  expenses  of  maintaining  the 
poor,  and  of  prosecutions  and  jurors, 
are  thus  defrayed,  and  of  late  [in 
North  Carolina]  a  portion  of  the  com- 
mon-school fund,  and  a  provision  for 
the  indigent  insane,  are  thus  raised, 
while  the  highwajrs  are  altogether  con- 
structed ana  repaired  by  local  labor, 
distributed  under  the  orders  of  the 
coun^  magistrates.  When,  therefore, 
the  Constitution  vests  the  legislative 
power  in  the  General  Assembly,  it  must 
be  understood  to  mean  that  power  as 
it  had  been  exercised  by  our  forefathers, 
before  and  after  their  migration  to  this 
continent."  Per  Ruffin,  J.,  in  Caldwell 
V.  Justices,  Ac.,  4  Jones  (N.  Car.)  Eq. 
323. 

>  Post,  §§  40,  41,  and  notes.  In 
Dillon  on  Laws  and  Jurisprudence  of 
England  and  America,  p.  161,  it  is 
said:  "Whoever  may  have  read  the 
graphic  picture  which  Freeman  in 
the  opening  of  his  work  on  the  Growth 
of  the  English  Constitution  draws  of 
democratic  institutions  in  the  Swiss 
Cantons  of  Uri  and  Appenzell,  will  not 
easily  foiget  it.  Th^,  he  says,  have 
existed  from  the  earliest  times.  They 
are,  he  insists,  a  continued  survival 
of  the  earliest  notions  and  usages  of 
old,  Teutonic  freedom,  —  'an  imme- 
morial freedom,  a  freedom  only  less 
eternal  than  the  rocks  that  ^ard  it, 
that  puts  to  shame  the  antiquity  of 
kingly  dynasties,  which,  by  its  side, 
•eem  but  as  innovations  of  yesterdav. 
There,  year  by  year,  on  some  bright 
morning  of  the  spring-tide,  the  sov- 
ereign people,  not  entrusting  its  rights 
to  a  few  of  its  own  number,  but  dis- 


charging them  itself  in  the  majesty 
of  its  corporate  person,  meets  in  the 
open  market-place  or  in  the  green 
meadow  at  tne  mountain's  foot,  to 
frame  the  laws  to  which  it  yields  obe- 
dience as  its  own  work,  to  choose  the 
rulers  whom  it  can  afford  to  greet  with 
reverence  as  drawing  their  commission 
from  itself.  Such  a  sight  there  are  but 
few  Englishmen  who  have  seen ;  to  be 
among  those  few  I  reckon  amone  the 
highest  privileges  of  my  life.  This  is 
a  siaht  such  as  no  other  comer  of  the 
earth  can  set  before  Oie  traveller.*  .  .  . 
The  learned  historian  overlooked  the 
fact  that  for  more  than  two  hundred 
vears  before  that  passage  was  written, 
New  England  town-meetings  had  been 
continuously  held,  where  every  citizen 
was  entitled  to  meet  and  vote,  —  to 
determine  and  settle  their  local  afifairs, 
and  to  elect  the  public  officers  by 
whom  those  afifairs  were  to  be  admin- 
istered for  the  coming  year.  And  in 
essence  the  same  {K>wers  are  now  ex- 
ercised by  the  whole  body  of  the  citi- 
zens of  the  thousands  of  municipal  and 
public  corporations  in  the  American 
States." 

'  Professor,  now  Ambassador,  Bryce's 
American  Commonwealth,  1888,  Vol.  I. 
chaps,  xlviii.  to  li.  See  also  the  useful 
and  valuable  monographs  on  Local 
Government  in  the  several  States,  in 
the  Johns  Hopkins  University  Studies. 
Goodnow,  Municipal  Home  Rule, 
1895,  and  Comparative  Administrative 
Law,  1893.  This  learned  author  was  per- 
haps the  first  person  in  our  le^l  ni»- 
tory  to  explore  the  whole  field  of 
administrative  law  in  Europe  and 
America,  and  his  works  are  replete 
with  the  fruits  of  learned  research 
and  scholarly  diligence. 
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§  16  (10).  The  valve  of  our  system  of  munidnpal  instUiUions,  to 
which  we  have  thus  alluded,  may  be  seen  on  comparing  the  political 
condition  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  with  that  of  the  people 
of  modem  France,  —  selected  as  a  fair  example  of  a  government  with- 
out municipal  freedom.  France  is  a  highly  centralized  government. 
The  state  there  is  everything.  The  central  power  governs  and  regu- 
lates or  supervises  all  matters  of  importance.  The  effects  of  this 
system  are  thus  described :  "  Develop  in  the  slightest  degree  a  French- 
man's mental  faculties,  and  he  flies  to  a  town  as  surely  as  steel  filings 
fly  to  a  loadstone.  From  all  parts  of  France  men  of  great  energy 
and  resource  struggle  up,  and  fling  themselves  on  the  world  of  Paris. 
There  they  try  to  become  great  functionaries.  Through  every  de- 
partment of  the  eighty-four,  men  of  less  energy  and  resource  struggle 
up  to  the  provincial  capital.  All  who  have,  or  think  they  have,  heads 
on  their  shoulders,  struggle  into  town  to  fight  for  office  which  the 
government  alone  can  confer.  The  whole  energy  and  knowledge 
and  resource  of  the  land  are  barrelled  up  in  the  towns;  all  between 
towns  is  utter  intellectual  barrenness."  Such  are  the  withering 
effects  of  a  centraUzed  despotism.^  How  different  with  the  decen- 
tralized system  of  government  in  the  United  States,  where  each 
local  constituency  chooses  its  own  officers ;  each  road  district,  school 
district,  village,  town,  city,  and  county  administers  its  own  local 
affairs  by  the  people  and  for  the  people.' 

'  But  under  the  laws  of  1866,  1871,  existing  French  system  of  local  admin- 
and  1884,  the  French  municipalities  istration  under  the  law  of  April  5,  1884, 
have  a  considerable  degree  ot  inde-  the  nature  of  the  commune,  the  powers 
pendence.  See  supra^  §  7.  The  comn  of  the  mayor,  of  the  municipal  council, 
muTie  movement  of  1871  was  the  and  the  extent  of  central  administra- 
natural  result  of  a  popular  uprisinjg  tive  control  and  regulation  are  fully 
against  centralized  power.  But  it  described  by  Professor  Goodnow,  Comp. 
went  to  the  other  extreme,  and  con-  Adm.  Law,  VoL  I.  chap.  vi. 
templated,  without  a  natumal  compact,  '  Barrett  v.  Brooks,  21  Jowa,  144, 
a  league  of  36,000  independent  com-  151.  By  constitutional  provision  in 
munes.  Their  declared  scheme  was  New  York,  ''  it  belongs  exclusively  to 
this :  ''  France  shall  no  longer  be  one  the  local  power  to  fill  the  offices,  either 
and  indivisible,  empire  or  republic ;  by  election  or  appointment,  as  the  leg- 
she  shall  form  a  federation,  not  of  islature  may  direct."  Met.  Bd.  Healtn 
small  states  or  provinces,  but  of  free  v,  Heister,  37  N.  Y.  661,  667;  People 
cities,  linked  together  only  so  far  as  v,  McDonald,  69  N.  Y.  362 ;  People  v. 
shall  be  consistent  with  the  most  Supervisors,  112  N.  Y.  585;  People  «. 
absolute  decentralization  and  localgov-  Lynch,  51  Cal.  15;  a.  c.  21  Am.  Rep. 
emment "  (Journal  Offidel  de  la  Com-  677.  Opinion  of  McKinstry,  J.  See 
munCt  April,  1871).  But  a  scheme  also  Constitution  of  Illinois,  art.  ix. 
which  made  cities,  and  not  the  nation,  §  5 ;  construed  People  v.  Chicago,  51 
practically  the  sovereign,  is  radically  III.  17;  8.  c.  2  Am.  Rep.  278;  OoDBti' 
defective,  and  open  to  all  the  objec-  tution  of  California,  art.  xi.,  entitled 
tions  which  M.  Mazzini  has  so  forcibly  '"Cities,  Counties,  and  Towns,"  {{  13, 
pointed  out  against  it  (Contempo-  15.  Provisions  exist  in  most,  u  not 
rary  Review,  1871 ;  reprinted  Litteirs  all,  of  the  State  Constitutions,  which 
Living  Age,  July,  1871,  p.  112).    The  )p\ice  the  right  of  local  government, 
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§  17  (11).    To  dvU  territorial  divisions,  erected  into  corporations 
fuU  or  quaaij  with  defined  powers  of  local  administration,  and  the  ex- 
ten^on  of  the  right  to  vote  for  officers  to  all  who  are  to  be  affected 
by  their  action,  are  due  that  familiarity  with  public  affairs,  that  love 
o!  liberty,  that  regard  for  private  rights  and  property,  and  that  uni- 
versal reverence  for  and  obedience  to  law,  which  are  characteristic 
of  the  best  government  in  Europe,  Great  Britain,  and  the  best  in 
America,  the  United  States.* 


and  to  some  extent  the  autonomy  of 
mmiicipsJities,  besrond  the  power  of 
legislative  destruction.  Constitutional 
provisions  as  to  qualification  of  electors 
and  the  right  of  equal  representation 
held  to  apply  to  mumcipal  corporations. 
People  r.  Canaday ,  73  N.  Car.  198 ;  s.  c. 
21  Am.  Rep.  465;  post,  chap.  iv. 

Speaking  of  the  power  of  creating 
debts  and  expending  money  by  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  under  the  Con- 
sohdation  Act  of  1854,  in  a  case  where 
it  was  held  that  this  power  had  been 
vested  in  the  legislative  department, 
and  not  with  subordinate  officers, 
Agnew^  J.,  observed:  ''It  is  manifest 
tl^t  the  city  government  is  foimded, 
in  its  leading  thought,  upon  the  Ameri- 
can idea  of  a  popular  representative 
government,  its  immediate  prototype 
being  the  form  of  the  State  govern- 
ment. The  right  of  supervision  and 
control  is  therefore  vested  in  the  coun- 
cils as  the  immediate  representatives 
of  the  popular  will,  which  exerts  and 
enforces  its  determining  power  by 
means  of  constantl^r  recurring  elec- 
tions. Subject^  to  this  primary  power 
the  affairs  of  this  people,  great  in  num- 
bers, wealth,  intelligence,  and  influ- 
ence, are  conducted  bv  departments 
and  officers."  Philadelphia  v.  Flanigen, 
47  Pa.  St.  21. 

**What,"  inquired  the  Abb^  Sieyds, 
in  a  book  whicn  gave  a  powerful  im- 
pulse to  the  public  mind  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  French  Revolution  of  1789, 
—  "What  is  the  tUrs  €UUt'*  And  he 
answered,  "Nothing."  "What  ought  it 
to  be?"  "Everything."  Thiers,  French 
Rev.  Vol.  I.  p.  27;  Guizot,  Hist.  Civ. 
Lect.  VII.  On  this  popular  foundation 
rests  not  only  our  national  government, 
but  as  well  all  of ^  our  State  govern- 
ments and  municipal  institutions. 
People  r.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228;  post, 
If  97,  119,  120. 

'  After  alluding  to  the  antiquity  of 
this  system  in  England,  Mr.  Justice 
Brawn,     in    the    important    case    of 


People  V,  Draper  (15  N.  Y.  532,  562), 
says :  "  Wherever  the  Anglo-Saxon  race 
have  gone,  wherever  they  have  carried 
their  language  and  laws,  these  commu- 
nities, each  with  a  local  administration 
of  its  own  selection,  have  gone  with 
them.  It  is  here  that  they  have  ac- 
quired the  habits  of  subordmation  and 
ooedience  to  the  laws,  of  patient  endur- 
ance, resolute  purpose,  and  knowledge 
of  civil  government,  which  distinguish 
them  from  every  other  people.  Here 
have  been  the  seats  of  modem  civili- 
zation, the  nurseries  of  public  spirit, 
and  the  centres  of  constitutional  liberty. 
They  are  the  opposites  of  those  systems 
which  collect  all  power  at  a  common 
centre,  to  be  wielded  by  a  common  will 
.and  to  effect  a  given  purpose,  which 
absorb  all  political  autoonty,  exercise 
all  its  functions,  distribute  all  its  pat- 
ronage, repress  the  public  activity,  ' 
stifle  the  public  voice,  and  crush  out 
the  public  liberty." 

"Whoever,"  says  De  Tocqueville, 
(Euvres  Compietea,  Vol.  VI II.,  "travels  in 
the  United  states  is  involuntarily  and 
instinctively  so  impressed  with  the  fact 
that  the  spirit  of  liberty  and  the  taste 
for  it  have  pervaded  all  the  habits  of 
the  American  people,  that  he  cannot 
conceive  of  them  under  any  but  a  Re- 
publican government.  In  the  same 
way  it  is  impossible  to  think  of  the 
English  as  living  under  any  but  a  free 
government."  After  quoting  these 
words,  Professor  Dicey,  in  his  work  on 
the  Law  of  the  Constitution,  says  (2d 
ed.  1886,  p.  173)  that  "they  point  in 
the  clearest  manner  to  the  rrdej  pre- 
dominanoef  or  supremaqf  of  law  as  the 
distinguishing  characteristic  of  English 
institutions,'  institutions  which  we 
have  fully  inherited  or  adopted.  What 
is  meant  by  absolute  supremacy  of  the 
rule  of  law  in  England  and  America, 
how  it  permeates  the  whole  political 
system,  and  how  it  protects  and  se- 
cures the  individual  man  in  all  of  his 
fundamental  legal  rights,  viz.,  that  no 
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But  the  picture  is  not  without  its  shadows.  The  usefulness  of 
our  municipal  corporations  has  been  impaired  by  evils  that  are 
either  inherent  in  them  or  that  have  generally  accompanied  their 
workings.  Some  of  these  may  be  briefly  indicated:  1.  Men  the 
best  fitted  by  their  intelligence,  business  experience,  capacit}',  and 
moral  character,  for  local  governors  or  counsellors  are  not  always, 
it  is  feared,  —  it  might  be  added  are  not  generally,  —  chosen.  This 
is  especially  true  of  populous  cities.  2.  Those  chosen  are  too  apt 
to  merge  their  individual  conscience  in  their  corporate  capacity. 
Under  the  shield  of  their  corporate  character,  men  but  too  often  do 
acts  which  they  would  never  do  as  individuals.  The  public,  as  if  to 
retaliate,  acts  towards  corporations  in  the  same  spirit  The  notion, 
though  not  avowed,  is  quite  too  much  acted  upon,  that  all  that  can 
be  obtained  from  a  public,  or,  indeed,  from  any  corporation,  is 
legitimate  spoil.  Against  these,  men,  usually  honest  and  fair  in  their 
dealings,  do  not  scruple  to  make  demands  which  they  would  never 
make  against  an  individual.^  3.  As  a  result,  the  administration  of 
the  affairs  of  our  municipal  corporations  is  too  often  unwise  and 
extravagant, 

§  18  (12).  Municipal  corporations  are  instUvtions  designed  for  the 
local  government  of  towns  and  cities;  or,  more  accurately,  towns  and 
cities,  with  their  inhabitants,  are,  for  purposes  of  subordinate  local 

man  shall  be  punished  except  for  a  Ohio,  31,  37.    See  also  State  v.  Noyes, 

breach  of  law,  and  that  all  classes  are  30  N.   H.  292 ;    and  the  opinion  of 

subject  to  the  ordinary  law  of  the  land  Allen,  J.,  in  People  v.  Albertson.  55 

adininistered  in  the  ordinary  law  courts,  N.  Y.  50,  57,  where  he  says:    "The 

with  no  inununity  from  liaoility  of  any  right  of  [local]  self-government  lies  at 

officer  or  official  however  high    (the  the  foundation   of  our  institutions." 

King  only  excepted)  who  violates  the  People  17.  Supervisors,  112  N.  Y.  585; 

legalrightsof  any  other  man,  however  post,   §§  70,  note,  97,  119,   120,  353; 

humble,  are  so  clearly  set  forth  in  the  People  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228. 
instructive   work  just   cited,   that   it         As  to  governing  or  regulating  local 

gives  us  pleasure  to  commend  it  to  affidrs  by  commissions  appointed  bv 


our  readers.  the  governor  or  legislature,  or  elect 

"The  cit;r  corporations,"  remarks  a  see  infra,  chap.  iv. 
modem  jurist,  "which  have  grown  up         *  These  enects  are  not  confined  to 

^n  modem  times,  are  of  infinite  ad  van-  this  side  of  the  Atlantic.     "It  is  a 

tage  to  society;   they  bind  men  more  familiar  fact,"  says  Herbert  Spencer, 

closely  together  than  does  any  other  "that  the  corporate  conscience  is  ever 

form  of  political  association.    But  that  inferior  to  the  individual  conscience  — 

which  most  remarkably  distinguishes  that  a  body  of  men  will  commit,  as  a 

them  from  the  close  corporations  which  joint  act,  that  which  every  individual 

formerly  existed,  is  the  general  spirit  of  of  them  would  shrink  from,  did  he 

freedom  which  has  been  breathed  into  feel  personally  responsible."     Essays, 

them.    More  especially  is  this  the  case  No.  Vll.  p.  261,  Am.  ed.  1865;    and 

with  town   corporations  in   America,  see  76.,  Essays  No.  5,  for  a  description 

which  are  as  different  from  those  of  —  perhaps  too  highly  colored  —  of  the 

England  as  the  latter  are  from  similar  unsatisfactory  working  of  the  English 

corporations  in  Scotland  and  Holland."  reformed  municipal  corporations. 
Per  Grimke,  J.,  Roeebaugh  v.  Saffin,  10 
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adTninistration,  invested  with  a  corporate  character.  To  clothe 
them  with  powers  to  accomplish  purposes  which  can  better  be  left 
to  private  enterprise,  is  unwise.  Their  chief  function  should  be  to 
regulate  and  govern  in  respect  of  local  affairs,  which  can  be  dealt 
with  better  by  the  people  concerned  than  by  the  distant  central 
power.  To  invest  them  with  the  powers  of  individuals  or  of  private 
corporations,  for  objects  not  pertaining  to  municipal  rule,  is  to  per- 
v^t  the  institution  from  its  legitimate  ends,  and  to  require  of  it 
duties  which  it  is  not  adapted  satisfactorily  to  execute.  Some  of 
the  evil  effects  of  municipal  rule  have  arisen  from  legislation  un- 
wisely conferring  upon  municipalities,  at  the  suggestion  often  of  in- 
terested individuals  or  corporations,  powers  foreign  to  the  nature 
of  these  institutions,  and  not  necessary  to  enable  them  to  discharge 
the  appropriate  functions  and  duties  of  local  administration.  Among 
the  most  conspicuous  instances  of  such  legislation  may  be  men- 
tioned the  power  to  aid  in  the  building  of  railways,  to  incur  debts, 
often  without  any  limit  or  any  which  is  effectual,  and  to  issue  there- 
for negotiable  securities.^  The  result  has  too  often  been  that  debts 
are  incurred  so  large  that  they  press  with  disastrous  weight  on  the* 
municipality  and  its  citizens.  Extraordinary  and  extra-municipal 
powers  have  been  too  often  incautiously  or  unwisely  granted,  and 
the  charters  or  constituent  acts  carelessly  worded  and  loosely  con- 
strued. The  remedy  suggested  by  experience  consists,  in  part,  in 
constitutional  provisions,  restricting  and  regulating,  if  not  prohibit- 
ing, the  granting  of  special  charters,  and  requiring  all  municipal  cor- 
porations of  like  character  and  class  to  be  organized  under  general 
laws;  but  experience  has  shown  that  the  power  to  enact  local  legisla- 
tion should  not  be  wholly  denied.'  The  legislature  ought  also  to  be 
prohibited  from  allowing  municipal  corporations  to  engage  in  extras 
municipal  projects,  or  to  incur  debts  or  levy  taxes  for  such  purposes. 
The  powers  granted  to  such  corporations,  and  especially  the  power 
to  levy  taxes,  ought  to  be  more  carefully  defined  and  limited,  and 
should  embrace  such  objects  only  as  are  necessary  for  the  health,  , 
welfare,  safety,  and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants.'    The  amount 

*  See  poti,  S§  278,  313.  Justice  Agnew  on  the  abuses  which 

*  Pasi,  chap.  v.  attend  the  administration  of  finances 
'  "The  great  increase  of  corruptions    by  municipal  bodies  and  officers,  and 

in  municipal  bodies,  growing  out  of  the  the  too  prevalent  frauds  in  the  pro- 
ability  to  create  by  taxation  a  fund  curement  and  execution  ofpublic  con- 
winch  may  be  squandered,  has  made  tracts.  Philadelphia  v.  Flanigen,  47 
many  thinking  men  doubt  the  wisdom  Pa.  St.  21 ;  Hague  v.  Philadeli>hia,  48 
ofendowiog  them  with  the  power.''  Mr.  /&.  527.  In  the  Pennsylvania  case 
Justice  Miuer,  in  Rusch  v,  Des  Moines  first  cited,  the  suggestion  of  the  text 
Cbanty,  1  Woolw.  C.  C.  313^  322.  And  as  to  the  wisdom  of  strictly  guarding 
note  the  strildng  observations  of  Mr.  and  limiting  the  power  to  create  debts 
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of  indebtedness  that  may  be  incurred,  even  for  municipal  purposes, 
ought  also  to  be  limited  beyond  the  power  to  be  evaded/ 

• 
§  19  (12  a).  Unrestrained  'power  in  the  central  legislative  author- 
ity to  bestow  valuable  franchises  affecting  cities  and  property  therein, 
without  the  consent  of  the  municipal  authorities  and  of  the  property 
owners  who  are  injuriously  affected,  necessarily  makes  the  city  and 
such  owners  the  sufferers  from  inconsiderate  grants.  Administered 
on  business  principles,  a  city  ought  to  derive  large  revenues  from 
the  use  of  wharves,  from  railways  occupying  streets  with  their  tracks, 
from  gas,  water,  and  other  companies  to  which  are  given  the  right 
to  lay  mains  in  the  streets  and  public  places.  Effective  organic 
limitations  on  the  power  both  of  the  legislature  and  of  the  local  au- 
thorities to  make  grants  of  this  character  ought  to  be  devised,  and 
the  proprietary  rights  of  adjoining  property  owners  protected.  Ac- 
cordingly in  late  years  several  States  have  ordained  constitutional 
provisions  of  thb  character.'   And  generally  it  may  be  said  that  ex- 


is  well  enforced  by  this  learned  judge. 
He  truly  says:  '*A  valid  contract  is 
uncontrollable,  demanding  its  perform- 
ance at  the  hands  of  the  judiciary,  and 
calling  to  their  aid  the  whole  power  of 
the  government.  If  an  appropriation 
for  its  payment  is  not  made  tms  year, 
it  must  be  in  the  next  or  some  follow- 
ing." Agnew,  J.,  47  Pa.  St.  21.  The 
gigantic  and  astounding  frauds  and 
corruption  perpetrated  by  what  is 
known  as  the  "Tweed  ring,"  which 
were  revealed  in  1871,  in  the  local  ad- 
ministration of  the  afifairs  of  the  great 
city  of  New  York,  have  awakened  pub- 
lic attention  to  the  necessity  of  more 
efficient  checks  upon  the  misuse  of  nau- 
nicipal  powers.  The  legislation  which 
was  thereupon  enacted  to  prevent 
frauds  in  the  future,  cannot  be  said, 
in  view  of  disclosures  in  1886  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Broadway  railway  fran- 
chises, to  have  been  adec|uate  to  the 
end  proposed.  It  wa9  judicially  estab- 
lished that  a  large  majority  of  the 
board  of  aldermen  had  been  guilty  of 
accepting  bribes.  People  v.  Jaenne,  103 
N.  Y.  182 ;  People  v.  O'Brien,  HI  N.  Y. 
1.  Legislation  based  upon  the  princi- 
ples su^ested  in  the  text  ({§  20-22) 
would,  It  is  believed,  have  prevented 
these  shocking  and  scandalous  corrup- 
tions. The  mayor  was  without  t&bA 
power  in  the  matter  of  the  granting  of 
these  franchises  by  the  common  coun- 
cil.   His  veto  was  overridden. 

*  As  we  shall  hereafter  see,  nearly 


all  of  the  States  which  have  revised  or 
adopted  Constitutions  since  the  i^ve 
was  written,  have  ordained  provistons 
limiting  the  power  of  the  State  legis- 
latures and  of  municipalities  in  respect 
of  each  of  the  four  important  subiects 
referred  to  in  the  text  See  new  cnap- 
ters  V.  and  vi.,  posf,  and  chapter  on 
Public  Utilities,  post. 

'  By  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  New  York,  which  took  effect  January 
1, 1875,  it  is  provided  (art.  iii.  {  18)  that 
'*the  legislature  shall  not  pass  any  pri- 
vate or  Local  bill  granting  to  any  corpo- 
ration, association,  or  individual  a  right 
to  lajr  down  railroad  tracks,  or  any 
exclusive  privilege,  immunity,  or  fran- 
chise whatever.  The  le^lature  shall 
pass  general  laws  providing  for  the 
cases  enumerated  in  this  section,  and 
for  all  other  cases  which,  in  itd  judg- 
ment, may  be  provided  for  by  ^nerai 
laws;  but  no  law  shall  authorize  the 
construction  or  operation  of  a  street 
railroad  except  upon  the  condition  that 
the  consent  of  tne  owners  of  one-half 
in  value  of  the  propertv  bounded  on, 
and  the  consent  also  of  the  local  au- 
thorities having  control  of  that  portion 
of  the  street  or  highway  upon  which  it 
is  proposed  to  construct  and  operate 
sucn  railroad,  be  first  obtained."  See 
Const.,  N.  Y.,  1894,  art.  iii.  f  18.  Sev- 
eral other  States  have  similarly  amended 
their  Constitutions.  Post,  chap.  v.  and 
chaps,  xxiv.  and  xxv.,  on  Streets. 

The  legitimate  souroes  of  revenue 
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perience  has  shown  the  necessity  of  organic  provisions  more  exactly 
defining  and  limiting  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  laws 
which  affect  the  local  and  private  or  distinctly  corporate  rights  of 
chartered  cities,  and  which  involve  expenditures  of  money,  the  crea- 
tion of  debts  and  consequent  pecuniary  burdens,  without  the  con- 
sent, or  against  the  will  of  the  local  authorities  of  the  municipality 
or  the  people  thereof/ 

In  the  last  two  decades,  a  complete  change  has  taken  place  in 
the  popular  attitude  towards  franchises  and  privileges  to  use  the 
streets  and  public  property  of  municipalities  for  railroads  and  other 
public  utilities.  A  popular  demand  has  arisen  that  such  franchises 
and  privileges,  if  granted  at  all,  be  granted  only  upon  conditions 
ensuring  full  compensation  to  the  city  for  the  right  or  privilege 
conferred,  and  then  only  for  limited  periods,  accompanied  by  pro- 
vision for  periodical  revaluations  to  ensure  that  the  city  shall  at  all 
times  thereafter  receive  a  full  return  for  the  rights  which  it  has 
created.^    But  the  popular  demand  does  not  stop  at  this  point,  but 


that  may  be  thus  opened  to  cities  is 
well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  the  city 
of  Berlin.  In  that  city,  it  is  stated  on 
good  authority  that  the  street  railway 
company  not  only  paves  a  portion  of 
all  the  streets  it  occupies,  but  pays  a 
percentage  of  its  receipts  to  the  city, 
whose  revenue  from  this  source  is  about 
1250,000  a  year ;  and  in  19 11  the  street 
railway,  with  all  of  its  equipment,  will 
become  the  propertjr  of  tne  city.  Mu- 
nicipal gas-works  yield  about  18  per 
cent  of  the  entire  annual  expenditure 
of  the  city  as  profit ;  the  water-works 
also  yield  an  annual  profit  of  about 
$220,000,  and  even  the  ^reat  sewerage 
sjTstem  produces  something  like  a  net 
revenue  of  the  same  figure  through  the 
annual  rates  imposed  upon  householders 
for  the  use  of  sewers. 

*  Mr.  Seth  Low,  describing  his  ex- 
perience as  mayor  of  Brooklyn  (Bryce, 
American  Commonwealth,  Vol.  I.  chap, 
lii.),  says:    "The  habit  of  interference 
in  the  details  of  city  action  has  become 
to  the  legislature  almost  a  second  na- 
ture.    In  everjr  year  of  his  term  [as 
mayor]  the  writer  was  compelled  to 
oppose  at  Albany  unwise  ana  adverse 
legislation  on  the  part  of  the  State. 
Xo  law  objected  to  oy  the  mayor  dur- 
ing this  interval  was  placed  upon  the 
statute  book .     It  is  not  too  much  too 
say,  however,  that  the  greatest  anxie- 
ties of  his  term  sprang  from  the  uncer- 
tainties, and  difficulties  of  this  annual 


contest  on  the  one  hand  to  advance 
the  interest  of  the  city,  and  on  the 
other  to  save  it  from  harm  in  its  rela- 
tions to  the  law-making  power  of  the 
State.''  See  Goodnow,  Municipal 
Home  Rule,  chap.  ii. 

'  This  popular  demand  has  been 
recognized  and  given  effect  in  the 
charter  of  the  Greater  New  York.  In 
the  report  of  the  commission  appointed 
to  prepare  the  charter  (written  on 
this  point  by  the  author  of  the  present 
work,  with  the  concurrence  and  by  the 
direction  of  his  associates,  after  ^reat 
deliberation,  February,  1897),  it  is 
said:  '^As  to  franchises  and  their  dis- 
position, the  charter  proposes  a  radi- 
cal change  of  the  hignest  importance 
and  value.  The  streets  of  the  city 
belong  of  right  to  the  whole  people. 
Their  use  for  the  public  benent  and 
for  control  in  the  public  interest  ou^ht 
never  to  be  permanently  parted  with 
in  favor  of  any  private  interests  what- 
ever. The  charter,  therefore,  declares 
that  they  are  inalienable,  and  that  no 
rights  therein  shall  hereafter  be  granted 
by  the  Municipal  Assembly  except  upon 
the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Estimate 
and  Apportionment,  and  then  only  for 
limited  periods,  and  upon  provision 
being  made  for  perioaical  revalua- 
tions." Accordingly  the  charter  framed 
by  the  commission  and  enacted  bv  the 
legislature  for  the  greater  city  (Laws, 
1897,  chap.   378,   U  71-74)  decUred 
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has  asserted  the  claim  that  public  viilUies  of  all  kinds  should  be 
owned  and  (according  to  the  extreme  view)  operated,  or  at  all  events 
leased,  by  the  municipality  for  the  common  good  of  the  inhabitants. 
In  Great  Britain,  this  demand  has  been  made  effectual,  and  many 
cities  now  not  only  own  and  operate  gas  and  water  works,  but  also 
street  railroads  and  other  public  enterprises  which  in  this  country 
have  generally  been  entrusted  to  corporations  formed  with  a  view 
to  private  gain.  In  America,  this  demand  has  been  insistent,  but, 
by  reason  of  the  numerous  restrictions  contained  in  the  Constitu- 
tions and  statutes  and  the  difficulty  of  adjusting  the  rights  of 
existing  corporations,  it  has  not  yet  receive  much  substantial 
recognition  except  in  the  case  of  water  supply  and  lighting.  The 
expediency  or  policy  of  investing  funds  derived  from  taxation  and 
from  the  pledging  of  municipal  credit  in  enterprises  of  this  kind 
does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  this  work,  but  the  duties,  obliga- 
tions, and  liabilities  which  arise  from  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
of  municipalities  have  given  rise  to  &  series  of  legal  questions  of 
the  deepest  importance.^ 


that  the  rights  of  the  city  in  and  to 
its  water  front,  ferries,  wharf  property, 
land  under  water,  public  buildings, 
wharves,  docks,  streets,  avenues,  parks, 
and  all  other  public  places  are  inalien- 
able; that  thereafter  no  franchise  or 
right  to  use  the  streets,  avenues,  park- 
ways, or  highways  of  the  city  should  be 
granted  by  the  municipal  assembly  to 
anj[  person  or  corporation  for  a  linger 
period  than  twenty-five  years,  but  that 
such  grant  mizht,  at  the  option  of  the 
city,  provide  for  ^ving  to  the  grantee 
the  nght  on  a  fair  revaluation  to  re- 
newals not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 
twenty-five  years.  Provision  was  ooAde 
for  the  reversion  to  the  city  at  the  ter- 
mination of  the  franchise,  or  right 
granted,  of  the  plant  as  well  as  the 

Sropertv  of  the  grantee  in  the  streets, 
;c.,  either  without  further  compensar 
tion  to  the  grantee  or  upon  a  fair  valu- 
ation of  the  plant  and  property,  which 
should  thereupon  vest  in  the  city  on 
payment  of  the  valuation ;  and  it  was 
declared  that  if  by  virtue  of  the  grant 
or  contract  the  plant  and  property  are 
to  become  the  city's  without  money 
payment  therefor,  the  city  shall  have 
the  right  either  to  take  and  operate 
the  property  on  its  own  account,  or  to 
renew  the  grant  for  not  exceeding 
twenty  years  upon  a  fair  revaluation, 
or  to  lease  the  same  to  others  for  a 
term    not    exceeding    twenty    years. 


Provision  was  also  made  for  public 
notice  of  applications  for  grants.  These 
provisions  were  the  result  of  extended 
discussions  and  deliberate  considera- 
tion by  the  commission,  and  are  re- 
garded by  the  author  as  founded  upon 
the  soundest  principles  of  policy  and 
justice.  These  provisions  were  con- 
tinued in  the  revision  of  the  charter  in 
1901  (Uws,  New  York,  1901,  chap.  466) 
and  the  recent  amendment  ot  1905 
(Laws,  New  York,  1905,  chap.  629),  ex- 
cept that  it  was  found  expedient  to 
confer  authority  upon  the  city  to  grant 
franchises  for  tunnd  railroads  (being 
great  and  expensive  undertakings)  for 
any  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years, 
and  to  permit  renewals  thereof  not  ex- 
ceeding in  the  a^re^te  twenty-five 
years.  Later  legCsIation  also  imposed 
the  condition  that  corporations  apply- 
ing for  tunnel  franchises  should  stipu- 
late to  pay  to  the  city  at  least  three 
per  cent  of  the  net  profits  derived 
from  the  use  of  any  tunnel  after  there 
should  have  been  retained  for  the  com- 
pany from  such  net  profits  a  sum  equal 
to  five  per  cent  upon  the  sum  ex- 

r^nded  to  construct  the  tunnel.    Infra, 
26. 

^  These  questions  in  their  legal 
aspects  are  considered  and  treated  at 
length,  poatf  chaps,  xxiv.  and  xxv.,  on 
Streets,  and  chap,  xxvi.,  on  Public 
Utilities. 
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§  20  (13).    Experience  with  us  has  also  demonsti'ated  the  necessity 
of  more  poiver  and  more  responsibiliiy  in  the  executive  head  of  our  mu- 
nicipal institutibns.     Too  often  the  duties  of  the  mayor  or  executive 
oflBcer  are  only  nominal,  and  to  these  he  gives  but  little  attention, 
—  a  natural  result  of  his  want  of  importance,  and  of  his  inability 
to  control  the  administration  of  municipal  affairs.    If  the  office  were 
clothed  with  dignity  and  real  authority ;  if  the  mayor  were  invested 
with  the  veto  power,  if  he  had  the  sole  right  to  appoint  and  the  un- 
restricted power  to  suspend  or  remove  subordinate  officials  or  heads 
of  departments,  then  the  citizens  could  justly  demand  of  him  that 
he  should  be  individually  responsible  for  the  proper  conduct  of  the 
concerns  of  the  municipality,  and  if  grievances  exist,  they  would 
know  to  whom  to  apply  for  remedy  or  upon  whom  to  fix  the  blame/ 


*  Extended  observation  of  the  work- 
ings of  our  municipal  institutions  has 
satisfied  the  author  that  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  text  are  sound,  and  he 
18  glad  to  find  them  confirmed  by  the 
Hon.  Jo&dah  Quincy,  in  his  Municipal 
History  of  Boston,  published  in  1852. 
Mr.  Quincy  was  mayor  of  the  city  of 
Boston  from  1823  to  1828  inclusive,  and 
his  opinions  are  entitled  to  great  re- 
spect, not  only  from  his  known  ability, 
but  from  large  experience  in  municipal 
affairs.  It  is  interesting  to  observe  the 
striking  coincidence  of  his  views  {lb. 
chap.  V.)  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  "Committee  of  Seventy,"  of  New 
York,  respecting  municipal  administrar 
tion  and  the  importance  of  efficient 
executive  superintendence,  control,  and 
resDonsibility.  And  to  the  same  effect 
is  Mr.  Charles  Nordhoff's  interesting 
article  in  the  North  American  Review 
for  October,  1871,  entitled  "The  Mis- 
government  of  New  York,  —  A  Rem- 
edy Suggested."  This  vigorous  writer 
sketches  the  defects  in  the  ordinary 
municipal  charters  with  a  masterly 
hand,  and  shows  great  familiarity 
with  the  subject  of  which  he  treats. 
Many  of  his  suggestions  may  be  profit- 
ably studied  by  the  legislator.  It  may 
be  observed  that  in  England,  under 
the  reformed  municipal  system,  the 
right  to  a  voice  in  munici[>al  manage- 
ment is  not  universal,  but  is  restricted 
to  occupiers  of  houses  and  taxpayers, 
and  yet  we  have,  as  we  have  seen,  com- 
plaints of  municipal  extravagance,  cor- 
ruption, and  abuse.  In  the  existing 
fljstem  of  municipal  government  in 
Great  Britain,  the  function  of  the 
mayor,  as  we  shall  point  out  in  a  sub- 
sequent chapter,  is  in  many  respects 


essentially  different  from  the  function 
of  the  corresponding  officer  in  our 
American  municipalities.  There  the 
actual  work  of  municipal  administra- 
tion is  in  effect  carried  on  by  the  coun- 
cils and  committees,  upon  whom, 
rather  than  upon  the  mayor,  rests  the 
responsibility  of  the  success  of  munici- 
pal rule.  Political  Science  Quarterly, 
Vol.  IV.  pp.  215  et  seq. 

The  charter  of  the  former  city  of 
Brooklyn  which  went  into  effect  Jan- 
uary 1,  1882,  and  which  has  been  de- 
clared by  the  highest  authority  to  be 
such  a  "vast  improvement"  on  any 
system  of  government  which  the  city 
had  tried  before,  "that  no  voice  is 
raised  against  it,"  is  based  in  its  re- 
form features  essentially  upon  the  prin- 
ciples suggested  in  the  text.  See  on 
this  subject  Vol.  I.  chap.  lii.  Biyce's 
American  Commonwealth,  written  by 
the  Hon.  Seth  Low  (the  first  mayor  of 
Brooklyn  under  this  charter)  ^  entitled 
"An  American  View  of  Municipal  Gov- 
ernment in  the  United  States."  It  is 
replete  with  that  wisdom  and  instruc- 
tion that  come,  and  can  only  come, 
from  careful  study  combined  with  prac- 
tical experience. 

The  experience  in  New  York  up  to 
this  date  (191 1 )  and  in  other  lai}^  cities, 
while  it  has  not  shown  that  it  is  not 
wise  in  this  country  to  clothe  the 
mayor  with  the  extensive  powers  men- 
tioned in  the  text,  has  nevertheless 
shown  that  this  mode  of  municipal 
administration  has  not  in  popular  es- 
timation proved  to  be  a  panacea  for 
municipal  ills,  or  fully  to  have  justi- 
fied the  sanguine  public  expectations 
concerning  its  remedial  efficacy.  Infra, 
§§  20,  21,  26. 


36  MUNiaPAL  CORPORATIONS  $  21 

§  21  (14).  Municipal  corporations,  as  they  exist  in  this  country,  it 
is  important  to  observe,  are  of  exceedingly  complex  character.  Not 
here  to  allude  to  the  legal  complexity  which  inheres  in  their  corporate 
nature,  we  may  mention  that  which  arises  from  the  exceedingly 
diverse  character  of  the  multiform  duties  which  are  confided  to  their 
agency  and  management,  requiring  the  delegation  of  corresponding 
powers  and  provisions  for  their  execution.  Some  of  these  powers 
are  civil  or  political,  and  not  peculiar  to  the  people  of  the  munici- 
pality; others  are  purely  local,  of  which  some  concern  all  the  in- 
habitants, and  some  affect  only,  or  mainly,  the  property  owners,  on 
whom  exclusively  or  largely  the  burden  of  their  exercise  or  adminis- 
tration falls.  In  the  ordinary  municipal  charters  the  essential  dif- 
ferences between  these  powers  have  not  been  sufficiently  regarded, 
and  in  consequence  adequate  checks  upon  their  abuse  have  not  been 
provided.  The  complexity  inherent  in  municipal  organizations 
has  shovm  a  tendency  to  increase  rather  than  to  decrease,  both  in 
those  matters  which  relate  to  the  form  of  the  corporate  organization 
and  in  the  public  utilities  which  are  now  more  or  less  regarded  as 
appropriate  objects  of  municipal  action.  In  the  form  of  corporate 
organization  generally  adopted  in  the  United  States  there  is  little 
room  for  simplification.  A  mayor,  council,  and  a  few  executive 
officers  are  elected  by  the  voters  upon  the  basis  of  manhood  suffrage, 
and  these  appoint  the  executive  officers  and  employees  necessary 
for  the  complete  municipal  organization.  There  has  never  been 
much  room  in  this  country  for  the  simplification  of  organizations, 
such  as  have  existed  in  England,  where  municipalities  were  in  the 
past  governed  by  representatives  of  the  trade  guilds,  vestries,  and 
other  special  and  vested  interests,  and  not  upon  the  basis  of  popular 
suffrage.  But  in  other  aspects,  both  in  England  and  in  America, 
the  tendency  is  to  complexity.  Cities  and  other  municipalities  in 
Great  Britain  are  now  to  be  found  which  own  and  operate  street 
railroads,  river  steamboats,  gas  and  electric  light  works,  water-works, 
markets,  slaughter-houses,  cold-air  stores,  ice  manufactories,  bath- 
ing establishments,  lodging  houses,  buildings  for  entertainments 
and  for  music,  and  engage  in  the  sale  and  distribution  of  milk,  brick- 
making,  &c.,  the  building  and  renting  of  dwellings  for  laboring  men, 
and  other  commercial  and  altruistic  enterprises  which,  twenty  years 
ago,  were  considered  to  be  within  the  sphere  of  individual  effort 
alone.  The  question  whether  it  is  expedient  to  embark  in  these 
enterprises  has  been  referred  to  the  people,  and  cannot  be  solved 
upon  a  philosophical  or  economic  basis.  Municipalities  have  ac- 
quired the  right  to  manage  their  own  affairs,  and  the  will  of-  the 
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voters,  however  mistaken,  will  determine  what  powers  should  be 
obtained  and  exercised.    We  therefore  find  an  increasing  diversity 
in  the  character  of  the  public  enterprises  now  undertaken  by  munici- 
palities and  a  resulting  complexity  in  their  powers,  rights,  duties, 
and  obligations. 

The  same  complexity  is  exemplified  in  another  direction.  The 
marked  feature  of  the  last  century  has  been  mdustiial  devdopment 
throughout  the  civilized  world,  and  the  inevitable  accompaniment 
of  this  development  has  been  the  tendency  of  the  individual  to 
abandon  rural  life,  and  to  seek  employment  and  a  residence  in  urban 
communities.  Density  of  population  is  the  foundation  of  municipal 
organization,  and  each  centre  of  density  is  the  appropriate  municipal 
unit.  But  the  process  has  continued  so  long  that  now  a  population 
which  a  hundred  years  ago  would  have  made  a  populous  nation  is 
to  be  found  gathered  in  a  single  centre.  The  interests  of  this  aggre- 
gation of  inhabitants  are  common  in  their  entirety,  but  separate  and 
distinct  when  applied  to  topographical  and  other  characteristics 
and  peculiarities  of  the  component  parts.  Historically,  too,  vested 
interests  and  peculiar  rights  may  have  accrued  to  portions  of  this 
locality  which  have  given  them  an  existence  and  characteristics 
distinguishable  from  other  parts.  The  territory  covered  by  these 
enormous  aggregations  of  individuals  is  too  extensive  to  permit  the 
successful  application  of  the  simpler  form  of  munici^l  government; 
and  the  problem  which  has  to  be  met  is  to  devise  a  method  which 
will  at  once  centralize  the  general  interests  of  the  entire  community 
in  a  central  body,  and  distribute  the  local  interests  peculiar  to  the 
different  parts  among  bodies  qualified  to  interpret  the  demands  and 
requirements  of  the  localities.  This  is  a  part  of  the  problem,  which 
under  very  different  conditions  the  great  cities  of  London  and  New 
York  have  had  to  face,  and  the  different  ways  in  which  the  problem 
has  been  met  in  these  two  localities  are  so  instructive  that  we  have 
given  below  an  account  of  the  municipal  organization  and  govern- 
ment of  London  and  New  York  as  they  exist  at  the  present  time. 

§  22  (15).  The  general  right  of  suffrage  will,  in  this  country,  remain, 
and  in  the  author's  judgment  ought,  at  least,  as  respects  the  popular 
branch  of  the  municipal  council,  to  remain,  as  extensive  in  the  mu- 
nicipality as  in  the  State;  and  all  schemes  of  municipal  reform,  what- 
ever their  merit,  based  upon  restricting  it  within  narrower  limits 
than  those  here  suggested,  are  simply  impracticable.^  -  But  if  special 

'  The  observationB  of  Mr.  Seth  Low  York)  upon  this  subjecti  in  his  chapter 
(afterwards    mayor  of   Greater    New   in  Biyce's  work,  before  referred  to,  are 


38 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§23 


or  extra-municipal  powers  be  granted,  not  affecting  civil,  political, 
or  other  rights  which  concern  all,  but  which  involve  directly  the  ex- 
penditure and  payment  of  money,  it  is  but  just  that  the  project 
should  be  required  to  have  the  support  of  a  majority  in  value  of 
those  who  must  pay  the  expense.  No  small  proportion  of  corrup- 
tion and  abuse  in  municipalities  has  had  its  source  in  their  authority 
to  make  public  and  local  improvements.  The  power  is  frequently 
conferred  without  sufficient  care,  and  the  rights  of  the  property 
owners  (often  made  liable  for  the  whole  cost  of  the  improvement 
or  amount  of  the  expenditure)  are  not  sufficiently  respected  and 
guarded.  In  many  of  its  more  important  aspects  a  modern  Anierican 
city  is  not  so  much  a  miniature  State  as  it  is  a  business  corporation, 
—  its  business  being  wisely  to  administer  the  local  affairs  and  eco- 
nomically to  expend  the  revenues  of  the  incorporated  community. 
As  we  learn  this  lesson  and  apply  business  methods  to  the  scheme 
of  municipal  government  and  to  the  conduct  of  municipal  affairs, 
we  are  on  the  right  road  to  better  and  more  satisfactory  results.^ 

§  23  (16).  As  it  is  the  part  of  wisdom  to  organize  munici'pal  corpo- 
rations of  like  character  and  class  under  general  laws  so  that  defects 


sound  and  weighty.  We  extract  one 
or  two  sentences:  "Every  one  under- 
stands that  universal  suffrage  has  its 
drawbacks,  and  in  cities  these  defects 
become  especiall^r  evident.  ...  As  it 
exists  in  tne  United  States,  it  is  not 
only  a  great  element  of  safety,  but  is 
pernaps  the  mightiest  educational  force 
to  which  the  masses  of  men  have  ever 
been  exposed.  In  a  country  where 
wealth  has  no  hereditary  sense  of  obli- 
gation to  its  neighbors,  it  is  hard  to 
conceive  what  would  be  the  condition 
of  society  if  universal  suffrage  did  not 
compel  every  one  having  property  to 
consider,  to  some  extent  at  least,  the 
well-being  of  the  whole  community." 
Bryce,  American  Commonwealth,  Vol. 


I.  pp.  ^4,  635. 


Mr.  Bright  ^ve  eloquent  expression 
to  similar  sentiments  in  the  peroration 
of  his  speech  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, March  24, 1859,  on  Lord  Derby's 
Reform  Bill:  **I  have  endeavored  to 
stand  on  the  rules  of  political  economy, 
and  to  be  guided  by  the  higher  rules  of 
true  morality;  and  when  advocating 
a  measure  of  reform  laiger  than  some 
are  prepared  to  grant,  I  appear  in  that 
character,  for  1  believe  that  a  sub- 
stantial measure  of  reform  would  ele- 
vate and  strengthen  the  character  of 
our  population;   that,  in  the  language 


of  the  beautiful  prayer  read  here  every 
day,  it  would  tencT  'to  knit  together 
the  hearts  of  all  persons  and  estates 
within  this  realm.'  I  believe  it  would 
add  to  the  authority  of  the  decisions 
of  Parliament,  and  I  feel  satisfied  it 
would  confer  a  lustre,  which  time  could 
never  dim,  on  that  benignant  reign 
under  which  we  have  the  happiness  to 
live."  And  later,  in  1865,  he  exclaimed 
to  a  Birmingham  audience:  ''Who  is 
there  that  will  meet  me  on  this  plat- 
form, or  will  stand  upon  any  platform, 
and  will  dare  to  say,  in  the  hearing 
of  an  open  meeting  of  his  country- 
men, that  these  millions  for  whom  I 
am  now  pleading  are  too  degraded,  too 
vicious,  and  too  destructive  to  be  en- 
trusted with  the  elective  franchise?  I, 
at  least,  will  never  thus  slander  my 
countrymen.  I  claim  for  them  the 
right  of  admission,  through  their  rep- 
resentatives, into  the  most  ancient  and 
the  most  venerable  Parliament  which 
at  this  hour  exists  among  men;  and 
when  they  are  thus  admitted,  and  not 
till  then,  it  may  be  truly  said  that  Eng- 
land, the  august  mother  of  free  nations, 
herself  is  free." 

*  Bryce,  American  Commonwealth, 
Vol.  I.  chap.  Hi.  p.  625 ;  anU,  §  19  and 
note.  Text  quoted  and  approved,  Lex- 
ington v.  Thompson,  113  Ky.  540, 650. 


§  24  INTRODUCTORY   HISTORICAL   VIEW  39 

and  abuses,  being  generally  seen  and  felt,  will  be  the  more  speedily 
and  better  remedied  by  the  legislature,  so  municipal  corporations 
should  be  shorn  of  the  power  to  grant  special  privileges,  except  under 
ordinaiices  general  in  their  character,  and  which,  on  equal  or  fair 
terms,  will  make  them  available  to  all,  or  in  which,  if  granted,  the 
right  is  reserved  to  the  municipality  to  terminate  or  to  purchase  on 
fair  terms  any  such  right  or  franchise.  The  courts,  too,  have  duties, 
the  most  important  of  which  is  to  require  these  corporations,  in  all 
cases,  to  show  a  plain  and  clear  legislative  grant  for  the  authority 
they  assume  to  exercise,  to  lean  against  constructive  powers,  and, 
with  firm  hands,  to  hold  them  and  their  officers  within  chartered 
limits.  As  a  rule  this  judicial  duty  has,  in  our  judgment,  been  faith- 
fully performed. 

§  24  (17).  If  we  analyze  the  complex  powers  usually  conferred  upon 
a  mununpcUity  in  this  country  at  the  present  time,  we  shall  discover 
that  these  are  of  two  general  classes,  namely :  1.  Those  which  relate 
to  health,  good  government,  efficient  police,  &c.,  in  which  all  the 
inhabitants  have  an  equal  interest  and  ought  to  have  an  equal  voice. 
2.  Those  which  directly  involve  the  expenditure  of  money,  and  es- 
pecially those  relating  to  local  improvements,  the  expense  of  which 
ultimately  falls  upon  the  property  owners.  As  respects  these,  the 
controlling  voice  ought  to  be  with  those  who  have  to  bear  the  burden.* 
No  municipal  management  will,  in  the  long  run,  be  other  than  ex- 
travagant and  unwise  where  the  members  of  the  governing  body 
have  no  substantial  interests  in  the  municipality,  and  where  they 
have  more  to  gain  by  plundering  than  by  protecting  it.  To  insure 
good  government  there  must  be  a  real  identity  of  interest  between 
the  members  of  the  governing  body  and  the  municipality.  The 
problem  of  satisfactory  municipal  rule  in  populous  cities  is  one 
which  is  urgently  demanding  solution,  but  it  is  also  one  which,  it  is 
feared,  must  be  slowly  wrought  out  by  experience.  The  indebted- 
ness of  the  public  and  municipal  corporations  in  this  country  is 
enormous;  much  of  it  was  created  without  the  sanction  of  those 
who  will  have  to  pay  it,  and  it  is  in  many  places,  especially  in  the 
newer  States,  pressing  with  heavy  weight  upon  the  burdened  tax- 
payer. A  remedy  is  imperatively  demanded,  and  suggestions  herein 
made  have  been  offered  in  the  hope  that  some  of  them  may  not  be 
wholly  undeserving  of  attention. 

But  with  all  the  drawbacks  we  have  mentioned  (many  of  which 
are  remediable),  our  system  of  popular  municipal  organization  and 

>  Text  quoted,  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453,  488. 
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local  administration  is,  beyond  controversy,  thfe  fairest  io  the  indi- 
vidual citizen,  and,  on  the  whole,  the  most  satisfactory  in  its  opera- 
tions and  results,  of  any  that  have  yet  been  devised.  Any  other 
conclusion  would  be  equivalent  to  admitting  that  the  people  in  this 
country  are  incapable  of  enlightened  self-government;  that  holders 
of  property  ought  alone  to  be  respected,  and  alone  to  be  invested 
with  political  and  municipal  rights;  that  the  few  ought  to  govern 
the  many;  and  that  our  representative  system,  the  flower  of  modem 
civilization,  based  upon  the  equal  right  of  every  man  to  a  voice  in 
the  local  and  general  government,  is  a  failure.  That  it  is  a  failure 
we  cannot  admit.  That  it  is  not  a  failure  is  demonstrated  by  the 
experience  of  more  than  two  centuries.  It  is  not  improbable  that 
we  sometimes  overestimate  the  shortcomings,  chiefly  felt  in  the  larger 
cities,  in  the  practical  workings  of  our  municipal  system,  for  the 
system  is  an  open  one,  in  which  all  are  interested  to  bring  its  abuses 
into  the  light  of  day*  The  fine  observation  of  Lord  Bacon  fitly  ap- 
plies :  ''  The  best  govemmenta  are  always  subject  to  he  like  the  fairest 
crystals^  wherein  every  icicle  or  grain  is  seen,  which  in  a  fovler  stone 
is  never  perceived.*'  * 


>  It  is  frequently  said  that  New 
York  is  among  the  worst  governed  of 
cities.  This  is  emphatically  not  true 
of  that  city  during  the  laist  twenty- 
five  years  or  more.  The  complexity 
and  magnitude  of  its  municipal  func- 
tions necessarily  present  great  diffi- 
culties in  the  way  of  thorough  and 
efficient  administration.  Abuses  are 
difficult  entirely  to  suppress.  The  city 
has  chaive  of  charities  and  corrections, 
a  law  department,  a  department  of 
public  parks,  of  public  works,  of  health, 
of  police,  of  street  cleaning,  of  fire,  of 
education.  Appropriations  for  these 
purposes  for  the  year  1889  amounted 
to  nearly  twenty  millions  of  dollars. 
The  aggregate  appropriations  for  the 
several  departments  of  the  city  of  New 
York  for  1888  and  1889  will  appear 
from  the  following  table: 


Depart- 


Law  DspartmoDt  . 
PuUic  Works  .  . 
PabUo  Parka.  .  . 
Charitiea  and  Coi^ 
rectfona  .  .  . 
Health  Dapartment 

Police 

Street  cleaning  .    . 

Fire 

Tkzea    and    ■mbm 


$276,000  00 

250,544  00 

8,180,309  00 

1,014,660  00 

2,343,372  00 
394,277  00 
4,416,265  66 
l,2r»,460  00 
1,976,492  00 

112,000  00 
4,303,167  00 


$287,000  00 

216,514  00 

3,124,221  00 

1,212,200  00 

2,197,060  00 
413,300  00 
4,409,660  94 
1,272,040  54 
2,136,043  00 

117,200  00 
4,079,008  86 


$19,636,626  66  $19,464,168  34 


To  enable  it  to  pay  interest  on  its 
public  debt  and  for  other  purposes 
twelve  or  thirteen  millions  more  is  re- 
Quired;  so  that  at  this  time  (1889) 
tne  annual  operations  of  the  city  gov- 
ernment require  to  be  raised  by  taxa- 
tion, between  thirty-three  and  thirty- 
four  millions  of  dollars,  necessitating  a 
tax  rate  of  somewhat  over  two  per  cent 
on  the  assessed  values  of  taxable  prop- 
erty. In  the  fiscal  year,  1907,  the  aggre- 
gate yearly  expenditures  of  the  con- 
solidated city  of  New  York  amounted 
to  upwards  of  one  hundred  and  thirty 
millions  of  dollars.    See  infraf  §  26. 

An  examination  of  the  foregoing 
table  exhibits  more  impressively  than 
any  words  can  describne  the  complex 
character  of  the  government  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  arising  from  the 
great  and  varied  ranee  of  powers  and 
duties^  general  and  local,  State  and 
municipal,  which  are  entrusted  to  it 
as  a  governmental  and  municipal  in- 
strumentality. By  comparing  this 
table  for  1889  with  the  like  table  for 
1907  of  Greater  New  York  {infra, 
§  26),  it  will  be  seen  how  vastly  the 
magnitude  of  the  city's  operations  has 
been  increased. 

In  a  public  address  delivered  by  Mr. 
Andrew  Carnegie  (a  most  competent 
observer),  in  Glasgow,  September  17, 
1907,  the  speaker,  while  recognising 
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§  25.      The  AdminiBtrative  Oounty  of  London  and  Oonnty  Oouncil. 
—  The  city  of    London   is   the   most   ancient   municipal  corpo- 
ration in  England.^    But  modem  London  in  poptdar  contemplation 
is  no  longer  synonymous  with  the  corporate  body  of  history,  which 
has  an  area  of  barely  one  square  mile.    Yet,  in  dealing  with  the 
municipal  organization  and  government  of  the  immense  popula- 
tion which  has  gathered  around  the  ancient  city,  the  people  of 
England    have   jealously  preserved   the   historic   identity    of   the 
ancient  corporation.^ 


that  there  was  much  to  regret  and 
condemn  in  city  govenmient  m  Amer- 
ica, declared  that  in  the  a^gr^ate 
the  city  of  New  York  has  been  wisely 
and  beneficently  governed.  He  re- 
ferred to  its  acquisition  of  an  enor- 
mous water  supply,  of  public  parks 
containing  7,000  acres,  contrasted  its 
riverside  improvement  with  the  Thames 
embeunkment  in  London,  referred  to 
its  underground  railways,  its  miles  of 
wharfage  owned  by  the  city,  its  central 
Ubnuy  with  its  one  hundred  branches, 
and  other  improvements^  and  declared : 
"I  know  of  no  city  which  rivals  New 
York  in  all  of  these  combined,  though 
several  may  do  so  in  respect  to  one  or 
more.  I  venture  to  predict  that  f ortv- 
five  years  hence  New  York  will  be  the 
richest  city  in  the  world  in  the  owner- 
ship of  revenue-producing  properties, 
which  will  have  cost  her  nothing.  She 
has  been  wisely  governed,  always  keep- 
ing her  eye  on  the  future." 

*  The    city    has    been    a    separate 
franchise  or  county  for  a  period  beyond 
living  memory.     It  was  governed  by 
an  aMerman  (eorlderman)  as  early  as 
886,  and  by  a  pcMt-reeve  and  bishop  at 
the  Conquest,  and  possessed,  even  at 
that  date,  corporate  rights  independ- 
ently of  any  charter  as  a  distinct  civi- 
ias  or   communitaSj    possibly   derived 
from  its   history  as   a  Roman   muni- 
Hpium,     It  has,  since  the  Conquest, 
received  many  charters,  dating  from 
William  I.;    and  in  1191  the  govem- 
menl,  if  it  had  previously  been  in  the 
nature  of  a  shire,  was  made  or  recog- 
nized as  a  cammuna  governed  by  a 
mayor,  and  the  right  to  elect  one  annu- 
ally was  given  by  charter  in  1215.  8  En- 
<^clopflBdia  of  the  Laws  of  England,  12. 
llie  London  of  poptdar  conasption  in- 
cludes within  its  bounds  a  greater  ter- 
ritory than  the  administrative  county 
of  London.    No  uniform  boundaiy  has 
been  created  for  all  governmental  pur- 
poses.   The  ancient  city  of  London  has 


an  area  of  671  acres.  The  administra- 
tive county  contains  75,442  acres,  or 
about  118  square  miles.  The  metro- 
politan parliamentary  boroughs  in- 
clude a  somewhat  laiger  area.  The 
central  criminal  court  district  com- 
prises more  than  268,000  acres,  or  418 
square  miles.  The  metropolitan  police 
district  contains  440,891  acres,  or  690 
square  miles,  and  includes  all  parishes 
within  a  radius  of  15  miles  of  Charing 
Cross.  In  1881  the  population  of  the 
ancient  city  was  50,652;  of  the  me- 
tropolis, or  the  area  now  known  as 
the  county  of  London,  3,834,354,  and 
of  the  metropolitan  police  district, 
4,776,661.  In  1891  the  population 
of  the  city  was  37,700 ;  of  the  county, 
4,232,118,  and  of  the  metropolitan 
police  district,  5,633,000.  Shaw,  Mu- 
nicipal Government  in  Great  Britain 
(1895),  p.  234. 

*  In  the  report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission of  1894,  on  the  unification  of 
London,  it  is  said :  **  It  will  be  at  once 
apparent  that  the  principal  difficulty 
in  effecting  a  reorganization  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  London  as  a  whole  lies  in 
the  existence  of  the  city  as  now  limited, 
containing  barely  one  square  mile  (671 
acres)  out  of  the  118  miles  (75,442 
acres)  covered  by  the  administrative 
county;  with  a  population  insignifi- 
cant at  night  —  only  37,700  out  of 
4,232,000  in  the  whole  county  — but 
in  the  daytime  more  thronged  than 
the  most  crowded  district  of  the  rest 
of  London ;  a  ratable  value  out  of  all 
proportion  to  its  size,  forming  one- 
eighth  instead  of  one  one-hundred-and- 
twelfth  of  the  whole ;  and  with  an  his- 
toric reputation  for  splendor  and  wealth 
which  IS  the  pride  rather  than  the  envy 
of  the  rest  of  the  Metropolis.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  any  change,  however 
agreeable  to  the  course  of  municipal 
development  throughout  the  kingdom, 
and  however  full  of  promise  of  en- 
hanced splendor  in  the  future,  which 
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The  ancient  limits  of  the  city  of  London  and  its  liberties  never  hav- 
ing been  extended  so  as  to  include  any  of  the  urban  communities 
which  formed  around  and  in  the  ancient  parishes  of  the  counties 
of  Middlesex,  Kent,  and  Surrey,  the  result  was  that,  in  an  enormous 
number  of  extrarmural  areas,  governing  bodies  were  created  by  a 
series  of  improvement  acts  appearing  in  the  general  statute  book 
until  1800,  and  since  then  among  the  local  acts.^  The  common 
interests  of  this  immense  population,  forming  the  city  of  London 
of  fact  and  of  the  popular  imagination,  demanded  tJuxt  some  central 
authority  should  be  created  to  provide  therefor.  The  most  press- 
ing occasion  for  the  creation  of  this  central  authority  was  founded 
upon  sanitary  reasons,  and  accordingly  in  1855  ^  what  was  known 
as  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  was  created,  which  was  given 
authority  to  provide  a  system  of  main  and  trunk  sewers  to  provide 
for  the  sewage  of  the  metropolitan  district.  This  statute  described 
certain  territory  around  the  city  of  London  and  including  the  city 
itself  as  the  "  Metropolis,"  and  created  a  central  authority  for  the 
territory  known  as  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and  local 
authorities  described  as  vestries  and  district  boards.  The  city  of 
London,  for  the  purposes  of  central  authority,  elected  representa- 
tives to  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and  for  local  purposes  was  repre- 
sented by  the  City  Commissioners  of  Sewers  (now  extinguished). 
fThe  powers  of  the  Board  of  Works  were  from  time  to  time  added 
to  by  statutory  enactment,  but  the  necessity  for  improved  methods 
of  administration  was  irresistible,  and  in  1888,  when  the  Local 
Government  Act'  was  passed,  which  provided  for  the  establishr 
ment  of  county  councils  in  ** administrative'*  counties,  as  defined  by 
the  act,  it  was  declared  that  the  metropolis  should  be  an  adminis- 

proposes  to  carry  over  this  heritage  of  boundaries  extended  so  as  to  take  in 
traaition  and  renown  from  the  limited  the  suburbs  at  their  gates,  and  if  there 
area  hitherto  specially  enjoying  it  to  was  in  any  case  unwillingness  to  accept 
the  whole  Metropolis  that  has  grown  this  extension  at  first,  no  sooner  had 
up  around  it,  should  be  viewed  with  the  road  once  been  opened  than  ex- 
mistrust  and  repugnance  by  those  who  tension  followed  extension  imtil  town 
may  be  called  upon  to  share  what  they  now  vies  with  town,  not  which  shall 
have  hitherto  exclusively  administered  contain  the  smallest  area  and  popula- 
with  the  mass  of  their  fellow-citizens,  tion,  but  which  the  largest.  We  can 
But  this  was  identically  the  same  dif-  hardly  believe  that,  when  the  work  of 
ficulty  which  confronted  the  commis-  amalgamation  has  been  completed,  the 
sioners  of  1S35  in  dealing  with  cities  citizens  of  London  will  be  content  to  be 
second  only  to  the  city  of  London  in  judged  by  any  other  standard."  Shaw, 
all  that  makes  London  famous.  Liver-  Municipal  Government  in  Great  Britain, 
pool  and  Bristol,  no  less  than  London,   p.  356. 

had  a  commercial  centre  with  large  '  8  Encyclopaedia  of  the  Laws  of 
estates   and    peculiar   privileges   con-   England,  21. 

fined  to  a  small  number  of  citizens,        '  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855, 
many  of  whom  were  not  resident ;  but    18  and  19  Vict.  chap.  120. 
these  and  many  other  towns  had  their        '51  and  52  Vict.  chap.  41. 
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trative  county,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  by  the  name  of  the  Ad- 
mimstrative  County  of  London.^    Provision  was  made  by  the  Local 
Government  Act  for  the  election  of  county  councillors  in  proportion 
to  the  number  of  members  of  parliament  returned  by  the  parlia- 
mentary boroughs  in  the  metropolis.    The  provisions  of  the  statute, 
with  reference  to  the  powers,  duties,  and  liabilities  of  county  councils, 
generally  were  made    applicable  to   the  administrative  county  of 
London  so  far  as  circumstances  admitted,  and  there  was  also  trans- 
ferred to  the  Londpn  County  Council  the  power,  duties,  and  liabili- 
ties of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  which  was  abolished.    In 
thb  scheme  the  identity  of  the  ancient  city  of  London  was  carefully 
preserved,  although  it  was  given  representation  in  the  new  county 
council.    The  subordinate  local  bodies  of  the  administrative  county 
of  London  under  the  Local  Grovemment  Act  were  parishes,  districts, 
and  other  local  governing  bodies  which  were  found  in  existence  at 
the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  statute.    The  result  o  this  and  other 
legislation  was  an  anomalous  complexity  of  arrangement  and  multi- 
plicity of  duties.    The  council  was  said  to  have  power  or  duty  on 
a  subject  beginning  with  every  letter  of  the  alphabet,  and  the  local 
authorities  almost  as  many.^ 

In  1899  the  form  of  local  government  in  the  territory  was  changed 
by  the  London  Grovemment  Act  of  that  year,*  and  the  various  par- 
ishes and  districts  within  the  administrative  county  of  London  were 
abolished  for  governmental  pmrposes.  It  was  provided  that  the 
whole  of  the  administrative  county  of  London  "exclusive  of  the 
city  of  London  "  should  be  divided  into  borcmghs.  These  boroughs, 
twenty-eight  in  number,  were  formed  out  of  parishes,  districts,  boards 
of  works,  parliamentary  divisions,  and  parliamentary  boroughs.  A 
borough  council  for  each  borough,  consisting  of  a  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  councillors,  was  created.  It  was  provided  that  the  number  of 
aldermen  should  be  one-sixth  the  number  of  councillors,  and  the  total 
number  of  aldermen  and  councillors  for  each  borough  should  not 
exceed  seventy.  The  powers  of  elective  vestries  and  district  boards 
were  transferred  to  the  borough  council,  upon  which  additional 
powers  were  conferred.  The  powers  and  duties  of  vestries,  relative 
to  the  a£Pairs  of  the  church  and  church  property,  were  not  affected. 

'  Such  portion  of  the  administrative  upon  the  crown  to  appoint  a  sheriff 
county  of  London  as  formed  part  of  and  grant  a  commission  of  pe&ce,  &c., 
the  counties  of  Bliddlesex,  Surrey,  and  therrfor.  For  non-administrative  pur- 
Kent  was  also  severed  from  those  poses  the  county  of  the  city  of  London 
counties  and  formed  into  a  separate  was  continued  a  separate  county. 
county  for  all  non-administrative  pur-  ^  8  Encyclopaedia  of  the  Laws  of 
poses,  by  the  name  of  the  county  of  England,  22 
London,  and  authority  was  conferred        '  62  and  63  Vict.  chap.  14. 
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In  the  scheme  of  the  organization  of  the  county  of  London,  the 
dty  of  London  and  the  twenty-eight  boroughs  included  in  the 
county  exercise  full  municipal  powers  in  reference  to  local  affairs. 
They  are  practically  separate  units  which  are  gathered  into  one 
aggregation,  in  so  far  as  their  common  interests  are  concerned,  under 
the  name  of  the  Administrative  G>unty  of  London.  The  Adminis-- 
trative  County  of  London  has  no  authority  over  the  peculiarly  local 
affairs  of  the  city  and  the  different  boroughs,  except  in  so  far  as  it 
has,  in  some  instances,  been  given  supervisory  powers.  Its  activi- 
ties are  directed  to  the  larger  and  more  important  matters  which 
affect  the  common  interests  of  all  the  boroughs.  The  population 
within  the  administrative  county  of  London  being  urban  in  its 
character,  the  county  of  necessity  exercises  powers  appropriate  to 
an  urban  as  distinguished  from  a  rural  community,  and  the  govern- 
ment of  the  administrative  county  o/  London  may  best  be  described 
as  a  federation  of  cUieSj  which,  for  their  common  interests,  are  placed 
under  a  central  authority.  No  similar  experiment  in  municipal  gov- 
ernment has  ever  been  made  on  such  a  gigantic  scale,  and  it  remains 
to  be  seen  whether  the  form  which  has  been  thus  gradually  and 
loosely  evolved  will  possess  the  elements  of  permanency,  or  whether 
the  central  authority,  by  constant  grants  in  accretion  of  its  powers, 
will  not  ultimately  supersede,  for  all  legislative  and  general  mu- 
nicipal purposes,  the  local  bodies  which  now  govern  the  different 
boroughs,  until  the  local  authorities  become  mere  officers  or  execu- 
tive agents  carrying  out  the  will  of  the  county  council  or  central 
authority.* 

In  the  administration  of  the  common  interests  entrusted  to  it 
the  county  council  of  London  has  purchased,  constructed,  and 
operated  street  railroads,  owns  and  operates  a  line  of  steamboats 
running  on  the  River  Thames,  and  has  engaged  in  other  enterprises 
of  a  public  nature.  The  boroughs  composing  the  local  subdivisions 
of  the  municipality  have  engaged  in  other  undertakings  of  a  public 
nature.  These  enterprises  seem  to  have  been  undertaken  with  zest, 
and  the  extent  to  which  they  have  been  carried  is  probably  a  revul- 
sion from  the  limited  powers  and  imperfect  organization  which  the 
territory  within  the  county  had  prior  to  1888.  How  far  the  acts  of 
the  public  authorities  will  ultimately  be  approved  as  economically 
sound  and  to  the  advantage  of  the  people  remains  to  be  seen,  but 
recendy  a  reaction,  has  taken  place,  and  for  the  moment,  at  least,  the 

'  An  account  of  the  goyerament  of  Municipal  Government  in  Great  Brit- 
London  and  of  the  municipal  prob-  ain,  pp.  222  et  seq, 
lems  involved  will  be  found  in  Shaw, 
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electors  have  shown  that  the  conduct  of  the  municipal  authorities 
has  not  received  the  popular  approval,  and  that  the  results  have 
not  been  such  as  to  commend  themselves  to  popular  opinion/ 

§  26.  The  Greater  New  York.  —  As  in  London,  so  it  was  in 
New  York.  Formerly  the  commercial  and  industrial  interests 
which  centred  in  the  city  of  New  York  found  their  natural  limits 
in  the  island  of  Manhattan.'  But  as  time  passed,  the  population 
attracted  by  the  commercial  and  industrial  interests  of  the  city  over- 
flowed into  Long  Idand,  Staten  Island,  and  Westchester  County, 
until  in  1897  an  urban  population  whose  substantial  interests  were 
either  in  or  centred  upon  the  city  of  New  York  was  to  be  found 
in  five  different  counties.  Municipal  affairs  of  this  population  were 
regulated  in  many  different  forms.  There  were  counties,  cities, 
incorporated  villages,  towns,  school  and  road  districts,  and  other 
organizations  or  quasi  corporations  for  special  purposes.  The  in- 
terests of  the  territory  as  a  whole  were  essentially  the  same,  but  its 
development  was  retarded  by  the  topography  and  by  the  apparently 
conflicting  interests  of  the  different  municipal  and  public  organizar 
tions.'    The  only  way  in  which  this  territory  could  receive  a  full  and 

*  In  the  English  municipal  elec-  conduct  of  some  of  thase  utilities  will 
lions  of  November  1,  1906^  the  main  be  found  in  the  North  American  Review 
issue  between  the  contending  parties  of  October  19,  1906,  in  an  article  on 
was  municipal  extravagance.  At  that  "London's  Loss  by  Municipal  Owner- 
time  what  was  known  as  the  Progres-  ship  "  by  Mr.  Ernest  E.  Williams ;  also 
sive  Party  was  in  power  and  was  Lord  Avebunr  (formerly  Sir  John 
opposed  by  a  party  described  as  the  Lubbock  and  late  chairman  of  London 
Municipal  Reformers.  At  the  election  County  Council),  '*  On  Municipal  and 
hekl  on  that  day,  the  Municipal  Re-  National  Trading  "(London,  1906).  See 
formers  carried  1,101  of  the  1,362  elec-  the  chapter  on  Public  Utilities,  post 
tive  offices,  and  the  control  of  at  least  and  Index,  Municipal  Trading.  ' 
twenty-five  of  the  twenty-eight  bor-  »  The  limits  of  the  city  and  county 
oughs.  The  party  in  power  had  em-  of  New  York  were  the  island  of  Man- 
barked  Ufion  the  ownership,  control,  hattan  and  sundry  small  islands  ad- 
and  operation  of  public  utilities,  such  as  jacent  thereto,  until  1873,  when  oer- 
street  railways,  electric  plants,  steam-  tain,  towns  in  the  county  of  West- 
boats,  Ac.  The  county  council  had  Chester  were  annexed  to  the  city  and 
engaged  in  the  building  of  homes  for  county  of  New  York  by  Laws  of  1873, 
the  working  classes,  and  the  boroughs  chap.  613. 

had  enter^  upon  a  variety  of  com-  »  Speaking  of  this  community  of 

mercial  and  business  enterprises,  one  interest  and  diversity  of  organization, 

borough,  West    Ham,  being   engaged  the  commission  appointed  in  1896  to 

in    the    enterprise    of    manufactunng  frame  a  charter  for  the  Greater  New 

and  selling  paving  stones.    The  result  York,  said:   "The  commission  has  not 

of  the  election  is  not  necessarily  that  been  chaiged  with  the  duty  of  prepar- 

the  citizens  of  London  believe    that  ing  a  city  charter  at  large;    but,  on 

the  municipal  authorities  should  not  the  contrary,  with  the  duty  of  prepar- 

oontrol  the  public  utilities  and  engage  ing  a  charter  that  shoula  unite  into 

in  these  enterprises,  but  it  is  apparent  one  city  three  existing  cities,  each  liv- 

that  they  have  become  dissatisfied  with  ing,  to  a  considerable  extent,  under 

the  manner  in  which  these  utilities  have  local   laws,    and   each   with   different 

been  conducted.     An  account  of  the  charters;    and  that  should  also  bring 
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complete  municipal  government,  with  powers  adequate  to  the  situa- 
tion, was  to  erect  it  into  a  single  municipality  and  bring  it  under  one 
central  authority.  Thb  was  effected  by  a  statute  which  annexed 
the  outlying  territory  to  the  former  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New.  York  and  which  framed  a  single  municipal  government  for  the 
enlarged  city.*  The  essential  difference  between  the  scheme  adopted 
for  New  York  and  that  adopted  for  London  is  that  in  the  city  of  New 
York  the  central  authority  is  supreme  and  there  is  no  federation 
of  boroughs  or  smaller  municipal  governments.  It  is  true  that  the 
territory  of  the  Greater  New  York  is  divided  into  five  boroughs, 
but  this  division  is  only  for  executive  and  administrative  purposes, 
and  is  not  for  general  governmental  or  legislative  ends.^  Under  this 
charter  the  administrative  organization  was  necessarily  complex. 
It  provided  for  the  election  of  a  mayor,  comptroller,  borough  presi- 
dents, president  of  the  council,  and  legislative  assembly,  the  latter 
consisting  of  two  bodies,  called  the  Municipal  Assembly.' 


into  the  enlarged  city  a  considerable 
area,  besides,  of  territory  still  remain- 
ing under  town  and  village  government. 
The  different  conmiunities  thus  to  be 
consolidated  into  one  are  located  upon 
three  different  islands  and  upon  the 
mainland,  and  thus  they  are  divided 
geographically  into  natural  subdivisions 
almost  as  distinct  as  the  historic  ante- 
cedents that  have  marked  their  life. 
Nevertheless,  they  are,  in  substance 
and  in  fact,  a  smele  community,  in 
that  they  are  aU  alike  the  out^wth 
of  the  commercial  and  industnal  life 
of  the  historic  city  of  New  York." 

»  Laws  of  New  York,  1897,  chap.  378, 
By  Laws  of  New  York,  1890,  chap.  311, 
a  commission  was  appointed  to  mquire 
into  the  expediency  of  consolidating 
the  city  of  New  York  and  the  various 
adjoining  municipalities.  By  Laws  of 
New  York,  1894,  chap.  64,  the  question 
of  consolidating  the  local  governments 
of  the  territory  within  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  with  the  outly- 
ing territory  was  submitted  to  a  vote  of 
the  people  at  the  general  election  of 
November,  1894.  A  vote  having  been 
taken  on  the  question,  by  Laws  of 
1896,  chap.  488,  the  territory  now  con- 
stituting the  greater  city  was  consoli- 
dated as  the  city  of  New  York,  the 
consolidation  to  take  effect  from  Jan- 
uary 1,  1898.  By  tliis  statute  provi- 
sion was  made  for  the  appointment  of 
a  commission  to  prepare  a  charter  for 
the  government  of  the  greater  city. 
The  commission  of    1896  consisted  of 


B.  F.  Tracy,  John    F.    Dillon,  Wm. 

C.  DeWitt,  Thomas  F.  Gihoy,  Silas 
B.  Dutcher,  Seth  Low,  Harrison  S. 
Moore,  Stewart  L.  Woodford,  Geoive 
M.  Finney,  the  mayors  of  New  York, 
Brooklyn,  and  Long  Island  City,  and 
the  State  engineer  and  attorney- 
general. 

'  The  commission  of  1896,  ap- 
pointed to  prepare  the  charter,  did  not 
contemplate  that  boroughs  should  be 
created  for  other  than  administrative 
purpK>8e8.  In  its  report,  it  says :  *'  For 
administrative  purposes  the  city  has 
been  divided  into  five  subdivisions  into 
which  the  territory  of  the  city  divides 
itself  by  following  natural  Imes,  and 
these  are  called,  in  the  proposed  char- 
ter, boroughs." 

The  constructive  feature  of  the 
Greater  New  York  charter  framed  by 
this  commission  was  contained  in  sec^ 
tion  1 ,  which  united  and  consolidaled  into 
one  corporation,  called  "The  citv  of  New 
York,"  all  of  the  many  and  varied 
municipal  and  public  corporations  of 
every  class,  excepting  counties,  within 
the  geographical  limits  prescribed  in 
the  charter,  the  "borou^ns"  so  called 
being  merely  administrative  divisions. 

'The  basis  of  the  organization  of 
the  Municipal  Assemblv  is  thus  de- 
scribed in  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  1896 :  "The  Commission  has 
converted  the  present  Board  of  Alder- 
men into  a  Municipal  Assembly,  con- 
sisting of  two  houses ;  an  upper  house 
of  twenty-nine  members,  elected  from 
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The  various  cities  and  communities  now  constituting  Greater 
New  York  were  consolidated  by  legislative  act  in  1896 ;  such  con- 
solidation, however,  not  to  take  eflPect  until  after  the  report  of  the 
Charter  Commission,  which  was  to  be  made  before  the  first  day  of 
February,  1897.  The  Charter  Commission  was  not  invested  with 
any  power  to  determine  the  expediency  or  wisdom  of  consolidation, 
but  only  to  report  to  the  legislature  a  charter  for  the  government 
of  consolidated  corporations.  The  problem  with  which  the  com- 
mission had  to  deal  was  as  complex  as  it  was  novel  and  important. 
No  restrictions  were  laid  upon  the  commission,  except  the  funda- 
mental one  that  they  should  provide  for  an  equal  and  uniform  rate 
of  taxation  and  valuation  of  property  for  the  purpose  of  taxation 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  enlarged  territory.  The  communities 
thus  united  contained,  in  round  numbers,  a  population  of  over  three 
millions  of  people,  living  upon  different  islands  and  upon  the  main- 
land, and  which  had  for  an  indefinite  time  in  the  past  resided  under 
governments  created  by  their  own  separate  charters  and  laws.  Un- 
doubtedly the  legislative  theory  imderlying  the  consolidation  act  was 
that  these  communities,  though  thus  separated,  had,  in  the  course 
of  time,  come  to  be  in  interest  actually  one, —  the  people  living  in 
Brooklyn,  for  example,  or  in  Long  Island  City,  or  Staten  Island  doing 
business  in  New  York  without  any  regard  to  the  artificial  or  legal 
lines  of  division,  —  and  that  the  common  welfare  of  all  would  be  pro- 
moted by  bringing  them  under  a  single  municipal  organization,  and 
that  a  charter  was  in  effect  only  giving  legal  form  to  the  actual  or 
commercial  fact  already  existing.  Theoretically,  the  municipali- 
ties, as  in  some  of  the  nations  of  Europe  and  in  the  Republic  of 
Mexico,  may  be  governed  or  controlled  from  a  conmion  centre,  the 
municipal  organizations  being  mere  administrative  creations  and 
agencies  of  a  central  authority;  but  such  is  not  the  English  and 
American  system. 

The  English  and  American  systems  contemplate  that  all  strictly 
local  interests  shall  be  locally  self-regulated  by  the  voice  and  action 
of  the  local  communities  directly  interested,  subject  only  to  gen- 
eral State  supervision  and  regulation.  Accordingly  the  charter  of 
Greater  New  York,  as  framed  by  the  commission  and  adopted  by 
the  legislature,  was  formed  upon  the  principle  that  the  interests  of 
the  whole  of  the  communities  affected  were  one  and  the  same,  and 

laige  council  districts,  containing  an  area,  containing  an  average  population 
average     population    of    more    than   of  50,000.    The  term  of  office  of  mem- 
350,000,  and  a  lower '  house,  consist-   bers  of  the  upper  house  is  four  years, 
ing  of  sixty  members,  one  elected  from   and  of  the  lower  house  two  years." 
each  assembly   district,  also  a  large 
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that  therefore  they  should  be  consolidated  and  noi  confederated.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  first  section  of  the  Greater  New  York  charter  con- 
tinues in  existence  the  historic  city  of  New  York,  and  unites  and 
consoUdates  with  it  all  the  municipal  and  public  corporations,  in- 
cluding the  cities,  villages,  towns,  and  school  districts  within  the 
territorial  limits  of  Greater  New  York.  The  previous  corporations 
were  annihilated,  sponged  out,  and  ceased  to  exist,  and  "the  city 
of  New  York "  became  their  successor  in  law  and  in  fact,  with  all 
their  lawful  rights  and  subject  to  all  their  lawful  obligations,  and 
all  the  powers  of  Greater  New  York,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
by  the  charter,  were  to  devolve  upon  the  Municipal  Assembly  of  the 
city.  This  was  a  consolidation  and  not  a  federation,  and  the  charter 
was  frajned  upon  the  principle  that  the  legblative  power  of  the 
Greater  New  York  should  be  single  and  indivisible.  All  demands 
to  divide  the  legislative  powers  among  the  boroughs  were  denied, 
and  the  boroughs  were  established  not  for  legislative  but  only  for 
administrative  purposes.  Accordingly  the  Greater  New  York  char- 
ter conferred  upon  the  Municipal  Assembly  legislative  and  all  other 
needful  authority  over  the  usual  objects  of  municipal  jurisdiction. 
There  was  a  demand  that  the  principle  of  local  self-government 
should  be  recognized;  that  Greater  New  York  should  govern  itself, 
and  not  be  governed  from  Albany,  or  by  legislative  commissions 
appointed  at  Albany.  The  Municipal  Assembly  was  a  leading  fea- 
ture of  the  greater  charter.  The  extent  and  variety  of  its  powers 
as  well  as  its  size  manifested  the  commission's  sense  of  its  im- 
portance. Subsequent  legislation  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the 
expectations  which  were  entertained  concerning  the  Municipal  As- 
sembly were  not  realized,  and  the  legislative  powers  of  the  govern- 
ing body  have  been  materially  diminished  and  the  powers  of  the 
Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  correspondingly  increased. 
The  powers  of  the  Municipal  Assembly,  though  varied  and  exten- 
sive, were  limited  and  defined,  and  were  purely  legislative  in  their 
character.  But  they  extended  over  all  the  usual  subjects  of  mu- 
nicipal jurisdiction,  thus  making  it,  as  it  was  thought,  unnecessary 
to  have  habitual  recourse,  as  heretofore,  to  the  legislature  of  the  State 
for  additional  powers.     Its  authority '  extended,  inter  alia,  to  the 

'  The  commission  of  1896, in  prepar-  it  said:  "The  seneral  judgment  was 
ing  the  charter,  considered  the  question  that  a  Municipal  Legislative  Assembly 
whether  the  local  legislative  body  was  not  only  necessary,  but  indispen- 
should  have  general  power  to  act  for  sable.  But  as  to  the  constitution,  sixe, 
and  represent  the  corporation  or  should  and  powers  of  such  an  assembly  con- 
be  confined  to  the  exercise  of  carefully  flicting  views  were  also  presented  and 
defined  and  limited  legblative  powers,  uiged.  Some  advised  the  oonstitu- 
In  deciding  to  follow  the  latter  course,  tion  of  the  Municipal  Assembly  sub- 
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passage  of  police  ordinances,  to  grants  of  corporate  franchises  after 
the  terms  had  been  adopted  and  passed  upon  by  an  executive  board, 
known  as  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportionment,  to  the  ap- 
proval of  the  exercise  of  the  borrowing  powers  of  the  municipali^, 
and  to  various  other  specified  matters.  In  the  former  city  of  New 
York  there  had  been  a  somewhat  anomalous  but  important  body 
known  as  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportionment,  composed 
partly  of  elected  and  partly  of  appointed  officers.^  The  substantial 
powers  of  the  municipality  had  steadily  shown  a  tendency  to  devolve 
upon  and  vest  in  the  mayor  and  comptroller  or  in  this  body.  This 
body,  under  the  charter  of  1897,  consisted  of  the  mayor,  comptroller, 
president  of  the  council  (elected  officers),  the  corporation  counsel, 
and  the  president  of  the  department  of  taxes  and  assessments  (ap- 
pointees of  the  mayor),  and  formed,  in  a  sense,  a  municipal  cabinet 
through  which  the  government  of  the  city  was  largely  controlled.* 
It  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  preparing  the  city  budget  and  sub- 
mitting it  to  the  Municipal  Assembly,  and  was  thus  able  to  control 
the  policy  and,  to  a  great  extent,  determine  the  activity  of  the  different 
departments.    The  condemnation  of  lands  for  public  buildings,  the 

fltantially  upon  the  model  of  the  Eng- 
lish fivstem,  where  an  elective  Mu- 
nicipal Council,  ujBually  elected  from 
waras  or  subdivisions,  is  invested  with 
the  exercise,  without  restraint,  of  all 
the  powers  which  Parliament  grants 
or  the  law  nves  to  the  municipal  cor- 
poration. It  elects  the  mayor  from 
Its  own  members,  and  appoints  all  its 
officers.  Through  standing  commit- 
tees it  controb  without  exception  all  the 
administrative  departments.  Others 
strenuously  urged  tnat  American  polity 
and  expenence  are  against  the  adop- 
tion of  the  English  plan  en  bloCf  and 
that  the  powers  of  tne  Municipal  As- 
sembly ought  to  be  limited  in  number 
and  extent,  and  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  conferred  be  subjected  to  ap- 
propriate and  effective  charter  limi- 
tations, analogous  in  principle  and 
purpose  to  the  restrictions  which  the 
American  Constitutions  impose  upon 
the  State  legislatures." 

'  The  Board  of  Estimate  and  Appor- 
tionment was  created  in  1873  by  cnap. 
335,  S  112.  of  the  Laws  of  that  year. 


Wilcox  V.  McClellan,  110  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  378,  383,  aff'd  185  N.  Y.  9.  That 
statute  imposed  upon  it  the  duty  of 
preparing  a  provisional  estimate  or 
Duc^t  of  the  amount  required  for 
city  purposes  during  the  ensuing  year, 
such  provisioiial  estimate  to  be  sub- 


mitted to  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  It 
was  also  authorized  to  issue  city  stocks 
or  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  withdraw- 
ing or  taking  up  at  maturity  any  stocks 
or  bonds  outstanding ;  ana  to  transfer 
appropriations  from  one  bureau  to 
another. 

*  The  conclusions  which  the  com- 
mission of  1896  reached  with  reference 
to  the  expediency  of  continuing  the 
body  known  as  the  Board  of  Estimate 
and  Apportionment  and  the  policy  to 
be  foUowed  with  reference  to  the 
powers  entrusted  thereto  is  thus  ex- 
pressed in  the  Report  of  the  Commis- 
sion: ''The  Commission  found  that 
the  municipal  history  of  New  York 
afforded  on  almost  every  subject  use- 
ful and  instructive  lessons,  of  which 
it  has  studiously  availed  itself.  For 
example,  the  body  known  as  the  Board 
of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  had 
worked  well  and  given  general  satis- 
faction. The  Commission  has  retained 
it,  and  enlai^d  rather  than  lessened 
its  powers.  So  the  principle  of  invest- 
ing the  mayor  with  laige  powers  and 
consequent  direct  responsibility  to  the 
people  had  also  worked  well,  and  his 
authority  has  been  increased  rather 
than  diminished.  His  term  of  office  is 
four  years,  and  he  is  made  ineligible 
for  a  re-election  without  an  interven- 
ing term.'' 
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opening  of  streets  at  the  expense  of  the  general  taxpayers^  the  en- 
largement of  water  supply,  and  other  similar  enterprises  were  all  at 
one  point  or  another  subject  to  the  control  of  this  board.  Fran- 
chises could  not  be  granted  by  the  Municipal  Assembly  except  on 
terms  approved  by  vote  or  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Estimate  and 
Apportionment.  In  short,  whilst  this  board  had  and  still  has  in 
itself  few  executive  powers,  its  powers  of  supervisory  control  directly 
or  indirectly  extended  to  or  affected  all  parts  of  the  city's  adminis- 
tration. The  executive  business  of  the  city  was  entrusted  to  the 
mayor,  comptroller,  and  to  departments  directed  and  controlled  by 
commissioners  appointed  by  the  mayor.  PubUc  improvements 
were  placed  under  the  control  of  a  Board  of  Public  Improvements 
which  had  jurisdiction  over  the  bridges,  streets,  avenues,  the  water 
and  sewer  systems,  and  the  like.  The  charter  provided  that  the 
initiative  in  such  improvements  should  be  taken  by  the  Board  of 
Public  Improvements,  requiring,  however,  that  works  of  great  magni- 
tude and  cost  should  have  also  the  approval  of  the  Board  of  Estimate 
and  Apportionment  and  a  vote  of  the  Municipal  Assembly.^    The 


>  In  its  report,  the  oommiflsioners  of 
1896  say,  with  reference  to  the  Board 
of  Public  Improvements:  ''In  respect 
of  the  large  and  costly  range  of  public 
works  comprised  in  the  general  term 
'local  or  public  improvements/  the 
charter  provides  in  one  respect  a  dif- 
ferent and  more  appropriate  but 
equally  effective  check.  It  creates  a 
Board  of  Public  Improvements,  re- 
ferred to  below,  which  has  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  bridges,  streets,  avenues, 
the  water  and  sewer  systems,  and  the 
like,  of  the  city.  It  is  clear  that  such 
works  ought  to  be  primarily  deter- 
mined by  expert  authority,  so  that 
they  mav  be  developed  upon  a  fixed 
plan  ana  designed  and  constructed  in 
accordance  with  the  highest  attainable 
scientific  skill.  The  charter  therefore 
provides  in  general  that  the  initiative 
in  such  improvements  shall  be  taken 
by  the  Board  of  Public  Improvements, 
requiring,  however,  that  works  of  great 
mi^gnituae  and  cost  shall  have  also  the 
approval  of  the  Board  of  Estimate  and 
Apportionment,  and  of  a  three-fourths 
vote  of  the  people's  representatives  in 
the  Municipal  Assembly,  with  a  veto 
power  in  tne  mayor,  and  with  i)ower 
m  five-sixths  of  all  of  the  Municipal 
Assembly  to  override  the  mayor's  veto. 
These  provisions,  requiring  respectively 
the  sanction  of  the  Board  of  Esti- 
mate and  Apportionment  and  of  the 


Board  of  Public  Improvements,  and 
the  sanction  of  the  Municipal  Assemblv, 
and  subjecting  the  ordinances  of  the 
Municipal  Assembly  relating  to  them 
to  the  veto  power  of  the  mayor  unless 
overridden  by  a  five-sixths  vote^  wiU^ 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission, 
while  giving  the  city  the  necessary 
power  of  development,  render  it  sub- 
stantially safe  from  serious  abuse.  The 
essential  features  of  the  Board  of  Public 
Improvements  are  ( 1)  a  president  of  the 
board  with  power  to  enforce  harmo- 
nious action  upon  all  the  departments 
represented  in  the  board  that  do  public 
work;  (2)  the  responsibility  of  each 
department  represented  in  it  for  the 
work  to  be  done  by  the  department; 
(3)  the  initiative  in  matters  relating 
to  public  improvements,  which,  in 
general,  is  lodged  therein.  The  Board 
of  Public  Improvements  proposed  in 
the  charter  consists  of  the  president 
of  the  board  to  be  appointed  bv  the 
mayor,  of  the  commissioners  of  tne  six 
departments  having  chai^ge  of  the 
six  great  branches  of  public  work  in 
the  city,  also  to  be  appointed  by  the 
mayor,  and  ex  officio  of  the  mayor,  the 
comptroller,  the  corporation  counsel, 
and  the  president  of  the  borough. 
The  mayor,  the  comptroller,  and  the 
corporation  counsel  have  been  added 
to  the  Board  of  Public  Improvements, 
in  order  to  devolve  upon  that  body 
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charter  "wsls  revised  and  changed  in  various  particulars  in  1901, 
but  its  organic  and  essential  features  were  not  disturbed.  In  this 
revision  the  legislative  body  was  changed  from  a  body  composed 
of  two  branches  to  a  single  body  known  as  the  Board  of  Aldermen.^ 


not  only  the  functions  that  are  given 
to  the  corresponding  Board  in  the  city 
of  St.  Liouis,  where  experience  has  dem- 
onstrated its  value  and  efficiency,  but 
also  the  functions  that  have  been  com- 
mitted in  New  York  heretofore  to  the 
,  Hoard  of  Street  Openings.    The  pres- 
ence of  these  great  officers  of  the  city, 
however,   upon  the   Board  of  Public 
Improvements  can  hardlv  fail  to  be  an 
advantage  to  the  Board  when  acting 
u{>on    the    important   (questions    that 
arise   in    connection    with   all   public 
work  that  is  carried  on  upon  a  large 
scale.    The  other  member  of  the  Board 
of  Public  Improvements  in  the  pro- 
posed charter  is  the  President  of  each 
Borough.      For    administrative    pur- 
poses, the  city  has  been  divided  into 
the  five  sulxuvisionB  into  which  the 
territory  of  the  city  divides  itself  by 
foUowinjg  natural  lines,  and  these  are 
ctdUed,  m  the  proposed  charter,  Boi^ 
oughs.     These   Boroughs  are   named 
Manhattan,    The    Bronx,    Brooklyn, 
Queens,  and  .Richmond.    To  those  fa- 
miliar with  the  territory  the  names  are 
sufficiently  descriptive.    The  President 
of  a  Borough  is  an  officer  elected  by 
the  people  of  a  Borough  (1)  to  take 
the  initiative  in  connection  with  all 
local    improvements   that   are   to    be 
paid  for  by  assessment  for  benefits; 
and  (2)  to  represent  the  Borough  on 
the  Board  of  Public   Improvements. 
In  the  latter  Board,  the  President  of 
the  Borough  has  a  vote  as  to  all  ques- 
tions affectine  his  own  Borough.    The 
Board  of  Public  Improvements  thus 
conosts    of    eleven    members.      This 
Board  is  one  of  the  chief  constructive 
provisions  of  the  charter,  and  has  been 
carefully  thought  out  in  its  constitu- 
tion and  powers.    It  is  large  enough  to 
bring  together  men  of  different  outlook 
and  different  ways  of  thinking,  so  as  to 
secure   intelligent   and  thorough  dis- 
cussion.   It  has  in  its  membership  the 
beads  of  the  departments  that  must 
cany  on  all  city  work^  and  can  there- 
fore command  the  advice  and  the  tech- 
nical information  of  the  experts  in  all 
of  these   departments.     The  city  at 
laige  is  represented  by  its  two  great 
elective  officers,   the  Mayor  and  the 
Comptroller,  who  will  bring  to  the  de- 


liberations of  the  Board  the  general 
point  of  view,  while  every  locality  is 
insured  a  hearing  and  a  voice  by  the 
presence  on  the  Board  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Borough.  Finally,  the 
Corporation  Counsel  is  a  memoer  of 
the  Board  to  advise  it  upon  all  le^al 
(]^uestions  that  may  arise.  The  Commis- 
sion is  san^ine  that  this  feature  of  the 
charter  wiU  justify  itself  as  thoroughly 
as  the  Board  of  Estioiate  and  Appor- 
tionment has  justified  itself  during  the 
past  twenty  years." 

The  report  of  the  commissioners  of 
1901  says,  with  reference  to  the  com- 
position of  the  local  logblature,  that 
the  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part 
of  all  who  addressed  the  commissioners 
was  that  there  was  no  necessity  that 
the  city  legislature  should  be  composed 
of  two  branches,  a  council  and  a  board 
of  aldermen*  that  such  a  le^slature 
has  fumishea  opportunities  which  have 
too  often  been  availed  of  for  mere  ob- 
struction ;  and  that  every  consideration 
of  efficiency  and  honesty  in  the  govern- 
ment of  the  city  demanaed  that  the  city 
legislature  should  consist  of  a  single 
house.  The  commissioners  under  the  Act 
of  April  16,  1900,  ''authorizing  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  commission  to  inquire 
mto  the  local  government  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  the  charter  thereof, 
and  suggest  legislation  thereon,''  ap- 
pointed oy  Governor  Theodore  Roose- 
velt pursuant  thereto,  were  George  L. 
Rives,  George  W.  Davidson,  Franklin 
Bartlett,  Charles  C.  Beaman,  John  D. 
Crimmins,  George  Cromwell,  William 
C.  DeWitt,  Frank  J.  Goodnow,  Isaac 
M.  Kapper,  Edffar  J.  Levey,  James 
McKeen,  Alexander  T.  Mason,  Charles 
A.  Schieren,  Henry  W.  Taft,  and 
James  L.  Wells.  This  commission 
made  a  report  that  was  submitted  to 
the  legislature  of  1901,  and  the  legisla- 
ture made  considerable  changes  in  the 
draft  bill  of  the  revision  commission. 
The  bill  with  these  changes  was  passed 
by  the  le^slature  and  suomitted  to  the 
mayor  of  the  city,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  State  Constitu- 
tion. The  mayor  returned  this  bill 
without  his  acceptance,  whereupon  the 
legislature  repassed  it  over  his  veto,  and 
it  was  approved  by  the  governor  on 
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The  composition  of  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  was 
changed  so  that  it  is  now  composed  entirely  of  elective  officers,  viz. : 
the  mayor,  the  comptroller,  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen, 
elected  by  the  city  at  large,  and  the  presidents  of  the  five  bor- 
oughs elected  by  the  citizens  of  their  localities.  But  as  the  borough 
presidents,  representing  only  local  interests,  might  thus  control  the 
board,  three  votes  were  given  to  each  of  the  officers  elected  at  large, 
and  two  votes  to  the  presidents  of  the  two  larger  boroughs,  and  one 
to  the  presidents  of  the  remaining  boroughs.  The  powers  of  this 
board  were  considerably  extended  by  the  amendment.^    Borough 


April  22,  1901,  and  became  chap.  466 
of  the  Laws  of  1901,  the  act  still  being 
cited  by  the  short  title  of  the  previous 
one,  to  wit,  "The  Greater  New  York 
Charter."  This  Act  of  1901,  with  some 
amendments,  is  the  existing  (1907) 
charter  of  New  York  city.  Post^ 
chap.  V.  But  further  amendments  or 
revision  are  demanded  and  provided 
for  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
New  York  in  1907.  Laws  1907,  chap. 
600. 

'  Of  the  policy  to  be  followed  in 
dealing  with  the  Board  of  Estimate 
and  Apportionment,  the  Conmiission 
of  1901  say  in  their  report:  "The 
Commission  has  reconmiended  a  con- 
siderable extension  of  the  powers  now 
conferred  upon  the  Board  of  Estimate 
and  Apportionment.  With  respect  to 
what  may  be  called  the  routme  ex- 
penditures of  the  city,  whether  they 
are  provided  for  by  taxation  or  by 
use  of  the  city's  credit,  the  Board  of 
Estimate  and  Apportionment  is  given 
large  powers.  By  reason  of  the  posses- 
sion of  these  new  powers  and  of  the  in- 
crease of  its  freedom  in  exercising  the 
powers  which  it  has  from  the  beginning 
of  its  history  possessed,  the  Board  c» 
Estimate  ana  Apportionment  under  our 
draft  charter  will  oe  the  most  important 
body  in  the  city  government.  What- 
ever dissatisfaction  may  have  been  felt 
with  any  other  municipal  body,  the 
Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportion- 
ment has  generally  given  satisfaction 
for  its  capacity,  efficiency,  and  int^- 
rity.  Unaer  tne  p]an  of  the  Ck>mmis- 
sion  it  will  be  in  reality  the  centre  of 
all  le^slative  activity  in  relation  to 
financial  affairs,  and  of  much  of  the 
administrative  activity  of  the  city.  It 
will  be  in  effect  an  upper  house  of  the 
city  legislature  and  also  a  cabinet  of 
the  most  important  administrative 
officers.     In  dealing  with  the  compo- 


sition of  the  Board  of  Estimate  and 
Apportionment,  the  Commission  has 
not  been  unmindful  of  the  danger  of 
chansiiig  an  agency  of  government 
which  1^  long  and  successfully  stood 
the  test  of  experience.  The  present 
Board  consists  of  the  Mayor,  the 
Comptroller,  the  President  of  the 
Council,  the  President  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Taxes  and  Assessments,  and 
the  Corporation  Counsel  —  the  two 
last-named  officials  being  appointees 
of  the  Mayor.  In  giving  to  tne  Mayor 
the  absolute  power  of  removal  it  is 
evident  that  his  appointees  would  be 
to  a  greater  extent  than  at  present 
under  nis  influence,  so  that  the  Mayor 
in  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Appor- 
tionment might,  in  effect,  have  three 
votes  out  of  the  five.  It  is  not  con- 
sidered advisable  to  make  the  Corpo- 
ration Counsel  and  the  President  of 
the  Department  of  Taxes  and  Assess- 
ments elective  officers;  neither  was  it 
considered  desirable  to  elect  addi- 
tional members  of  the  Board  at  iaige. 
A  board  consisting  of  three  members 
would  be  manifestly  too  smalL  On 
the  other  hand  the  facts  that  the  Board 
of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  was 
given  the  power  to  disapprove  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Local  Improvement 
Boards,  and  to  determine  the  amount 
of  money  to  be  expended  out  of  the 
treasury  of  the  city  in  public  work  in 
each  Borough,  made  it  proper  that  the 
Boroughs  should  have  a  direct  repre- 
sentation on  the  Board.  The  Commis- 
sion has  therefore  recommended  that 
the  Board  of  E^imate  and  Appor- 
tionment shall  be  composed  purely  of 
elective  officers,  via.:  The  Mayor,  the 
Comptroller,  and  the  President  of  the 
Boani  of  Aldermen,  elected  by  the 
city  at  large,  and  of  the  Presidents  of 
the  five  BoroughSj  elected  by  the  citi- 
zens of  their  localities.    But  in  adding 
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presidents  ^ho  hitherto  had  held  an  oflBce  with  almost  nominal 
duties  ^  were  made  executive  oflBcers  for  their  respective  boroughs, 
each  having  within  the  borough  by  which  he  is  elected  control  of 

the  erection  of  new  buildings,  the  erection,  care,  and  management 

of  public  buildings,  highways,  sewers,  &c.^ 


the  Borough  Presidents  to  the  Board 
of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  an- 
other question  required  consideration. 
If  the  Borough  Presidents  were  to  pos- 
aesB  a  voting  power,  not  only  equal  to 
that  of  each  other  but  also  to  tnat  of 
the  other  members  of  the  Board,  they 
mieht  together  control  its  decisions: 
and  this  would  mean  that  the  financial 
control  of  the  city  would  pass  from  the 
officiab  who  are  not  directlv  interested 
in  the  spending  of  the  city  s  money  to 
officers  at  the  head  of  great  adminis- 
trative agencies,  and  chaiged  with  the 
duty  of  spending  large  sums  in  the  de- 
velopment and  improvement  of  the 
particular  localities  they  are  elected  to 
represent.  It  therefore  seemed  es- 
sential that  the  total  voting  power  of 
the  five  Borough  Presidents  should  be 
less  than  that  of  the  officers  elected 
from  the  city  at  laige ;  and  it  was  not 
thought  just  to  give  to  the  represent- 
atives of  the  smaller  Boroughs  an 
equal  vote  with  the  Presidents  of  the 
two  ereat  Boroughs  of  Manhattan  and 
Brooklyn.  What  should  be  the  rep- 
resentation of  the,  different  elements 
in  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Appor- 
tionment has  been  one  of  the  most 
ctifficult  questions  which  the  Commis- 
sion has  nad  to  answer.  We  propose 
to  give  three  votes  to  each  of  the 
officers  elected  at  laxge ;  two  votes  each 
to  the  Presidents  of  the  Boroughs  of 
Manhattan  and  Brooklyn;  and  one 
vote  each  to  the  Presidents  of  The 
Bronx,  Queens,  and  Richmond.  It 
will  be  perceived  that  the  total  number 
of  votes  in  the  Beard  will  be  sixteen, 
and  that  nine  of  these  votes  will  be 
cast  by  the  officers  elected  at  laige, 
assuring  to  them  a  control  of  the 
Board."  in  Wilcox  v.  McOellan,  185 
N.  Y.  9,  aflT'g  no  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  378, 
it  is  held  that  the  method  of  cumula- 
tive voting  conferred  upon  members  of 
the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportion- 
ment by  the  charter,  does  not  violate 
any  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 

the  Stote.  ^  ,«  ^    . 

*  In  the  charter  of  1897,  the  powers 
of  each  borough  president  were  practi- 
cally limited   to  the  possession  of  a 


seat  on  the  Board  of  Public  Improve- 
ments with  no  vote  ''except  upon 
matters  relating  exclusively  to  the 
matters  of  the  Borough"  of  which  he 
is  president.  He  was  also  a  member 
of  each  of  the  local  improvement 
boards  within  his  borough,  but  these 
local  boards  under  the  restriction  of 
the  charter  of  1897  possessed  few  ex- 
ecutive powers. 

*  The  policy  which  induced  the  dev- 
olution of  these  powers  on  an  officer 
elected  by  the  borough  affected  is  ex- 
plained by  the  Commission  of  1901 : 
''It  is  clear  that  the  vast  territory 
comprised  within  the  present  city  of 
New  York,  embracing  as  it  does  dis- 
tricts so  essentially  different  as  the 
crowded  east  side  of  Manhattan  and 
the  rural  districts  of  Queens  and  Rich- 
mond, demands  some  subdivision  and 
some  decree  of  local  autonomy.  How 
far  and  m  what  respects  the  powers  of 
administration  in  tne  various  depart- 
ments of  the  city  government  should 
be  centralized,  and  how  far  they^ 
should  be  vested  in  the  local  authori- 
ties of  each  borough,  are  questions 
which  have  received  our  most  careful 
attention.  It  appears  to  be  entirely 
free  from  doubt  that  the  great  depart- 
ments of  public  safety  should  be  cen- 
tralized and  in  strong  control.  There 
can  also  be  no  question  but  that  the 
Departments  of  Finance,  of  Law,  of 
Public  Charities,  of  Correction,  of 
Docks,  and  of  Taxes  should  be  central- 
ized and  uniform  in  their  operation. 
But  when  we  come  to  the  departments 
which  deal  with  the  public  works  of 
the  city,  a  very  different  question  is 
presented.  The  present  charter  cen- 
tralizes all  of  these  departments  and 
unites  them  in  a  Board  of  Public  Im- 
provements. In  this  respect  the  Com- 
mission is  satisfied  that  the  scheme  of 
the  present  charter  has  proved  most 
unsatisfactory  in  its  workings,  more 
especially  with  regard  to  the  boroughs 
other  than  Manhattan.  It  therefore 
recommends  a  very  great  enlargement 
of  the  powers,  duties,  and  responsibili- 
ties of  the  Borough  Preddents." 
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The  general  division  of  authority  among  executive  departments 
governed  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  mayor  was  retained, 
except  in  so  far  as  local  matters  were  placed  under  the  control  of 
the  borough  presidents.  The  whole  trend  of  leffislation  was  thus 
towards  centralization.  The  form  of  borough  government  which 
in  the  county  of  London  was  adopted  to  secure  autonomy  in  local 
matters  was  adopted  in  New  York  for  administrative  purposes  only. 
The  Board  of  Aldermen  which,  historically  speaking,  has  long 
been  regarded  as  unsatisfactoiy,  was  given  diminished  authority^. 

The  substantial  power  and  authority  of  the  city  in  all  matters 
affecting  its  policy  have,  by  the  charter  of  1901  and  subsequent 
legislation,  been  vested  in  a  board  composed  of  persons  originally 
selected  for  executive  and  administrative  purposes.  The  govern- 
ment of  the  city  of  New  York  is  pecidiar  in  that  it  is  to  be  placed  in 
a  class  by  itself  as  a  government  by  elective  commissumers.  Mu- 
nicipal government  by  commissioners  has  not  been  infrequent  in 
histoiy,  but  the  instances  of  municipal  government  by  elected  com- 
missioners are  rare.^  Yet  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  the  affairs 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  involving  an  expenditure  of  many  millions 
of  dollars  yearly,  and  its  policy  in  all  governmental  affairs,  except 
the  enactment  of  police  ordinances  and  minor  matters,  is  now  con- 
trolled and  directed  by  such  commissioners.' 

§  27.  Oondading  BeflectionB.  —  The  foregoing  general  view  of 
municipalities  shows  that  there  is  in  different  countries  no  uni- 
form mode  of  municipal  organization,  government,  or  administra- 
tion.   Surrounding  circumstances  and  conditions  are  different,  and 

^  Since  the  charter  of  1901  was  en-  of  Rapid.  Transit  Railroad  Commis- 

acted;  the  tendency  has  been  to  still  sioners  (Laws,  New  York,  chap.  631). 
further  restrict  the  powers  of  the  leg-        '  As  to  the  constitutional  power  to 

islative  body  and  to  transfer  them  to  reg^ulate  local  affairs  or  govern  mu- 

the  Board  of  Estimate  and  Apportion-  nicipaiities  by  means  of  "  commissions  " 

ment.    Thus  in  1905  (Laws,  New  York,  appointed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the 

chap.  629,  630)   that  body  is  given  Executive  of  the  State,  or  by  the  leg- 

the  power  which  was  formerly  con-  islature,  see  infraf  chap.  iv.    Brown  v. 

f erred  upon  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  to  Galveston,  97  Tex.  1. 

?ant  franchises  in  the  city  of  New  *  It  is  Dointed  out  (oTito,  |  24)  that 
ork.  This  transfer  of  the  powers  to  the  annual  appropriations  of  the  city 
grant  franchises  from  the  Board  of  at  that  time  (1889)  required  to  be 
Aldermen  to  the  Board  of  Estimate  and  raised  by  taxation  amounted  to  be- 
Apportionment,  does  not  violate  any  tween  $33,000,000  and  134,000,000.  In 
providon  of  the  Constitution  of  the  the  fiscal  year,  1907,  the  aggregate 
State  of  New  York.  Wilcox  v.  McClel-  yearly  expenditure  by  the  municipal- 
Ian,  185  N.  Y.  9,  aff'g  111  N.  Y.  App.  ity  was  upwards  of  $130,000,000.  The 
Div.  378.  The  Board  of  Estimate  and  budget  or  provisional  estimate  of  the 
Apportionment  is  also  given  power  to  city  for  1907,  submitted  by  the  Board 
approve  or  disapprove  plans  for  rapid  of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  to  the 
transit  railways,  proposed  by  the  Board  Board  of  Aldermen,  provided  for  appro- 
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what  is  the  best  model  for  one  country  may  not  be  the  best  for  an- 
other. London's  method  may  be  the  best  for  London,  and  New 
York's  radically  different  method  the  best  for  New  York.  But  a 
deeper  lesson  is  this,  namely,  that  no  municipal  constitution  and 
no  municipal  mechanism  will  necessarily  insure  good  municipal 
government.  Whether  the  essential  powers  of  a  municipality,  as 
in  England,  are  in  an  elective  council,  which  elects  its  mayor  and 
appoints  its  standing  committees  which  oversee  the  various  ad- 
ministrative departments,  or,  as  in  New  York,  where  the  substantial 
powers  are  in  an  autocratic  mayor  and  in  elective  commissioners, 
and  where  the  authority  of  the  legislative  branch  is  so  curtailed  as 
to  leave  that  body  almost  a  phantom,  it  depends  almost  wholly 
upon  something  else  than  forms  of  organization  whether  there  will 
result  good  municipal  rule.  That  indispensable  something  else  is 
what  may  be  called  Civic  Patriotism. 

The  subject  naturally  suggests  thoughts  and  reflections  of  wide, 
deep,  and  permanent  interest.  By  our  early,  uniform,  and  settled 
polity  and  all  our  sentiments,  traditions,  and  usages,  every  distinct 
community  in  our  land  is  self-governed  in  all  its  local  concerns. 
This  polity  is  based  upon  these  solid  and  rational  foundations:  that 
the  control  of  local  affairs  and  the  consequent  responsibility  should 
be  vested  in  those  who  are  immediately  and  directly  interested  and 
who  will  therefore  reap  the  advantages  of  care  and  good  manage- 
ment or  suffer  the  consequences  of  neglect  or  mismanagement;  that 
the  possession  and  exercise  of  such  powers  by  the  citizen  develop 
his  capabilities  for  self-government,  whereas  if  the  power  of  local 
control  is  not  possessed  or  exercised  the  interest  of  the  citizen  will 
cease  and  his  capacity  for  self-government,  both  local  and  general, 
will  become  atrophied  and  inefficient.  The  cultivation  and  practice 
of  civic  patriotism  are  therefore  among  the  chiefest  duties  of  Ameri- 

priationB  aggregating  that  sum  and  con-  Dopwtment  of  Bdacati<m  ^'SS**? 

tainingBu^itemsas:  gSlJXf oit^R^iord;:::;:;:;:::::  Jm;^ 

lUyor,BoMd  of  Aldermen,  Ac $306,202  H^^^ ,  W  •  J. ' '  tL,V    a  \UV  '  i' •    •  2S?'S 

D^Jrtnent  of  Finance  r^. 1,243  480  Municipal  Courts  cWl  and  criminal  ^ .     1,227,160 

Lawl>ep«rtment       685,000  Support    of   dependent    children    in 

Pkeddoi^  of  the  Borooghi  for  streets,  ^  chwrltable  institutions  . .  .....    3,767,810 

sewera,  etc  7,423  281  County  expenses  for  County  Officers, 

Deputimnt  if  iirid^' '.  '.                    !  tA7]lA5       courts,.etc. .    4,664,839 

Depavtment  of  Water  Supply,  Gas  and  For  deficiency  arising  fromuncoUectlble 

£ectiicity    6,409,643        t»»e8    3,000,000 

Deawtment  of  Parks 2,657,863    Interest  on  city  debt 17,072,880 

Deptftment  of  Public  Obazitles 2,218.846  Interest  on  bonds  to  be  issued  In  1907    3,727,000 

BcBtals                                                  ^  773,947  Redemption  of  city  debt : 

I)MMrtm0n't  of  Correction  '. .  *. 1 ,000,059       Maturing  obligations $8,898,796 

Department  of  Health 1,847,820  Instalments  payable  In  1907  6,669,768 

TensBMnt  Bouse  Department     669,833                                                   14.468J568 

£Sl3^:SSSi::::::::::::::::":o^l:iS  i^uot^m.,^ «9.7« 

Denartment  of  Street  Cleaning 6,268,267       _  ...,,,     ^«^«  .  j. 

wS^^amrtMaent  .  6  883.496       The  totals  of  the  budget  for  1908  amounted  to 

-    ^"^^Tnxei and  AMessi^e^ts  .       400,600    $143,672,266  and  for  1911  to  $173,966,835. 
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can  citizenship.  By  civic  patriotism  is  meant  the  feeling  and  the 
taking  of  a  deep,  unselfish,  earnest,  ever-wakeful,  active  interest 
in  the  affairs  of  one's  own  city  or  local  community,  regarding  it  as 
having  an  autonomy,  a  distinct  personality,  a  name  and  interests 
of  its  own,  and,  if  one  pleases,  endowed  with  a  sense  of  personal 
honor  and  with  all  laudable  ambitions  for  the  promotion  of  the  wel- 
fare of  its  people.  Where  such  civic  virtues  exist,  the  local  commu- 
nity will  neither  suffer  from  the  dry-rot  of  pubUc  indifference  and 
neglect  nor  become  tainted  with  "graft  "  or  corruption.  Its  life 
will  be  healthful,  and  like  the  ocean  will  be  kept  pure  by  its  own 
ceaseless  flow  and  movement.  All  life-giving  patriotism  is  local. 
Show  a  good  municipal  citizen  and  one  will  see  a  citizen  who  loves 
his  State,  and  who  loves  his  nation,  and  who  will  discharge  all  the 
duties  of  this  triple  relation.  Grood  government  in  local  affairs  is 
the  best  assurance  of  good  government  in  State  and  national  affairs. 
Happily  our  experience  in  this  country  demonstrates  that  the 
cardinal  virtue  of  civic  patriotism  though  subject  to  occasional  lapses 
is,  in  the  long  run,  and  in  every  critical  emergency,  not  wanting. 
Whenever  and  wherever  in  a  city  one  sees  public  parks  for  the  recrea- 
tion and  enjoyment  of  the  people,  public  schools  for  the  instruction 
of  all  the  children,  hospitals  for  the  relief  of  sickness  and  suffering, 
homes  of  refuge  for  the  aged  and  infirm,  Sisters  of  Charity  and  others 
pursuing  their  saintly  work  "as  ever  in  their  Great  Taskmaster's 
eye,"  churches  maintained  by  voluntary  contribution,  and  free 
libraries  supported  by  the  people,  one  may  be  assured  that  such  a 
community  is  sound  at  the  core.  Happily  our  experience  has  dem- 
onstrated time  and  time  again  that  municipal  misrule  or  neglect 
cannot  go  beyond  a  certain  limit,  and  that  there  is  in  every  municin 
palUy  in  this  land  civic  virtue  enough  whenever  called  into  activity 
to  secure  well-ordered  and  honest  MUNiaPAL  rule. 
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§  30  (18).  Oorporation  defined.  —  A  corporation  is  a  legal  ingtitvn 
iron,  devised  to  confer  upon  the  individuals  of  which  it  is  composed 
powers,  privileges,  and  immunities  which  they  would  not  otherwise 
possess,  the  most  important  of  which  are  continuous  legal  identity 
or  unity,  and  perpetual  or  indefinite  succession  under  the  corporate 
name,  notwithstanding  successive  changes,  by  death  or  otherwise,  in 
the  corporators  or  members.  It  conveys,  perhaps,  as  intelligible  an 
idea  as  can  be  given  by  a  brief  definition  to  say  that  a  corporation 
is  a  legal  person,  perfectly  distinct  from  the  members  which  com- 
pose it,  having  a  special  name,  and  having  such  powers,  and  such 
only,  as  the  law  prescribes.  The  most  accurate  notions  of  complex 
subjects  come  not  from  definition,  but  description ;  and  in  the  course 
of  the  present  work  we  shall  describe  the  class  of  corporations  with 
which  it  deals,  by  their  creation,  constitution,  faculties,  powers, 
objects,  duties,  and  liabilities.  Some  of  the  definitions  and  deduc- 
tions in  the  earlier  reports  amuse  by  their  quaintness,  but, are  with- 
out much  practical  value.  ''As  touching  corporations,"  says  Lord 
G>ke,  "the  opinion  of  Manwood,  chief  baron,  was  this:  that  they 
were  invisible,  immortal,  having  no  conscience  or  soul;  and  there- 
fore, no  subpoena  lieth  against  them;  they  cannot  speak,  nor  appear 
in  person,  but  by  attorney."  * 

Chief  Justice  Marshall's  description  of  a  corporation  is  remarkable 
tor  its  general  accuracy  and  felicitous  expression:  "A  corporation 
is  an  artificial  being,  invisible,  intangible,  and  existing  only  in  con- 

»  2  Bulst.  233;  WiUc.  Corp.  15;  anU,  §  3. 
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templation  of  law.  Being  the  mere  creature  of  the  law,  it  possesses 
only  those  properties  which  the  charter  of  its  creation  confers  upon 
it,  either  expressly  or  as  incidental  to  its  veiy  existence.  These  are 
such  as  are  supposed  to  be  best  calculated  to  effect  the  object  for 
xwhich  it  is  created.  Among  the  most  important  are  immortality  [in 
the  legal  sense  that  it  may  be  made  capable  of  indefinite  duration], 
and,  if  the  expression  may  be  allowed,  indimdvality,  —  properties 
by  which  a  perpetual  succession  of  many  persons  are  considered 
as  the  same,  and  may  act  as  a  single,  individual.  They  enable  a 
corporation  to  manage  its  own  affairs,  and  to  hold  property  without 
the  perplexing  intricacy,  the  hazardous  and  endless  necessity,  of 
perpetual  conveyances  for  the  purpose  of  transmitting  it  from  hand 
to  hand.  It  is  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  clothing  bodies  of  men,  in 
succession,  with  these  qualities  and  capacities  that  corporations  were 
invented  and  are  in  use.  By  these  means  a  perpetual  succession  of 
individuals  are  capable  of  acting  for  the  promotion  of  the  particu- 
lar object  Uke  one  immortal  being.''  ^  Thus,  though  the  members 
change,  the  corporation  itself  remains  in  its  legal  personality  and 
unity  the  same,  all  of  its  members,  past  and  present,  constituting  in 
law  but  one  personr,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Thames  or  the  Mis- 
sissippi is  still  the  same  river,  though  the  parts  composing  it  are 
constantly  changing.'  The  above  observations  are,  in  general,  appli- 
cable to  all  corporations,  private  as  well  as  public  and  municipal. 

§  31  (19).  Municipal  OorporationB  defined.  —  A  municipal  cor- 
poratioTiy  in  its  strict  and  proper  sense,  is  the  body  politic  and  cor- 
porate constituted  by  the  incorporation  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  city 
or  town  for  the  purposes  of  local  government  thereof.  Municipal 
corporations  as  they  exist  in  this  country  are  bodies  politic  and  cor- 
porate of  the  general  character  above  described,  established  by  law 
partly  as  an  agency  of  the  State  to  assist  in  the  civil  government  of 

^  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  Glover,  8 ;  Grant,  5 ;  7  Yin.  Abr.  358, 

4  Wheat.  518.     Other  definitions:    4  363;  arUe,  §  3. 

Black.  Com.  37;    1   Kyd,  Corp.    13;  'Glover,  8;   1  Black.  Com.  468.    It 

Grant,  Corp.  3,  4;    Angell  A  Ames,  is  scarcelv  ever  quite  safe  to  express  or 

Coip.  $  1 ;    Glover,  Corp.  3,  6.    Will-  even  to  iUustrate  a  l^al  proposition  in 

cock  declines  to  define,  but  describes  figurative  language,  but  the  simile  of 

corporations.     Munic.  Corp.  15.     The  the  elegant   Engush  'commentator  is 

last-named  author  observes  that   "a  not  onl^  striking,  but  accurate.    "All 

corporation  continues  the  same  body  of  the  individual  members,"  present 

I>ohtic  from  its  creation  to  its  dissolu-  and  future,   ''are  but  one  person  in 

tion,  unaltered  by  the  revolution  of  law,  —  a  person  that  never  dies,  in 

ages  or  the  successive  changes  of  its  like  manner  as  the  river  Thames  is 

members,  so  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  still  the  same  river,  though  the  parts 

make  grants  to  them  and  their  sue-  which  compose  it  are  changing  every 

cessors,  or  to  declare  their  obli^tions  instant."    1  Black.  Com.  468. 
binding  on  their  successors."     /&.  16; 
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the  country,  but  chiefly  to  regulate  and  administer  the  local  or  inter- 
nal affairs  of  the  city,  town,  or  district  which  is  incorporated/ 

§  32  (20).  DistingniBhing  Features  of  Municipal  Oorporationa.  — 
We  may^  therefore,  define  a  municipcU  corporation  in  its  historical 
and  strict  sense  to  be  the  incorporation,  by  the  authority  of  the  gov- 
ernment, of  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  place  or  district,  and 
authorizing  them  in  their  corporate  capacity  to  exercise  subordinate 
specified  powers  of  legislation  and  regulation  with  respect  to  their 
local  and  internal  concerns.  This  power  of  local  government  is  the 
distinctive  purpose  and  the  distinguishing  feature  of  a  municipal 
corporation  proper.*    The  phrase  "  municipal  corporation  "  is  used 


*  "A  body  politic,"  says  Lord  Coke, 
''is  a  body  to  take  in  succession,  framed 
as  to  its  capacity  by  policy,  and  there- 
fore is  called  by  Littleton  (§  413)  a 
body  politic;  it  is  called  a  corporation^ 
or  body  corporate,  because  the  persons 
are  made  into  a  body,  and  are  of  ca- 
pacity to  take,  grant,  etc.,  by  a  par- 
ticular name."  Viner,  Abr.  Corp.  (a  2). 
A  municipal  corporation  ia  also  defined 
to  be  "An  investing  the  people  of  a 
place  with  the  local  government 
thereof."  Salk.  183.  "Tins  latter  de- 
scription," says  Mr.  Justice  Ndson,  in 
People  V.  Morris,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
325, 334,  ''is  the  most  appropriate,  and 
is  justified  by  the  histoiy  of  these  in- 
stitutions, and  the  nature  of  the  powers 
with  which  they  were,  and  are,  in- 
vested." It  is  also  quoted  by  Camp- 
beU,  C,  J.,  in  People  v.  Hurlburt,  24 
Mich.  44.  Pose,  §353.  Goodnow,  Mu- 
nicipal Home  Rule,  chaps,  i.,  ii.,  brings 
out  clearly  the  ori^n  and  character  of 
English  and  Amencan  municipal  gov- 
ernment. The  English  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act,  1882,  applies  to  certain 
described  incoroorated  towns,  cities, 
and  places ;  and  it  clearly  defines  the 
words  ''municipal  corporations"  as 
used  in  the  act,  thus :  "Municipal  cor^ 
poration  means  the  body  corporate  con- 
stituted by  the  incorporation  of  the 
inhabiUnts  of  a  borough"  (§  7).  "The 
municipal  corporation  acts  by  its  coun- 
cil, which  shall  exercise  all  the  powers 
vested  in  the  corporation.  The  council 
consists  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
couocillorB  "  ($  10).  Text'  quoted  and 
dted  in  Wetherell  v,  Devine,  116  III. 
631,637;  State  u.  Downs,  60  Kan.  788 ; 
Wahoo  V.  Reeder,  27  Neb-  770,  772 ; 
Public  Instruction  Comers  v.  Fell,  52 
N.  J.  Eq.  689,  692 ;  Shipley  v.  Hache- 


ney,  34  Oreg.  303,  306;  East  Ten- 
nessee Univ.  V,  Knoxville,  6  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  166,  171 ;  State  v.  McAllister, 
38  W.  Va.  485,  495. 

*.2  Bouv.  Law  Diet.  21;  2  Kent, 
275 ;  Peoples.  Morris,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
325;  Fitzgerald  v.  Walker,  55  Ark. 
148 ;  Memphis  Trust  Co.  v.  St.  Francis 
Levee  Dist.,  69  Ark.  284;  State  v. 
Barker,  116  Iowa,  96,  102;  O'Leary 
V.  Board  of  Fire,  &c,  Comr's,  79  Mich. 
281 ;  Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic  Valley  Sew- 
erage Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183,  186; 
8.  c.  on  appeal,  71  N.  J.  L.  574 ;  Shipley 
V.  Hacheney,  34  Oreg.  303,  306;  Good- 
now, Mumcipal  Home  Rule,  chaps, 
i.,  ii.  The  delegated  power  of  l^isla- 
tion  for  local  purposes  being  of  the 
essence  of  municipal  ^vemment,  a 
municipal  corporation  is  not  created 
by  an  act  wnich  establishes  within 
and  for  a  designated  territory  a  sewer- 
age commission,  declares  that  a  river 
and  streams  within  the  district  are  so 
polluted  as  to  menace  the  health  of  the 
population,  makes  provision  for  puri- 
fying the  river  by  constructing  a  main 
se^er,  and  requires  this  sewer  to  be 
used  instead  of  the  natural  stream,  and 
which  provides  that  all  this  shall  be 
done,  not  by  delegating  the  work  to 
the  municipalities  within  the  district, 
nor  by  erecting  a  new  municipality 
for  the  purpose,  but  by  direct  inter- 
vention of  tne  central  authority  of  the 
State,  acting  through  a  commission 
appointed  by  the  governor,  which 
commission  has  no  local  or  legislative 
political  power  but  has  only  powers 
which  are  executive  and  administrative 
in  their  character.  Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic 
Valley  Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L. 
183;  8.  c.  on  appeal  71  N.  J.  L.  574, 
where    this   principle    was   approved, 
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with  US  in  general  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense  just  mentioned ;  but 
sometimes  it  is  used  in  a  broader  sense  that  includes  also  public  or 
quasi  corporations,  the  principal  purpose  of  whose  creation  is  as  an 
instrumentality  of  the  State,  and  not  for  the  regulation  of  the  local 
and  special  affairs  of  a  compact  community.^ 

although  the  judgment  below  was  re-  intention     appears;     and   under    the  J 

versed.  But  in  Cook  v.  Port  of  Port-  legislation  of  that  State,  municipal 
land,  20  Oreg.  580,  it  was  held  that  corporations,  i>roperly  and  strictly  so  j 

a  statute  wmch  created  a  separate  called,  do  not  include  towns  not  char- 
district,  with  defined  boundaries,  em-  tered,  school  districts,  or  other  quoH 
bracing  certain  cities  and  the  inhab-  corporations.  Eaton  v.  Manitowoc  Co. 
itants  thereof,  a  corporation  by  the  (power  to  purchase  and  hold  tax  cer- 
name  and  style  of  "Port  of  Port-  tificates),  44  Wis.  489;  post,  §  175, 
land"  for  the  purpose  of  improving  note.  "The  word 'municipal,' as  origi- 
the  Willamette  River,  was  a  corpo-  nally  used  in  its  strictness,  applied  to 
ration  created  for  municipal  purposes  cities  only.  The  word  now  has  (in 
within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional  the  legislation  oi  Iowa)  a  much  more 
provision  requiting  ail  corporations  exten&d  meaning,  and  when  applied 
"except  for  municipal  purposes"  to  be  to  corporations,  the  words  'pohtical,' 
formed  under  eeneral  laws.  The  cri-  *  municipal,'  and  'public '  are  used  in- 
terion  by  which  the  court  reached  its  terchangeably."  Roihrocky  J.,  in  Cuny 
conclusions  was  (1)  The  powers,  —  v.  Distnct  Township  of  Sioux  City,  & 
public,  political,  or  governmental;  Iowa,  102,  construing  a  special  act. 
(2)  the  member^p,  —  i.  e.,  citizens.  Post,  §  34  n.  In  the  legislation  of 
not  stockholders, —  (3)  its  creation  and  lUituns  an  incorporated  "town"  and 
existence  independently  of  the  accept-  an  incorporated  "village"  are  one  and 
ance  by  the  members.  the  same  thing.    Enfield  v,  Jordan,  119 

»  In  re  Werner,  129  CJaL  567,  573;  U.  S.  680;  Martin  t;.  People,  87  IlL 
Public  Instruction  Cbm'rs  v.  Fell,  52  524.  See  also  Brown  v.  (^rangeviUe, 
N.  J.  Eq.  689, 692 ;  post,  chaps,  iii.,  v. ;  8  Idaho,  784 ;  People  v.  Pike,  197  III. 
Heller  v.  Stremmel,  52  Mo.  309;  State  449;  Phillips  v.  Scales  Mound,  195 
V.  Leffingwell,  54  Mo.  458,  471.  This  III.  353.  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  in  En- 
last  case  discusses  the  meaning  of  the  field  v.  Jordan,  «upra,  at  p.  684,  con- 
terms  "  municipal  corporations  "  and  siders  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  town  " 
"  corporations  for  municipal  purposes,"  and  "  village  "  as  used  in  New  England, 
as  used  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State.  New  York,  the  Southern,  the  Middle, 
Post,  i  192.  "The  definition  of  a  mu-  and  the  Western  States.  In  Hermann 
nidpal  oomoration,"  says  the  Supreme  v.  Guttenbeig,  63  N.  J.  L.  616,  the 
CourtofMtssouK,  "would  only  include  court  discusses  the  meamng  of  the 
oiganiied  cities  and  towns  and  other  term  "town,"  and  traces  its  develop- 
like  oipuiizations  with  political  and  ment  from  the  primitive  sense  of  a 
l^islative  powers  for  the  \ocaX  civil  gov-  collection  of  inhabited  houses,  whether 
eminent  and  police  regulation  of  the  with  or  without  governmental  powers, 
inhabitants  of  partlcuUr  districts  in-  and  its  adoption  as  the  unit  of  State 
eluded  in  the  boundaries  of  the  corpo-  gov^emment  in  this  country.  It  is 
ration " ;  and  it  was  aooonlingly  held  pcunted  out  that  the  term  is  so  inex- 
that  an  incorporaJted  board  of  public  plidt  in  meaning  as  to  require  a  refer- 
schooU  waa  not  a  municipal  corporation  ence  to  the  context,  and  possibly  to 
within  the  meaning  of  an  act  declaring  the  occasion  and  necessity  for  a  statute, 
that  no  person  shall  be  eligible  to  a  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
certain  office  who  shall  hold  any  office  meaning  to  oe  applied  to  it.  "The 
under  a  municipal  coiporation.  Heller  word  'town'  or  'vill'  is  indeed  by  the 
V.  Stremmel,  suora.  In  Wisconsin  the  alteration  of  times  and  language  now 
term  "  municipal  corporation,"  as  used  become  a  generical  term  comprehending 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  does  under  it  the  various  sjpetAea  of  cities, 
not  include  towns  (Norton  v.  Peck,  3  boroughs,  and  common  towns.  A  city 
Wis.  714) ;  and  when  used  in  statutes  is  a  town  incorporated."  1  Black. 
It  is  presumed  to  be  used  in  the  sense  Comm.  114.  The  term  "town"  has 
in  which  the«term  is  used  in  the  CV>nsti-  been  repeatedly  held  to  include  a  city 
tution,  unless   a   different   legij^tive   in  statutory  legislation  affecting  mu- 


§  33  CREATION   AND   POWERS  61 

§  33  (21).      Oreation  and  Powers.  —  Like  other  corporations,  mu* 
nicipal    corporations  must  with   us  be  created  by  atatvie.     They 
possess   no  powers  or  faculties  not  conferred  upon   them,  either 
expressly  or  by  fair  implication,  by  the  law  which  creates  them  or 
by  other  statutes  applicable  to  them.    Persons  residing  in  or  inhabit- 
ing a  place  to  be  incorporated,  as  well  as  the  place  itself,  are  —  both 
the  persons  and  the  place  —  indispensable  to  the  constitution  of  a 
municipal  corporation.'     Artificial  succession  also  is  of  the  essence 
of  such  a  corporation.    Municipal  corporations  are  created  and  exist 
for  the  public  advantage,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  their  officers  or 
of  particular  individuals  or  classes.     The  corporation  is  the  artificial 
body  created  by  the  law^  and  not  the  officers,  since  these  are,  from 
the  lowest  up  to  the  councilmen  or  mayor,  the  mere  ministers  of 
the  corporation.     Even  the  council,  or  other  legislative  or  govern- 
ing body,  constitutes,  as  it  has  been  well  remarked,  neither  the 
corporation  nor  in  themselves  a  corporation.*     It  is  quite  impos- 
sible in  any  brief  space  to  convey  an  adequate  idea  of  the  exact 
nature  and  properties  of  an  American  municipal  corporation.    There 
is  nothing  in  the  law  more  complex  and  abstruse.     Although  the 
inhabitants  of  a  place  be  incorporated,  they  do  not  constitute  the 
corporation ;  neither,  as  we  have  just  observed,  is  it  constituted  by 
the  governing  body.     Notwithstanding  Mr.  Kyd's  criticism,  the  cor- 
poration is  invisible f  for,  although  we  may  see  all  the  inhabitants 
or  all  the  officers,  we  do  not  see  the  legal  body  —  ideal  person  — 
which  makes  the  corporation,  as  we  see  an  army;  but  this  is  a  prop- 
erty common  to  all  corporations.'     An  additional  complexity  in 
municipal  corporations  arises  out  of  the  various  and  diverse  powers 

nicipal  affairs.      Klauber  v.    Higgins,  tution  was  adopted,  and  that  the  only 

117  Cal.  451;  Flinn  v.  State,  24  Ind.  answer  to  the  question  is  that  what  is 

286 ;  Od^aard  v,  Albert  Lea,  33  Minn,  a  city  depends  entirely  on  what  the 

351 ;  State  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ;  legislature  has  declared  to  be  a  city 

Com'rs  of  Public  Charities  v,  McGurrin,  by  incorporating  a  community  and  call- 

6  Daly  (N.  Y.),  349 ;  Peck  v.  Weddell,  ing  it  by  that  name.     In  Heard  v. 

17  Ohio  St.  271;    Road  in  Milton,  40  State,  113  Ga.  444,  the  court  says  that, 

Pa.  St.  300 ;  State  v.  Glennon,  3  R.  I.  from  the  standpoint  of  le^lation  in 

276.     In  Wight  &  W.  Co.  v,  Wolff,  Georgia,  the  distinction  of  importance 

112  Ga.  169,  170,  it  is  said  that  the  and  population  has  ever  been  purely 

essential  difference  between  a  city  and  arbitral^,  and  the  test  of  population 

a  town  consists  in  size  and  population  has  never  been  observed, 

which  may  demand  for  one  a  code  of  ^  Galesbuig  v.  Hawkinson,  75  111. 

laws  and  municipal  regulations  not  re-  152;  post,  §  353. 

quired  by  the  otner.    In  the  same  case  '  Reg.  v.  Paramore,  10  Ad.  &  El. 

it  is   said    that    the   Constitution   of  286;  R^.  v.  York,  2  Q.  B.  850 ;  Grant, 

Georgia    does    not    define    the    term  357 ;  Glover,  4 ;  Hamson  v.  Williams, 

''city/'  and  therefore,  in  ascertaining  3  Bam.  &  Cress.  162;  Brown  v.  Gates, 

what  was  meant  by  the  use  of  that  15  W.  Va.   131,  citing  text;   Huron 

woid  in  the  Constitution,  it  is  neces-  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Huron,  7  S.  Dak.  9, 

sary  to  determine  what  was  the  meanr  30,  quoting  text ;  post,  §  60. 

ing  of  that  term  at  the  time  the  ConsU-  *  AnU,%  3. 
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usually  conferred,  giving  them,  as  they  exist  among  us,  an  extremely 
composite  character.'  The  primary  and  fundamental  idea  of  a 
municipal  corporation  is  an  institution  to  regulate  and  administer 
the  internal  concerns  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  defined  locality  in 
matters  peculiar  to  the  place  incorporated,  or  at  all  events  not  com- 
mon to  the  State  or  people  at  large;  but  it  is  the  constant  practice 
of  the  States  in  this  country  to  make  use  of  the  incorporated  instru- 
mentality, or  of  its  officers,  to  exercise  powers,  perform  duties,  and 
execute  functions  that  are  not  strictly  or  properly  local  or  municipal 
in  their  nature,  but  which  are,  in  fact,  State  powers,  exercised  by 
local  officers,  within  defined  territorial  limits;  and  it  is  important, 
as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  to  keep  this  distinction  in  mind.  In  theor}% 
the  two  classes  of  powers  are  distinct ;  but  the  line  which  separates 
the  one  from  the  other  is  often  difficult  to  trace.  The  point  may 
be  illustrated  from  the  EngUsh  law:  If  the  king  incorporate  a  town, 
its  officers  will  have  no  implied  power  as  conservators  or  justices  of 
the  peace,  —  express  words  are  necessary  to  confer  this  power ;  and 
when  they  act  in  the  latter  capacity,  it  is  not  because  they  are  cor- 
porate officers,  but  because  of  powers  expressly  annexed  to  their 
corporate  offices;  and  the  two  capacities  remain  distinct,  although 
united  in  the  same  person.^  The  subject  itself  will  be  elsewhere 
discussed.  The  name  of  the  municipal  corporation,  its  boundaries^ 
its  officers,  its  powers.  Us  duties,  and  the  like,  are  subjects  regulated 
by  legislative  enactment,  and  will  be  hereafter  noticed. 

§  34  (22).  Pablic  and  Municipal  OorporationB  distinguiahed.  — 
Corporations  intended  to  assist  in  the  conduct  of  local  civil  govern- 
ment are  sometimes  styled  politicai,  sometimes  public,  sometimes 
civil,  and  sometimes  municipal,  and  certain  kinds  of  them  with 
very  restricted  powers,  quasi  corporations,  —  all  these  by  way  of 
distinction  from  private  corporations.  All  corporations  intended  as 
agencies  in  the  administration  of  civil  government  are  public,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  private  corporations.  Thus  an  incorporated  school 
district,  or  county,  as  well  as  city,  is  a  public  corporation ;  but  the 
school  district  or  county,  properly  speaking,  is  not,  while  the  city  is, 
a  municipal  corporation.'     All  municipal  corporations  are  public 

*  Ante,    ii  21,  25,  26;  Goodnow,  The  text  quoted  and  the  distinction 

Municipal  Home  Rule,  chap.  ii.  p.  18.  approved,  and  made  the  basis  of  the 

»  lKyd,327;  People  v.  Hurlburt,  24  decision,  in  Beach  v.  Leahy,  11  Kan. 

Mich.  44,  per  CampMl,  C.  J. ;   People  23,  30. 

V.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228  (poaty  §§  119,        »  Schultes  v.  Eberly,  85  Ala.  242; 

120),  in  which  the  nature  of  municipal  Dunn  v.  Court  of  CJoun^  Revenues,  85 

corporations  and  the  purposes  of  their  Ala.  144,  146 ;   In  re  Werner,  129  Cal. 

creation  are  fully  discussea  by  Cooley,  J.  567 ;  Memphb  Trust  CJo.  v.  St.  Franci* 
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bodies,  created  for  civil  or  political  purposes;  but  all  civil,  political, 
or  public  corporations  are  not,  in  the  proper  use  of  language,  mu- 
nicipal corporations.  The  phrase  "  municipal  corporations/'  in  the 
contemplation  of  this  treatise,  has  reference  to  incorporated  villages, 
towns,  and' cities,  with  power  of  local  administration,  as  distin- 
guished from  other  public  corporations,  such  as  counties  and  quasi 
corporations.^ 


Leree  Dist.,  69  Ark.  2S4;  State  v. 
Downs,  60  Kan.  788,  792;  White  t;. 
Gommisdoners,  90  N.  Car.  437.  As  to 
corporate  character  of  school  districta, 
see  post,  i  36. 

In  Arkansas,  an  improvement  dis- 
trict, oiganized  within  a  city,  to  make 
improvements  in  certain  streets  is  not 
a  municipal  corporation  within  a  con- 
stitutional provision  prohibiting  the 
issue  of  interest-bearing  obligations  by 
any  county,  city,  town,  .or  municipality. 
Fitsgerald  v.  Walker,  55  Ark.  148,  156. 
An  mcorporated  leiiee  district  created 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  constructing 
and  maintaining  a  levee  is  a  public  or 
giuui  corporation^  but  is  not  a  munici- 
pal corporation  within  a  constitutional 
provision  prohibiting  any  count]^,  city, 
town,  or  municipality  from  issuing  in- 
terest-bearing evidences  of  indebted- 
ness. Memphis  Trust  Co.  v.  St.  Francis 
Levee  Dist.,  69  Ark.  284.  See  also 
Careon  v.  St.  Francis  Levee  Dist.,  59 
Ark.  513 ;  Morrison  v,  Morey,  146  Mo. 
543. 

In  California,  a  swamp-land  redamor 
turn  district  b  a  public  corporation  for 
municipal  purposes.  Dean  v.  Davis,  51 
CaL  406,  410;  People  v.  Reclamation 
IMst.,  53  CaL  346;  People  v.  Williams, 
56  Cat  647;  Hoke  v.  Perdue,  62  Cal. 
645;  People  v.  La  Rue,  67  Cal.  526. 
An  irrigation  district  is  also  a  public 
corporation.  Central  Irrigation  Dist.  v, 
De  Lappe,  79  Cal.  351 ;  In  re  Madera 
Irrig.  Dist.,  92  Cal.  296;  People  v. 
Selma  Irrigation  Dist.,  98  Cal.  206; 
Quint  V,  Hoffman,  103  Cal.  506.  A 
sanitary  district  is  a  public  corporation, 
but  not  a  municipal  corporation  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  term,  and  under 
the  Constitution  of  California,  as  con- 
strued by  the  courts,  cannot  exercise 
general  local  police  powers,  e.  g.^  regu- 
ute  the  sale  of  intoxicating  hquors. 
In  re  Werner,  129  Cal.  567. 

In  lUinais,  it  is  held  that  a  sanitary 
district  is,  ex  vi  termini^  a  municipal 
coiporation  organized  to  secure,  pre- 
serve, and  promote  the  public  health. 


People  V.  Nelson,  133  111.  565,  579. 
Drainage  districts  are  public  corpora- 
tions, and  may  be  vested  with  author- 
itv  to  remove  bridges  from  public  roads, 
when  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
ditches,  without  payment  to  the  county 
which  constructed  the  bridge.  Heflfner 
V.  Cass  and  Morgan  Counties,  193  111. 
439.  See  also  Will  County  v.  People, 
1 10  111.  51 1 ;  Elmore  v.  Drainage  Com'rs, 
135  ni.  269. 

In  Louisiana,  the  police  juries  of  the 
several  parishes  are  municipal  corpo- 
rations. Police  Jury  of  Ouachita  v. 
Monroe,  38  La.  An.  630.  "Municipal 
corporations"  as  used  in  the  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  Minnesota 
relating  to  the  assessment  of  property 
for  local  improvements,  held  to  in- 
clude counties.  Dowlan  v.  County  of 
Sibley,  36  Minn.  430;  supra,  §  32  and 
note. 

In  Rhode  Idandy  a  /ire  district  is  a 
public  or  quasi  corporation.  Wood  v. 
Quimby,  20  R.  I.  482;  Cole  v.  Fire 
Engine  Co.,  12  R.  I.  202;  Sherman  v, 
Benford,  10  R.  I.  559.  A  district 
formed  by  setting  off  and  detaching 
for  town  purposes  a  part  of  a  town  is 
a  public  corporation.  State  v.  Nar- 
ragansett,  16  R.  I.  424. 

Tennessee:  "We  do  not  think  there 
is  any  force  in  the  objection  that  the 
act  in  <iuestion  [a  cit^  charter)  gives 
to  the  city  [of  Memphis]  the  power  to 
establish  public  schools  witliin  its 
borders.  This  is  a  matter  that  ma^r  be 
properly  included  within  municipal 
powers.  Ballentine  v.  Pulaski,  15  L^a, 
633."  Malone  v,  Williams,  118  Tenn. 
390. 

*  Hamilton  Co.  v.  Mighels,  7  Ohio 
St.  109;  Finch  v.  Board,  &c.,  30  Ohio 
St.  37 ;  Askew  v.  Hale,  54  Ala.  639, 
approving  text;  Greene  County  v. 
Eubanks,  80  Ala.  204 ;  Dunn  v.  Court 
of  County  Revenues  of  Wilcox,  85  Ala. 
144;  Lawrence  County  v.  Chatteroi 
R.  R.  Co.,  81  Ky.  225;  Wahoo  v. 
Reeder,  27  Neb.  770,  773 ;  Manuel  v. 
Commissioners,  98  N.  Car.  9 ;  Cathcart 
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§  35  (23).  Oorporate  Oharacter  of  OonntieB.  — The  distinction  be- 
iween  municipal  corporations  proper,  such  as  chartered  towns  and 
cities,  or  towns  and  cities  voluntarily  organized  under  general  in- 
corporating acts,  such  as  exist  in  many  of  the  States,  and  invdurUary 
quasi  corporations,  such  as  counties,  has  been  veiy  clearly  drawn  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio:  "Municipal  corporations  proper  are 
called  into  existence  either  at  the  direct  solicitation  or  by  the  free 
consent  of  the  persons  composing  them,  for  the  promotion  of  their 
own  local  and  private  advantage  and  convenience."  On  the  other 
hand,  "  Counties  are  at  most  but  local  organizations,  which,  for  the 
purposes  of  civil  administration,  are  invested  with  a  few  functions 
characteristic  of  a  corporate  existence.  They  are  local  subdivisions 
of  the  State,  created  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the  State,  of  its  own 
sovereign  will,  without  the  particular  solicitation,  consent,  or  con- 
current action  of  the  people  who  inhabit  them.  The  former  [mu- 
nicipal] organization  is  asked  for,  or  at  least  assented  to,  by  the 
people  it  embraces ;  the  latter  organization  [counties]  is  superimposed 
by  a  sovereign  and  paramount  authority."  ^  "A  municipal  corpora- 
tion proper  is  created  mainly  for  the  interest,  advantage,  and  con- 
venience of  the  locality  and  its  people;^  a  county  organization  is 
created  almost  exclusively  with  a  view  to  the  policy  of  the  State  at 
large,  ^or  purposes  of  political  organization  and  civil  administration, 
in  matters  of  finance,  of  education,  of  provision  for  the  poor,  of 
military  organization,  of  the  means  of  travel  and  transport,  and 
especially  for  the  general  administration  of  justice.  With  scarcely 
an  exception,  all  the  powers  and  functions  of  the  county  organiza- 
tion have  a  direct  and  exclusive  reference  to  the  general  policy  of 

V.  Comstock,  56  Wis.  590.  This  dis-  specially  charged  with  the  superin- 
tinction  is  approved  in  Pleasant  Town-  tendence  and  administration  of  the 
ship  V,  MtDA  Life  Ins.  Co.,  138  U.  S.  67,  local  affairs  of  the  community;  and, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  decision  of  the  being  in  its  nature  and  objects  a  mu- 
State  court  (Walker  v.  Cincinnati,  21  nicipal  organization,  the  legislature 
Ohio  St.  14)  in  favor  of  the  constitu-  may,  unless  restrained  by  the  ConsU- 
tionality  of  a  statute  authorizing  a  tution,  or  some  one  of  those  funda- 
city  (Cincinnati)  to  issue  bonds  to  mental  maxims  of  right  and  justice 
raise  means  for  the  purpose  of  build-  with  respect  to  which  all  governments 
ing  a  railway,  was  not  such  a  ju(ticial  and  society  are  supposed  to  be  organ- 
determination  as  would  be  binding  in  ized,  exercise  control  over  the  couiity 
favor  of  holders  of  bonds  issued  by  a  agencies,  and  require  such  public  duties 
taumship  under  an  act  almost  identi-  and  functions  to  be  performed  by  them 
cal  witn  the  one  granting  the  power  as  fall  within  the  general  scope  and 
to  the  city.  obiects  of  the  municipal  organisation. 
»  Hamilton  Co.  v.  Mighels,  7  Ohio  TalbotCountyv.  Queen  Anne's  County. 
St.  109.  A  county  is  one  of  the  pMic  50  Md.  245;  Madden  v.  County  of 
territorial  divisions  of  a  State,  created  Lancaster,  27  U.  S.  Am>.  528 ;  People 
and  organized  for  public  political  pur-  v.  Martin,  178  111.  611,  620. 
poses  coimected  with  the  administra-  '  Post^  $  353 ;  ante,  §§  31-34. 
ti<m   of  the   State   govenunent,   and 
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the  State,  and  are,  in  fact,  but  a  branch  of  the  general  administra- 
tion of  that  policy."  * 

§  36  (24).  Corporate  Oharacter  of  School  DiBtricts.  — An  incorpo- 
rated city  or  town  sometimes  embraces  by  legislative  provision  tv)o 
distincA  corporations,  as,  for  example,  the  municipal  and  the  school 
corporation  existing  within  the  same  territory.  It  is  in  such  cases  a 
distinct  corporation  for  school  purposes,  and  under  the  statute  or 

^  Hamilton  Co.  v.  Mighels,  7  Ohio  become  an  actual  nuisance  to  persons 
St  109.  In  this  case,  from  which  we  residing  near  it.  _  Text  cited  and  ap- 
have  quoted,  the  learned  judge,  ad-  proved ;  Pulaski  'County  v.  Reeve,  42 
verting  to  the  case  in  hand,  in  which  Ark.  55;  State  v.  LefEngwell,  54  Mo. 
it  was  sought  to  make  the  county  458 ;  Askew  v.  Hale  Co.,  54  Ala.  639 ; 
liable  in  damages  to  one  who  suffered  People  v.  Martin,  178  111.  611,  620; 
a  personal  injury  from  the  neglect  of  Wetherell  v.  De\dne,  116  III.  631,  642. 
the  commissioners  of  the  county  in  See  also  Soper  v.  Henry  Co.,  26  Iowa, 
the  discharge  of  their  official  duties,  264;  Treaawell  v.  Commissioners,  11 
says:  "But,  it  is  said,  the  members  Ohio  St.  190;  Angell  &  Ames,  §§  14, 
of  the  board  of  county  commissioners  23,  24,  25;  People  v.  Sours,  31  Colo, 
are  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  county,  369,  Quoting  text ;  People  v.  Johnson, 
and  hence  the  board  is  to  be  regarded  34  Colo.  143 ;  Dunn  v.  Court  of  County 
as  the  agerUs  of  the  county,  for  wiiose  Revenues,  85  Ala.  144,  146;  Scales  v. 
torts  in  the  performance  of  official  Chattahoochee  County,  41  Ga.  225; 
duties  the  county  ought  to  be  respon-  post,  f§96, 109;  also  cbiapter  on  Actions, 
sible.  True,  the  people  of  the  county  §§  1640,  1645.  A  distinction  must  be 
elect  the  board  of  county  commis-  made  between  those  towns  or  town- 
sioners ;  but  they  also  elect  the  sheriff  ships  which  are  fully  incorporated  and 
and  treasurer  of  the  county.  Are  the  those  which  are  mere  subdivisions  of 
people  of  the  county,  therefore,  re-  the  county  created  for  political  and 
sponsible  for  the  mal^asances  in  office  governmental  purposes  omy.  A  town 
of  the  sheriff  or  for  the  official  de-  organized  under  tne  township  or^ani- 
falcations  of  the  county  treasurer?  zation  laws  of  the  State  is  a  pohtical 
This  will  not  be  pretended.  .  .  .  We  or  civil  subdivision  of  a  county.  It  is 
cannot  but  think  that  county  commis-  created  as  a  subordinate  agency  to  aid 
sioners  are  not  agents  or  representa-  in  the  administration  of  general  State 
tives  of  the  county  in  any  such  sense  and  local  government.  The  distinction 
or  manner  as  to  render  the  people  of  between  such  a  town  or  township  and 
the  county  justly  answerable  for  their  other  chartered  municipal  corporations 
neglect;  even  if  the  neglect  be  such  proper  sometimes  denominated  towns, 
as  would  create  a  civil  liability  against  is  tnat  a  chartered  town  or  village  is 
a  natural  person  or  a  mumcipal  or  given  corporate  existence  usuallv  at 
private  corporation.  It  is,"  he  adds,  the  request  or  by  the  consent  of  the 
"undoubtedly  competent  for  the  leg-  inhabitants  thereof  for  the  interest, 
islature  to  make  the  people  of  a  county  advantage,  or  convenience  of  the  local- 
liable  for  the  official  delinquencies  of  ity  and  its  people,  and  a  town  under 
the  county  conunissioners ;  but  this  township  organization  is  created  almost 
has  not  yet  been  done,  and  we  think  exclusively  with  a  view  to  the  policy 
such  UalMlity  cannot  be  derived  from  of  the  State  at  large,  for  purposes  of 
the  relations  of  the  parties,  either  on  political  organization  and  as  an  ajgency 
tlie  principles  or  the  precedents  of  the  of  the  State  and  county,  to  aid  in  the 
common  Law."  Followed,  Jacobs  v.  civil  administration  of  affairs  pertun- 
Hamilton  Co.,  4  Fisher,  Pat.  Cases,  81.  ing  to  the  general  administration  of  the 
Also  cit^  and  followed  in  Wehn  v.  State  and  county  government,  and  is 
Gage  Co.,  5  Neb.  494,  where  it  was  iniposed  upon  the  territory  included 
hdd  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  within  it,  without  consulting  the  wishes 
creating  the  liability,  the  county  was  of  the  inhabitants  thereof.  Per  Bogaa, 
not  Imble  to  an  action  by  reason  of  J.,  in  People  v.  Martin,  178  111.611,  62l. 
its  jail  being  eo  erected  and  kept  as  to 


66 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§36 


charter  may  be  bound  as  such  for  the  contract  price  of  materials 
furnished  and  labor  performed  by  another  in  the  erection  of  a  school 
building  for  such  corporation.*  More  generally,  however,  school 
districts  are  organized  under  the  general  laws  of  the  State,  and  fall 
within  the  class  of  corporations  known  as  quasi  corporations.^ 


*  Princeton  v.  Gebhart,  61  Ind.  187 ; 
Inglis  V.  Hughes,  61  Ind.  212;  Wright 
V.  Stockman,  59  Ind.  65;  Sheffield  v. 
Andreas,  56  Ind.  157;  State  v.  Troth, 
34  N.  J.  L.  379,  386;  Public  Instruc- 
tion Ck>m'rs  v.  Fell,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  689, 
691. 

'  In  Arkanscui,  school  districts  are 
by  statute  quasi  corporations,  with 
power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  but  not  liable 
for  trespasses  committed  by  their  offi- 
cers. School  District  v.  Williams,  38 
Ark.  454. 

In  lUinoiSf  a  school  board  or  dis- 
trict is  a  municipal  corporation.  Trus- 
tees of  Schools  17.  Douglas,  17  111.  209, 
211.  It  is  a  "munici{)ality''  with  a 
statute  giving  a  mechanic's  lien  on  the 
public  improvements  of  an5r  "county, 
township,  citv,  or  municipality." 
Spalding  Lumber  Co.  v.  Brown,  171 
III.  487;  Rogers  v.  People,  68  III. 
154. 

In  Indiana^  a  civil  or  school  town- 
ship is  a  municipal  corporation.  Davis 
V.  Steuben  School  Township,  19  Ind. 
App.  694,  704. 

In  /aipa,  a  school  district  is  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  authorizing  the  issue  of  bonds 
by  municipal  corporations.  Curry  v. 
Sioux  City  Dist.  Tp.,  62  Iowa,  102. 
But  it  is  not  a  "municipality"  within 
a  statute  directing  the  county  treasurer 
to  pay  over  part  of  the  tax  on  liquor 
saloons  to  the  mimicipality  in  which 
the  business  is  conducted.  Sheridan 
Dist.  Tp.  V.  Frahm,  102  Iowa,  5. 

In  Kansas^  a  school  district  is  a 
quasi  corporation  only,  and  is  not  a 
municipal  corporation.  Beach  v.  Leahy, 

11  Kan.  23;   State  v.  Pawnee  County, 

12  Kan.  426;  Eikenbeny  v.  Bazaar 
Tp.,  22  Kan.  566;  Marion  County  v, 
Riggs,  24  Kan.  255,  257 ;  School  Dis- 
trict  V.  Shadduck,  25  Kan.  467;  Free- 
land  V.  Stillman,  49  Kan.  197.  It  is 
not  a  municipal  corporation  within  a 
statute  permitting  any  elector  of  a 
"county,  township,  or  municipal  cor- 
poration" to  bring  suit,  if  aggrieved. 
Freeland  v.  Stillman,  49  Kan.  197. 

la  KerUiickyy  the  board  of  educa- 
tion of  a  city  of  the  second  clafls  is  a 


"municipality"  within  a  constitutional 
provision  prohibiting  the  incurring  of 
aebt  in  excess  of  the  year's  revenues. 
Brown  v.  Newport  Board  of  Education, 
108  Ky.  783. 

In  Michigan^  the  board  of  education 
of  Detroit  was  held  to  be  a  municipal 
corporation,  and  consequently  exempt 
from  liability  for  the  negligence  of  its 
agents  and  servants  imder  the  con- 
struction of  the  law  adopted  in  that 
State.  Whitehead  v.  Detroit  Board 
of  Education,  139  Mich.  490. 

In  Minnesota^  school  districts  are 
OTMm  corporations.  School  Dist.  v. 
Thompson,  5  Minn.  280. 

In  New  Hampshiref  school  districts 
are  quasi  corporations.  Harris  v.  School 
District,  28  N.  H.  58,  61 ;  Wilson  v. 
School  Dist.,  32  N.  H.  118;  Foster 
V.  Lane,  30  N.  H.  305,  315;  Giles  v 
School  Dist.,  31  N.  H.  304. 

In  New  Jersey,  a  school  district  is 
properly  to  be  regarded  as  a  quasi  cor- 
poration. State  V.  Troth,  34  N.  J.  L. 
379,  386;  Public  Instruction  Com'rs  v. 
Fell,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  689,  691.  But  it  is  a 
"municipality"  within  the  meaning  of 
a  statute  giving  sub-contractors,  ftc., 
a  lien  on  the  contract  price  of  public 
works  in  any  "city,  town,  township,  or 
other  municipality."  Public  Instruc- 
tion Com'rs  V.  Fell,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  689. 

In  New  York,  a  school  district  is  a 

ri^  corporation.  Bassett  v.  Fish,  75 
Y.  303 ;  Horton  v.  Garrison,  23  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  176;  Chrigstrom  v.  McGregor. 
74  Hun  (N.  Y.),  343 ;  Brewster  v.  Col- 
well,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  28.^  But  it  is  a 
municipal  corporation  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  provision 
which  permits  local  or  special  laws 
incorporating  municipal  corporations. 
Board  of  Education  v.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 76  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  355. 

In  Pennsylvania,  school  districts  are 
not  municipalities,  but  are  political  di- 
visions for  limited  purposes,  belonging 
to  the  class  of  quasi  corporations  which 
exercise  some  of  the  functions  of  a  mu- 
nicipality within  a  prescribed  sphere. 
Wharton  v.  Cass  Township  School 
Directors,  42  Pa.  358 ;  Commonwealth 
V.  Beamish,  81  Pa.    389;    Colvin  v. 
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§  37  (25).  Difltixictioii  between  PabUc  and  Quasi  and  Municipal 
OorporationB.  —  Civil  corporations  are  of  different  grades  or  classes^ 
but  in  essence  and  nature  they  must  all  be  regarded  as  public.  The 
9cho6L  district  or  the  road  district  is  usually  invested  by  general  enact- 
ments operating  throughout  the  State  with  a  corporate  character^ 
the  better  to  perform  within  and  for  the  locality  its  special  function, 
which  is  indicated  by  its  name.  It  is  but  an  instrumentality  of  the 
State,  and  the  State  incorporates  it  that  it  may  the  more  effectually 
discharge  its  appointed  duty.  So  with  counties.  Th^y  are  involun- 
tary political  or  civil  divisions  of  the  State,  created  by  general  laws 
to  aid  in  the  administration  of  government.  Their  powers  are  not 
uniform  in  all  the  States,  but  these  generally  relate  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  the  support  of  the  poor,  the  establishment  and  re- 
pair of  highways,  —  all  of  which  are  matters  of  StatCy  as  distinguished 
from  municipal  concern.  They  are  purely  auxiliaries  of  the  State ; 
and  to  the  general  statutes  of  the  State  they  owe  their  creation,  and 
the  statutes  confer  upon  them  all  the  powers  they  possess,  prescribe 
all  the  duties  they  owe,  and  impose  all  liabilities  to  which  they  are 
subject^  Considered  with  respect  to  the  limited  number  of  their 
corporate  powers,  the  bodies  above  named  rank  low  down  in  the 
scale  or  grade  of  corporate  existence;  and  hence  have  been  fre- 
quently termed  quasi  corporations.'  This  designation  distinguishes 
them  on  the  one  hand  from  private  corporations  aggregate,  and  on 
the  other  from  municipal  corporations  proper,  such  as  cities  or  towns 
acting  under  charters,  or  incorporating  statutes,  and  which  are  in- 
vested with  more  powers  and  endowed  with  special  functions  relating 
to  the  particular  or  local  interests  of  the  municipality,  and  to  this  end 
are  granted  a  larger  measure  of  corporate  life.^ 

§  38  (26).  Same  Subject.  —  It  will  appear  hereafter  that  nearly 
all  of  the  courts  have  drawn  a  marked  line  of  distinction  between 
municipal  corporations  and  quasi  corporations,  in  respect  to  their  lion 
hHity  to  persons  injured  by  their  neglect  of  duty ;  holding  the  former 
liable,  without  an  express  statute  giving  the  action,  in  cases  in  which 
the  latter  are  not  considered  liable  unless  made  so  by  express  legis- 
lative enactment.  One  reason  given  for  the  distinction  is,  that  with 
respect  to  local  or  municipal  powers  proper  (as  distinguished  from 

Beaver,  94  Pa.  388;  Erie  School  Dist.        >  Hamilton  Ck)unty  v.  Garrett,  62 

9.  Fuees,  98  Pa.  600;  Ford  v.  School  Tex.  602. 

District,  121  Pa.  543 :  Briegel  v.  Phila-        '  Text  quoted  with  approval :  Heller 

delphja,  136  Pa.  451.  v,  Stremmel,  52  Mo.  309;   Schultes  v. 

^AtUe.  SS  11,  17, 18, 24;  post,  §§  71,  Eberly,  82  Ala.  242;  Shipley  v.  Hach- 

1540-1645.  eney,  34  Oreg.  303. 
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those  conferred  upon  the  municipality  as  a  mere  agent  of  the  State) 
the  inhabitants  are  to  be  regarded  as  having  been  clothed  with  them 
at  their  request  and  for  their  peculiar  and  special  advantage,  and 
that  as  to  such  powers  and  the  duties  springing  out  of  them,  the  cor- 
poration has  a  private  character,  and  is  liable,  on  the  like  principles 
and  generally  to  the  same  extent,  as  a  private  corporation.^  This 
subject  will  be  fully  examined  in  its  appropriate  place,  and  is  alluded 
to  here  only  for  the  purpose  of  noting  the  distinction  which  has  been 
made  between  municipal  and  public  corporations.^  But  that  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  is  in  any  just  view  a  private  corporation,  or 
possesses  a  double  character,  the  one  private  and  the  other  public, 
although  often  asserted,  is  only  true  in  a  modified  sense.  In  their 
nature  and  purposes,  municipal  corporations,  however  numerous 
and  complex  their  powers  and  functions,  are  essentially  public .' 

§  39  (27).  Private  and  Corporate  Interests.  —  Concerning  the 
distinction  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section,  the  following  views 
may,  perhaps,  on  principle  be  considered  as  sound.*  As  respects  the 
usual  and  ordinary  legislative  and  governmental  powers  conferred 
upon  a  municipality,  the  better  to  enable  it  to  aid  the  State  in  properly 
governing  that  portion  of  its  people  residing  within  the  municipality, 
such  powers  are  in  their  very  nature  public,  although  embodied  in  a 
charter  and  not  conferred  by  laws  general  in  their  nature  and  appli- 
cable to  the  entire  State.  But  powers  or  franchises  of  an  exceptional, 
or  extraordinary  or  non-municipal  nature  may  be,  and  sometimes 
are,  conferred  upon  municipalities,  such  as  are  frequently  conferred 
upon  individuals  or  private  corporations.  Thus,  for  example,  a  city 
may  be  expressly  authorized  in  its  discretion  to  erect  a  public  wharf 

*  Quoted  with  approval :  Safety  to  prevent  misconception  he  adds  that 
Insulated  Wire  and  Cable  C!o<  v.  Balti-  while,  in  his  judgment,  a  municipal 
more,  25  U.  S.  App.  166.  corporation  is  essentially  a  public  and 

*  Post.  §§  1303,  1638.  Text  ap-  not  in  any  true  sense  a  vrivate  corpora- 
proved:  Hannon  v.  St.  Louis  County,  tion,  still  it  does  not  follow  that  it  may 
o2  Mo.  313,  316;  Heller  v.  Stremmei,  not  have,  under  the  Constitutions  cm 
52  Mo.  309 ;  State  v,  Leffingwell,  54  Mo.  the  States,  certain  primordial  and  fun- 
458,471;  Union  Township  v.  Gibboney,  damental  rights,  wmch,  although  they 
94  Pa.  St.  534 ;  Madden  t^.  County  of  are  not  beyond  legislative  regulation, 
Lancaster,  27  U.  S.  App.  528 ;  Shipley  are  nevertheless  oeyond  legislative 
V.  Hacheney,  34  Oreg.  303,  306.  destruction.    See  port,  chap.  iv. ;  Good- 

*  The  doctrine  of  the  private  char-  now.  Municipal  Home  Rule,  pp.  102, 
€icter    of    municipal    corporations,    as  184  e^  seq.j  222,  226. 

respects  their  property  rights,  is  argued  *  See  cases  cited  post^  §  109,  and  for 
with  great  force  by  CooUyy  J.,  in  People  illustrations  and  application  of  the  doc* 
t\  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228;  s.  c.  15  Am.  trine,  pasty  §§  96,  97,  1398;  also  chap- 
Rep.  202.  Seeport,chap.iv.  §§97, 119,  ter  on  Actions,  §§  1640-1645.  See 
120.  In  the  Roman  laWy  see  ante^  §  3.  observations  of  Hunt^  J.,  in  Barnes 
The  author  allows  the  last  two  sentences  v.  District  of  ColumbiaL91  U.  S.  640; 
of  the  text,  as  the^r  appeared  in  the  and  of  Gray,  C.  J.,  in  Hill  v.  Boston, 
third  and  fourth  edition,  to  stand.    But  \72  Mass.  344,  noted  infra,  §  1642. 
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and  charge  tolls  for  its  use,*  or  to  supply  its  inhabitants  with  water  or 

ffAj  charging  them  therefor  and  making  a  profit  thereby.^    In  one 

sense  such  powers  are  public  in  their  nature,  because  conferred  for 

the  public  advantage.     In  another  sense  they  may  be  considered 

private,  because  they  are  such  as  may  be,  and  often  are,  conferred 

upon  individuals  and  private  corporations,  and  result  in  a  special 

advantage  or  benefit  to  the  municipality  as  distinct  from  the  public 

at  large.    In  this  limited  sense,  and  as  forming  a  basis  for  the  implied 

civil  liability  for  damages  caused  by  the  negligent  execution  of  such 

powers,  it  may  be  said  that  a  municipality  has  a  private  as  well  as  a 

public  character.    And  so,  as  hereafter  shown,  a  municipality  may 

have  property  rights  which  are  so  far  private  in  their  nature  that  they 

are  not  held  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislature.^ 

§  40  (28).  The  Hew  England  Town.  —  In  the  New  England 
States,  public  corporations  have,  in  many  respects,  a  peculiar  char- 
acter. In  some  instances,  there  are  acts  incorporating  citiesy  giving 
them  defined  powers  and  providing  a  special  mode  of  government; 
but  even  then  the  general  laws  in  relation  to  towns,  when  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  the  local  act,  ordinarily  apply  to  the 
places  specially  incorporated.  In  the  New  England  tovm  proper, 
the  citizens  administer  the  general  affairs  in  person,  at  the  stated 
corporate  or  town  meetings,  and  through  officers  elected  by  them- 
selves/ The  towns  are  charged  with  the  support  of  schools,  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  the  laying  out  and  repair  of  highways,  and  are 
empowered  to  preserve  peace  and  good  order,  maintain  internal 
police,  and  direct  and  manage  generally,  in  a  manner  not  repugnant 
to  the  laws  of  the  State,  their  prudential  affairs;  and  for  defraying 

"  Pittsbuiig  V.  Grier,  22  Pa.  St.  54.  done  by  means  of  a  mayor,  aldermen, 

Post,  i  274,  note,  and  the  chapter  on  and  council,  to  whom  the  citizenB  en- 

Actions,  §§  1645,  1646,  1665.  trust  most  of  the  legislative  and  execu- 

•  Ib,f  post,  chapter  on  Public  Utili-  tive  powers  of  the  place.  State  w. 
ties  and  chapter  on  Actions.  National  Glennon,  3  R.  I.  276,  278,  per  Staples, 
Foundry  and  Pipe  Works,  Limited,  v.  C.  J.  In  New  England,  "town"  is  a 
Oconto  Water  Co.,  52  Fed.  Rep.  43,  generic  term,  and  it  will  embrace  cities, 
8.  c.  on  appeal,  Andrews  v.  National  unless  the  contrary  appears  in  other 
Foundry  and  Pipe  Works,  Limited,  18  parts  of  the  statute  to  nave  been  the 
U.  S.  App.  458 ;  Corpus  Christi  v.  Cen-  intent  of  the  legislature.  lb.  The 
tral  Wharf  &  Warenouse,  8  Tex.  Civ.  reader  will  find  tne  opinion  of  Gray, 
App.  94,  quoting  text.  C.  J.,  in  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344 ; 

»  Chap,  iv.,  post.  Text  quoted  and  s.  c.  23  Am.  Rep.  332,  highly  in- 
approveo,  Huron  Waterworks  Co.  v.  structive  as  to  the  character  of  New 
Huron,  7  S.  Dak.  9,  22.  England  towns  and  cities.    As  to  gen- 

*  In  taums,  according  to  the  use  of  era!  liabilities,  there  is  no  substantial 
the  word  in  the  New  England  States  distinction  between  cities  and  towns 
and  some  of  the  others,  the  citizens  imder  the  legislation  of  Massachusetts. 
administer  the  general  affairs  in  person,   lb.  p.  354. 

in  town  meetings.     In  cities,  this  is 
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these  and  all  necessaiy  and  lawful  charges,  they  may  levy  and  col- 
lect taxes.  Speaking  generally,  the  New  England  towns  are  organ- 
ized after  the  same  model;  and  an  exact  notion  of  their  character 
will  be  best  obtained  by  reference  to  the  leading  statutory  provisions 
in  Massachusetts  respecting  them,  given  in  the  note.^    The  town  in 


*  Every  town  has  the  corporate  right 
to  send  representatives  to  the  General 
Ck)urt  (the  legislature).  If  by  a  major- 
ity vote  a  town  declines  to  send  a  rep- 
resentative, the  dissenting  niinority 
cannot  legally  choose  one.  Opinion  Jus- 
tices Sup.  Court,  7  Mass.  525 ;  15  Mass. 
537.  ''Towns  in  ConnecHcui^  as  in  the 
other  New  England  States,  differ  from 
trading  companies,  and  even  from  mu- 
nicipal corporations  elsewhere.  They 
are  territorial  corporations,  into  which 
the  State  is  divided  by  the  legislature, 
from  time  to  time,  at  its  discretion,  for 
political  purposes  and  the  convenient  ad- 
ministration of  government ;  they  have 
those  powers  only  which  have  been  ex- 
pressly conferred  upon  them  by  statute, 
or  which  are  necessary  for  conductixi^ 
municipal  affairs;  and  all  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  town  are  members  of  the 
quasi  corporation."  Per  GraVf  J., 
Bloomfield  v.  Charter  Oak  Bank,  121 
U.  S.  121,  citing  1  Swift's  System,  116, 
117;  Granby  v,  Thurston,  23  Conn. 
416;  Webster  v.  Harwinton,  32  Conn. 
131 ;  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  ed.)  §§ 
28-30  (now  §§  40-42). 

SuifMART  of  the  leading  staiuiary 
provisions  in  Mabsachubettb  respecting 
towns: 

1.  As  to  powers  and  duties,  —  They 
are  **  bodies  corporaie,  with  all  the  pow- 
ers heretofore  exercised  by  them,  and 
subject  to  all  the  duties  to  which  they 
have  heretofore  been  subject."  Gen. 
St.  1860,  chap,  xviii.  §  1.  '^Towns  may, 
in  their  corporate  capacity,  sue  and  be 
sued  in  the  name  of  tne  town."  lb.  §  8. 
They  may  hold  real  estate  and  personal 
property  "for  the  public  use  of  the  in- 
habitants," and  also  "in  trust  for  the 
support  of  schools  and  the  promotion 
of  education  within  the  limits  of  the 
town."  76.  §  9.  They  may  make  con- 
tracts necessary  and  convenient  "for 
the  exercise  of  their  corporate  powers," 
and  may  dispose  of  their  corporate  prop- 
erty, lb,  §§  8,  9.  "They  may,  at  legal 
meetings,  grant  and  vote  such  sums  as 
they  judge  necessary  for  the  following 
purposes:  For  the  support  of  town 
schoois;  for  the  relief,  Ac,  and  empby- 
nipnt  of  the  poor;  for  the  laying  out 
and  discontinuing  and  repair  of  high- 


ways; for  procuring  the  writing  and 
publishing  of  town  histories;  foTOurial 
grounds;  for  encouraging  the  destruc- 
tion of  noxious  animms;  for  all  other 
necessary  charges  arising  therein."  lb. 
§  10.  "May  make  necessaiy  by-laws^ 
not  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  the  State, 
for  directing  and  managing  the  pru- 
dential affairs,  preserving  the  peace 
and  good  order,  and  mamtjiining  the 
internal  police  thereof ."  76.  §  11.  But 
such  by-taws  must,  before  talang  effect, 
be  approved  by  the  Superior  Court,  or, 
in  vacation,  a  judge  thereof,  /b.^  {  14. 
They  are  binding  upon  all  within  the 
limits  of  the  town,  strangers  as  well  as 
inhabitants.    lb.  §  15. 

2.  Corporate  or  Town  Meetings. — 
"£^very  male  citizen  of  twen^-one 
years  of  age  and  upwards  Texoept  pau- 
pers, &C.),  who  has  resided  witnin  the 
State  one  year^  and  within  the  town 
in  which  he  claims  the  right  to  vote,  ax. 
months,  and  who  has  paid  a  State 
or  county  tax,  Ac.,  shall  have  a  right 
to  vote  upon  all  questions  at  all  meet- 
ings for  the  transaction  of  town  affairs, 
and  no  other  person  shall  be  entitled  to 
vote."  lb.  §  19.  "The  annual  meet- 
ing of  each  town  shall  be  held  in 
February,  March,  or  April ;  and  other 
meetings  at  such  time  as  the  selectmen 
may  oraer."  lb.  §  20.  Warrants  issue 
for  all  meetinj^s,  under  the  hands  of  the 
selectmen,  directed  to  constables  or 
others,  who  notify  such  meeting  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  by-laws  or 
vote  of  the  town.  lb.  §  21.  ''^The  war^ 
rant  shall  express  the  time  and  place  of 
the  meeting  and  the  subjects  to  be  there 
acted  upon;  .  .  .  and  nothmg  acted 
upon  shall  have  a  legal  operation  unless 
the  subject  matter  thereof  is  contained 
in  the  warrant."  76.  §  22.  [See  infra, 
§§  507-509,  as  to  nece8sit3r  and  requi- 
sites of  the  notice  or  warning.)  If  se- 
lectmen unreasonably  refuse  to  call  a 
meeting,  any  justice  of  the  peace  may 
do  so  upon  the  application  of  ten  or 
more  legal  voters  of  the  town.  76.  {  23. 
Provision  is  made  for  moderating  and 
conducting  the  meeting.  7b.  {{  25-30. 
Town  ofji^s  are  elected  at  the  annual 
meeting,  who  serve  for  one  year,  and 
until  others  are  chosen  and  qualified. 
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New  England,  while  somewhat  anomalous,  has  some  of  the  usual 
powers  of  a  regular  municipal  corporation,  and  some  of  the  charac- 
teristics of  the  county  organizations  in  many  of  the  States.    The 
New  England  town  is  especially  interesting  as  affording,  perhaps, 
an  eocample  of  as  pure  a  democracy  as  anywhere  exists.    All  of  the 
qualified  inhabitants  meet  and  directly  act  upon  and  manage,  or 
direct  the  management  of,  their  own  local  concerns.    Each  citizen 
has  a  vote  and  an  equal  voice.   This  form  of  government  was  adopted 
at  a  very  early  period,  and  is  firmly  adhered  to  and  deeply  cherished 
by  the  people  of  the  New  England  States.    The  result  has  demon- 
strated how  well  adapted  it  is  to  promote  the  well-being  of  the 

These  consist  of  selectmen,  assessors, 
treasurer,  constables,  who  are  ex  offlcio 
collectors  unless  others  be  specially 
chosen ;  field-drivers,  fence- viewers, 
surveyors  of  lumber,  measurers  of 
wood,  unless  selectmen  appoint,  ''and 
all  otner  usual  town  officers.''  76.  §31. 
Then  follows  a  variety  of  provisions 
respecting  the  duties  of  these  several 
officers,  and  the  manner  of  their  per- 
formance. In  addition,  there  are  acts 
incorporating  and  establishing  cities. 
**The  laws  in  relation  to  towns,  where 
not  inconsistent  with  the  general  or 
special  provisions  of  the  acts  estab- 
lishing cities,  apply  to  them ;  and  cities 
are  subject  to  the  liabilities,  and  city 
councils  have  the  powers  of  towns. 
The  mayor  and  aldermen  shall  have 
the  powers  and  be  subject  to  the  liabil- 
ities of  selectmen,  &c.,  if  no  other  pro- 
visions are  made  in  relation  thereto." 
Gen.  St.  1860,  chap.  xix.  166. 

"The  marked  and  characteristic  dis- 
iineHon  between  a  town  organization 
{in  Massachueette)  and  that  of  a  cnr  i«, 
that  in  the  former  all  of  the  qualified 
inhabitants  meet,  deliberate,  act,  and 
vote  in  their  natural  and  personal 
capacities ;  whereas,  under  a  city  gov- 
ernment, this  is  all  done  by  their  rep- 
resentatives." Per  ShaWf  C.  J.,  in 
Warren  v.  Charlestown,  2  Gray  (Mass.), 
84,  101.  As  to  the  origin  and  power  of 
towns  in  Massachusetts,  consult  Com- 
monwealth V.  Roxbury,  9  Gray  (Mass.), 
451 ;  opinion  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  476,  and 
the  valuable  note  of  Mr.  (since  Chief 
Justice)  Gray,  pp.  503,  528;  and  the 
opinion  of  the  same  eminent  judge  in 
Hill  V.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344 ;  s.  c.  23 
Am.  Rep.  332;  Quincy's  Municipal 
Hbrtoiy  of  Boston,  chap.  i. ;  ante,  chap, 
i.  Towns  were  not  expressly  author- 
ised to  sue  and  be  sued  until  1694,  nor 
formally  incorporated  until  1785.    lb. 


9  Gray,  511,  note  "G";  2  Dana's  Ab. 
698 ;  Willard  v,  Newburyport,  12  Pick. 
(Mass.)  227,  231 ;  Spaulding  v,  Lowell, 
23  Pick.  (Mass.)  71,  78;  post,  {  358, 
note.  The  necessity  of  the  represenl- 
atiye  system  in  a  populous  place  is 
strikingly  illustrated  in  People  v.  De- 
troit, 28  Mich.  228;  s.  c.  15  Am. 
Rep.  202,  where  the  legislature  had 
provided  that  an  impor&nt  question 
should  be  decided  by  a  vote  of  a  citi- 
zens' meeting.  Two  meetings  were 
held,  but  the  noise,  confusion,  and 
violence  prevented  discussion  and  de- 
termination, and  this  provision  was 
subsequently  repealed.  Speakingofthe 
representative  system  in  general,  the 
learned  Dr.  Lieber  calls  it  "a  flower  of 
civilization,  such  as  neither  antiquity 
nor  the  Middle  Aees  either  enjoyea  or 
suspected ;  something  direct  and  posi- 
tive in  itself;  .  .  .  one  of  the  very 
greatest  political  institutions  which 
adorn  the  pages  of  the  history  of  civili- 
zation, for  through  it  alone  can  be 
obtained  real  civil  uberty,  broad,  exten- 
sive, and  natural  freedom."  2  Pol. 
Ethics,  489.  History  of  Political  Rep- 
resentation in  England,^ —  why  it  was 
unknown  in  antiquity,  and  why  it  was 
used  and  developed  m  England,  —  see 
Heam,  Government  of  Ei^land,  chaps, 
xyii.,  xviii.  The  general  justice  of  Dr. 
Lieber's  eulogium  cannot  be  denied; 
but  this  system  has  worked  everywhere 
better  than  it  has  in  our  laige  cities, 
where  the  representative  is  often  elected 
by  those  who  do  not  pay  the  taxes,  the 
expenditure  of  which  it  is  his  principal 
function  to  direct  and  control.  See 
chap.  i.  ante,  for  a  discussion  of  the 
defects  in  the  practical  working  of  our 
municipal  corporations,  and  K)r  sug- 
gestions as  to  the  best  method  of  rem- 
edying them. 
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communities  that  for  so  long  a  space  of  time  have  thus  governed 
themselves.  The  remarkable  growth  and  prosperity  of  the  New  Eng- 
land States,  not  the  most  favored  by  nature,  and  the  intelligence  and 
character  of  the  people,  are  known  to  all ;  and  it  is  not  strange  that 
these  results  should  be  attributed,  in  a  large  measure,  to  this  system 
of  local  popular  government."  But,  in  the  course  of  time,  many  of 
the  towns,  or  portions  thereof,  grew  to  be  large  and  populous,  and 
the  system  of  meetings  of  the  electors,  in  their  original  capacity,  be^ 
came  inconvenient  and  almost  impracticable.  When  the  population 
of  a  town  or  place  exceeds  10,000  or  12,000  persons,  the  need  for  the 
representative  system  is  urgently  felt.  Accordingly,  in  the  New 
England  States,  there  are  now,  in  addition  to  townsy  a  large  number 
of  incorporated  cities,  with  charters  or  constituent  statutes,  organized 
upon  the  usual  representative  model,  with  a  legislative  or  governing 
body,  and  an  executive  head  and  subordinate  oflScers.  The  people 
of  the  large  city  of  Boston,  in  particular,  were  wedded  to  the  town 
system,  and  struggled  long  against  the  inevitable  change  to  the  repre- 
sentative plan;  and  five  successive  times  between  1784  and  1821 
they  rejected  well-considered  schemes  for  a  city  government.  The 
town  continued  to  be  governed  by  meetings  of  the  electors  en  masse, 
acting  through  boards  and  officers,  until  the  place  had  40,000  in- 
habitants, of  whom  seven  thousand  were  qualified  voters.  In  1822, 
however,  the  legislature,  at  the  desire  of  a  majority  of  the  voters, 
granted  the  place  a  city  charter,  by  which  it  was  provided  that  the 
control  of  its  affairs  should  be  in  a  mayor  and  city  council.  After 
this,  other  towns,  from  time  to  time,  made  the  change  from  the  town 
to  the  city  plan ;  so  that,  as  before  observed,  we  have  in  the  New 
England  States  both  modes  of  local  administration.  The  town  system 
is  the  general  one ;  the  city,  or  representative  system,  is  the  excep- 
tional one,  and  is  confined  to  places  of  compact  population  and 
considerable  size.^ 

*  Ralph  Waldo  Emenon  took  mat  agreeably  restless,  thought-patalysing 

interest  in  the  practical  working  of  the  companion  sometimes  turns  out  in  the 

town-meeting  system.     He  wntes^  ''I  town-meetings  to  be  a  fluent,  various, 

see  in  them  the  safety  and  strength  of  and  effective  orator.    Now  I  find  what 

New  England.     At  the  town-meeting  all  that  excess  of  power  which  chafed 

one  is  impressed  with  the  accumulated  and  fretted  me  so  much  in  was 

virility  of  the  four  or  five  men  who  for."    This  illustrates  what  De  Tocque- 

speak  so  well  to  the  point,  and  so  easily  ville  means  in  the  passages  quoted  ante, 

handle  the  affairs  of  the  town,  —  only  §  15,  ''that  local  assemblies  of  citiJBens 

four  last  night,  and  all  so  good  that  they  constitute    the   strength   of    free   na- 

would  have  satisfied  me  nad  I  been  in  tions,"  &c. 
Boston  or  Washington.    The  sp)eech  of        '  No  city  was  incorporated  in  Mas- 

was  perfect,  and  to  that  handful  sachusetts  until  after  the  amendment 

of  people,  who  heartily  applauded  it."  of  the  (Constitution  of  that  State  in 

And  again,  "The  most  haxd-fisted,  dis-  1820.    Per  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Warren  v. 
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(  41  (29).     Same  Subject.  —  The  character  of  tovms  in  New  Eng- 
land, and  in  what  respects  they  differ  from  English  municipal  cor- 


Chaxlestowii,  2  Gray,  84.    The  purpose 
and  effect  of  the  change  in  the  form  of 
mumcipal  governments  in  Massachu- 
setts  under  the  constitutional  provi- 
Bion  authorizing  the  etablishment  of 
dtieSr  is  discussed  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  in 
HiU  o.  Boston,  122  Btess.  344 ;  s.  c.  23 
Am.  Rep.  332.    After  referring  to  the 
previous  attempts  in  1784,  1785,  1791, 
1804,  and  1815,  to  change  the  town 
government    of    Boston,    Mr.    Josiah 
Qmncy,  in  his  Municipal  History  of 
Boston,  p.  28,  continues:  "In  1821  the 
impracticability  of  conducting  the  mu- 
niciiMd  interests  of  the  place,  under  the 
form  of  town  government,  became  ap- 
parent to  the  inhabitants.    With  a  pop- 
ulation upwards  of  forty  thousand,  and 
with  seven  thousand  qualified  voters, 
it  was  evidently  impossible  calmly  to 
deliberate  and   act.     When  a  town- 
meeting  was  held  on  anv  exciting  sub- 
ject, in  Faneuil  Hall,  those  onlv  who 
obtained   places   near  the   moderator 
could  even  hear  the  discussion.    A  few 
busy^  or  interested  individuals  easily 
obtained  the  management  of  the  most 
important  affairs,  m  an  assemblv  in 
which  the  greater  number  could  nave 
neither  voice  nor  hearing.    When  the 
subject    was    not    generally  exciting, 
town-meetings  were  usually  composed 
of  the  selectmen,  the  town  officers,  and 
thirty  or  forty  inhabitants.    Those  who 
thus  came  were,  for  the  most  part, 
drawn  to  it  from  some  official  duty  or 
private  interest,  which,  when  performed 
or  obtained,  they  generally  troubled 
themselves  but  little,  or  not  at  all,  about 
the  other  business  of  the  meeting.    In 
assemblies    thus    composed,    by-laws 
were  passed,  taxes,  to  the  amount  of 
one  hundred  or  one  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  dollars,  voted,  on  statements 
often  general  in  their  nature,  and  on 
reports,  as  it  respects  the  majority  of 
voters  present,  taken  upon  trust,  and 
which  no  one  had  carefully  considered, 
excei>t  perhaps  the  chairman.    In  the 
constitution  of  the  town  government 
there  had  resulted,  in  the  course  of  time, 
from  exigency   or  necessity,   a  com- 
plexity little  adapted  to  produce  har- 
mony in  action,  and  an  irresponsibility 
irreconcilable  with  a  wise  and  efficient 
oondoct  of  its  affairs.    On  the  agents 
of  the  town  there  was  no  direct  check 
or  control;    no  pledge  for  fidelity  but 
their  own  honor  and  sense  of  charac- 


ter. The  prosperity  of  the  town  of 
Boston,  under  such  a  form  of  govern- 
ment ;  the  few  defalcations  which  had 
occurred ;  the  frequent,  and  often,  for 
years,  uninterrupted  re-election  of  the 
same  members  to  the  officiating  boards, 
are  conclusive  evidence  of  the  prevail- 
ing nigh  state  of  morals  and  intelU- 
gence  among  the  inhabitants. ''  After 
mentioning  the  different  boards  among 
which  the  executive  power  was  divided, 
and  which  acted  independently  of  each 
other,  and  which  were  invested  with 
the  expending  power,  and,  in  effect, 
with  exercise  of  the  whole  power  of  tax- 
ation, Mr.  Quincy  proceeds:  ''A  con- 
viction of  the  want  of  safety  and  of 
responsibility  in  a  machine  thus  compli- 
cated and  looselv  combined  became  at 
length  so  general  that  the  inherited  and 
inveterate  antipathy  to  a  city  oijgani- 
zation  b^an  perceptibly  to  diminish. 
About  this  time,  also,  one  of  the  most 
common  and  formal  objections  to  a 
city  oiganization  was  removed.  The 
constitution  of  Massachusetts,  which 
was  passed  in  1780,  contained  no  ex- 
press authority  to  establish  a  city  or- 
ganization; and  in  every  attempt  to 
change  that  of  the  town,  it  never 
failed  to  be  zealously  contended  that 
the  legislature  of  the  commonwealth 
possessed  no  such  power.  But  by  the 
amendments  to  the  constitution  made 
by  the  convention  of  1820,  and  adopted 
by  the  people,  this  power  was  expressly 
recognized.  The  question,  therefore, 
now  stood  on  its  own  merits,  and  inde- 
pendent of  constitutional  objections. 
The  debates,  also,  which  occurred  in 
this  convention  had  a  tendency  to  open 
the  eyes  of  the  inhabitants  to  their  own 
interests,  and  to  allay  some  of  the  long- 
cherished  prejudices  against  a  city  or- 
ganization." In  1821  the  people  voted 
to  make  the  change,  and  measures  were 
immediatelv  taken  to  obtain  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  legislature.  The  legislature, 
on  the  23d  day  of  February,  1822, 
passed  ''An  Act  establishing  the  City 
of  Boston"  commonly  called  "the  city 
ciiarter."  The  following  is  a  brief  out- 
line of  the  principal  features  of  this 
charter,  taken  from  Qmncy's  Municipal 
History  of  Boston,  p.  41 :  (1)  The  title 
of  the  corporation  to  be,  "The  City  of 
Boston."  (2)  The  control  of  aU  its 
concerns  is  vested  in  a  mavor,  a  board 
of  aldermen,  consisting  of  eight,  and 
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porations,  existing  by  prescription  or  special  charter,  prior  to  the 
legislation  by  parliament  in  1835,  before  mentioned,^  and  the  care 
to  be  observed  in  applying  the  English  cases  relating  to  such  cor- 
porations to  the  town  and  city  organizations  of  New  England,  are 
instructively  set  forth  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice  Perley,  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Hampshire,  in  an 
important  case  to  which  we  shall  again  have  occasion  to  allude.^ 
He  says:  "It  is  to  be  observed  that  municipal  corporations  in  Eng- 
land are  broadly  distinguished  in  many  important  respects  from 
towns  in  this  and  the  other  New  England  States.  There  is  no  uni- 
formity in  the  powers  and  duties  of  English  municipal  corporations. 
They  were  not  created  and  established  under  any  general  public 
law,  but  the  powers  and  duties  of  each  municipality  depended  upon 
its  own  individual  grant  or  prescription.  Their  corporate  franchises 
were  held  of  the  crown  by  the  tenure  of  performing  the  conditions 
upon  which  they  had  been  granted,  and  were  liable  to  forfeiture 
for  breach  of  the  conditions.  They  indeed  answered  certain  public 
purposes,  as  private  corporations  do  which  have  public  duties  to  per- 
form, and  some  of  them  exercised  political  rights.  But  they  are  not 
like  towns  (with  us)  general  political  and  territorial  divisions  of  the 
country,  with  uniform  powers  and  duties,  defined  and  varied,  from 
time  to  time,  by  general  legislation.  Towns  (in  New  England)  do 
not  hold  their  powers  ordinarily  under  any  grant  from  the  govern- 
ment to  the  individual  corporation;  or  by  virtue  of  any  contract 
with  the  government,  or  upon  any  condition,  express  or  implied. 
They  give  no  assent  in  their  corporate  capacity  to  the  laws  which 

common  council,  of  forty-eight  inhabit-  with  the  administration  of  the  poUce 
ants,  to  be  called,  when  conjoined, ''The  and  executive  power  of  the  corpora- 
City  Council."  (3)  The  city  to  be  tion  generally,  and  with  specific  cnu- 
divided  into  twelve  wards.  The  mavor  merated  powers.  (7)  All  other  powers 
and  aldermen  and  common  council  to  belonging  to  the  corporation  are  vested 
be  chosen  annually,  by  ballot,  by  and  in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common 
from  inhabitants ;  four  of  the  common  council,  to  be  exercised  by  concurrent 
council  from  and  by  those  of  each  of  vote.  Po«f,  §  358,  note.  Boston  has 
the  wards.  (4)  The  city  clerk  to  be  an  amended  or  reformed  charter  dating 
chosen  by  the  city  council.  (5)  The  from  1854,  but  the  changes  are  not 
mayor  to  receive  a  salary.  His  duty,  structural.  They  give  the  mayor  in- 
to be  vigilant  and  active  in  caus-  creased  power.  The  (Xty  Council  still 
ing  the  laws  to  be  executed ;  to  inspect  consists  of  two  branches.  Certain  ex- 
the  conduct  of  all  subordinate  officers ;  ecutive  officers  are  elected  by  the  peo- 
to  cause  carelessness,  negligence,  and  pie,  and  others  are  appointed  by  the 
positive  violation  of  the  laws  to  be  mayor  and  aldermen.  See  Bugbee, 
prosecuted  and  punished;  to  summon  ''City  Government  of  Boston,  in 
meetings  of  either  or  both  boards ;  to  Johns  Hopkins  University  Studies, 
communicate  and  recommend  measures  1887,  fifth  series, 
for  the  improvement  of  the  finances,  '  Ante,  chap.  L ;  pastt  chap.  iii. 
the  police,  nealtti,  security,  cleanliness,  >  Eastman  v.  Meredith,  36  N.  H. 
comfort,  and  ornament  of  the  city.  284,  290.  And  see  also  HiU  v,  Boston, 
(6)  The  mayor  and  aldermen  are  vested  122  Mass.  344 ;  post,  {§  50, 53,  55,  353. 
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impose  their  public  duties  or  fix  their  territorial  limits."  And  refer- 
ring to  the  case  then  before  the  court,  he  added:  "In  all  that  is 
material  to  the  present  inquiiy,  municipal  corporations  in  England 
bear  much  less  resemblance  to  towns  in  this  country  than  to  private 
corporations  which  are  charged  with  the  performance  of  public 
duties;  and  for  these  reasons  the  English  authorities  on  the  subject 
are  but  remotely  applicable  to  the  present  case."  * 

§  42  (30).  Legal  Powers  of  Hew  England  Towns.  —  The  distinc- 
iive  character  of  the  New  England  tovms,  and  particularly  the  limited 
nature  of  their  powers,  will  be  further  seen  by  a  brief  glance  at  the 
course  of  judicial  decisions  with  respect  to  their  authority  to  make 
contracts  and  to  obtain  revenue.  Money  can  only  be  raised  by 
them  for  the  purposes  expressed  in  the  statute,  and  for  expenses 
incident  to  such  purposes.  The  power  of  the  majority  is  wisely 
limited  by  law  to  the  object  and  cases  which  are  clearly  provided 
for  and  defined  by  statute.' 


>  Mr.  (now  Ambassador)  Bryce,  in 
hb  ''American  Commonwealth/'  has 
two  interesting  chapters  on  the  subject 
of  rural  local  government  in  the  Umted 
States.  He  traces  the  origin  and  influ- 
ence of  the  New  England  town  (chaps. 
xlviii.  and  xHx.).  Prof.  Herbert  B. 
Adams  has  an  essay  on  the  ''Germanic 
Origin  of  New  England  Towns/'  in 
Johns  Hopkins  University  Studies,  first 
series. 

*  Stetson  V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272 ; 
Parsons  o.  Goshen,  11  Pick.  (Mass.) 
396.  "This  limitation/'  says  Mr.  Jus- 
tice WUde,  with  great  truth,  in  the  case 
last  cited,  "upon  the  power  and  author- 
ity of  towns  to  enter  mto  contracts  and 
stipulations,  is  a  wise  and  salutary  pro- 
visu>n  of  law,  not  only  as  it  protects  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  minority  of 
the  legal  voters,  but  as  it  may  not  un- 
frequently  prove  beneficial  to  the  inter- 
ests of  the  majority,  who  may  be  hurried 
into  rash  and  unprofitable  speculations 
by  some  popular  or  delusive  excitement, 
to  the  influence  of  which  even  wise  and 
considerate  men  are  sometimes  liable. 
A  town  in  its  corporate  capacity  will 
not  be  bound,  even  bv  the  express  vote 
of  the  majority,  to  the  performance  of 
oontractfl  or  other  legal  duties,  not  com- 
ing witlidn  the  scope  of  the  objects  and 
purposes  for  whicn  they  are  incor|)o- 
lated."  The  power  of  towns  to  raise 
money  is  discussed  at  large  by  Endi- 
eoit,  X,  in  liinot  v.  West  Roxbury,  112 


Mass.  1;  s.  c.  17  Am.  Rep.  52:  cited, 

Sua,  chap.  xxxi.  Anthony  v.  Aoams,  1 
et.  (Mass.)  284,  286,  per  Shaw,  C.  J. ; 
S noted  and  followed  in  Vincent  v. 
[antucket,  12  Chish.  (Mass.)  103.  See 
also  Norton  v.  Mansfield,  16  Mass.  48 ; 
DiU  V.  Wareham,  7  Met.  (Mass.)  438 
(contract  by  the  town,  undertaking  to 
transfer  the  right  of  taking  oysters 
within  its  limits). 

Whether  towns  in  Massachusetts  are 
authorized  by  statute  to  make  any  con- 
tracts which  involve  the  payment  of 
money,  unless  the  contracts  are  such 
that  a  tax  on  the  inhabitants  may  be 
laid  to  raise  the  money,  does  not  seem 
to  be  settled  by  express  adjudication. 
Bancroft  v.  Lyimfield,  18  Pick.  (Mass.) 
566,  per  Shaw,  C.  J. ;  Tash  v.  Adams, 
10  Gush.  (Mass.)  252. 

"The  inhabitants  of  every  town 
in  this  State"  (Maine),  says  Shepley, 
C.  J.,  in  Hooper  r.  Emery,  14  Maine, 
375,  "are  declared  to  be  a  body  politic 
and  corporate  by  the  statute;  but 
these  corporations  derive  none  of  their 
powers  from,  nor  are  any  duties  im- 
posed upon  them  by  the  common  law. 
They  have  been  denominated  quasi  cor- 
porations, and  their  whole  capacities, 
powers,  and  duties  are  derived  from 
legislative  enactments."  See  also  Pitt- 
son  V.  Glark,  15  Maine,  460,  463;  Au- 
gusta V,  Leadbetter,  16  Maine,  45; 
Estes  V.  School  Dist.,  33  Maine,  170; 
Mitchell  V.  Rockland,  45  Maine,  496, 
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Thus  a  town,  under  a  statute  which  restricts  it  to  raising  money 
to  provide  for  "the  poor,  for  schools,  for  the  support  of  public  wor- 
ship^ and  other  necessary  charges,"  cannot  raise  money,  even  in  the 
time  of  war,  and  when  the  town  is  in  immediate  danger  from  the 
enemy,  for  the  payment  of  additional  wages  to  the  drafted  and  en- 
listed militia,  and  for  other  purposes  of  defence.  This  is  not  a  cor- 
poraU  duty,  but  the  duty  of  the  general  government.*  Nor  can  it 
appropriate  money,  contract  for,  or  levy  a  tax  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  road,  which,  by  law,  is  to  be  made  at  the  expense  of  the 
county,  and  not  the  town.^  A  town  may,  it  is  said,  raise  money  to 
meet  ordinary  expenditures,  such  as  the  payment  of  officers,  the 


504 ;  Salem  Mill  Dam  v.  Ropes,  6  Pick. 
23,  32;  School  Dist.,  Ac.  v.  Wood,  13 
Mass.  193,  per  Parker,  C.  J. ;  Mower  v. 
Leicester,  9  Mass.  247,  250.  The  legis- 
lature may  authorize  and  require  a 
town  in  Massachusetts  to  raise  and  ex- 
pend money  for  public  use  within  its 
limits,  or  for  reimbursing  money  paid 
for  such  public  use.  Agawam  v.  Hamp- 
den, 130  Mass.  528,  and  cases  cited. 
Non-residents  of  municipalities.  Postf 
i  371. 

Where  the  legislature  has  prescribed 
the  purposes  for  which  money  ma^r  be 
raised  by  taxation,  it  cannot  be  raised 
for  other  and  distinct  purposes;  nor 
when  it  is  raided  and  collected  for  au- 
thorized and  proper  purposes  can  it 
be  appropriated  to  or  expended  upon 
other  and  different  objects.  This  would 
be  to  break  down  and  defeat  the  limi- 
tation. Hence  towns  cannot  give  away 
or  distribute,  per  capita  or  otherwise, 
money  collected  by  taxation.  Hooper 
V.  Emery,  14  Mame,  375,  explaimng 
Ford  V.  Clough,  8  Greenl.  (Maine)  334 ; 
Davis  V.  Bath,  17  Maine,  141;  Pease 
V.  Cornish,  19  Maine,  191 ;  Stetson  v. 
Keiiipton,  13  Mass.  272 ;  Dillingham  v. 
Snow,  5  Mass.  547 ;  Spaulding  v,  Low- 
ell, 23  Pick.  (Mass.)  71 ;  Woodbury  v, 
Hamilton,  6  Pick.  (Mass.)  101 ;  Cooley 
V,  Granville,  10  Gush.  (Mass.)  56. 

The  Vermont  statute  respecting  the 
powers  of  towns  is  nearly  a  transcript 
of  that  of  Massachusetts.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Vermont  approves  of  tne  ex- 
position of  the  statute  given  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  in 
Willard  v.'Newburyport,  12  Pick.  230; 
Allen  V.  Taunton.  19  Pick.  485;  Tony 
V.  Milbury,  21  Pick.  64 ;  Spaulding  v. 
Lowell,  23  Pick.  71 ;  Hardy  v.  Wal- 
tham,  3  Met.  163,  per  Isham,  J.,  in  Van 
Sicklen  v,  Burlington,  27  Vt.  70.    For 


discussion  of  powers  and  duties  of  se- 
lectmen, and  digest  of  previous  deci- 
sions in  New  Hampshire,  see  Carleton  v. 
Bath,  22  N.  H.  559.  Have  no  general 
authority  to  bind  the  town  by  contract. 
Andover  v.  Grafton,  7  N.  H.  298.  But 
are  confined  to  such  acts  as  are  neces- 
sary to  the  dischaige  of  their  duties. 
Sanborn  v.  Deerfield,  2  N.  H.  253. 
Cannot,  ex  officio,  adjust  controversies 
of  suits,  or  release  a  cause  of  action. 
Carleton  v.  Bath,  22  N.  H.  559.  May 
indemnify  town  officers  in  proper  cases. 
Pike  V.  Middleton,  12  N.  H.  278;  post, 
§  307.  But  there  is  no  promise  implied 
in  law  a^nst  a  town  to  indemnify  se- 
lectmen m  any  case  for  damages  which 
they  have  been  compelled  to  pav,  aris- 
ing out  of  the  discharge  of  official  duty. 
Eaves  v.  Shattuck,  35  N.  H.  189.  Are 
supposed  to  be  liable  to  the  corporation 
for  gross  neglect  of  official  duty.  San- 
bom  V,  Deemeld,  2  N.  H.  253,  by  Wood- 
bury, J.  Notes  made  by  a  treasurer  of 
a  New  England  town  to  a  bank,  in  pay- 
ment for  money  borrowed  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  town,  are  not  binding 
upon  the  town,  unless  authorized  by 
a  vote  of  the  town  at  a  meeting  duly 
warned  for  that  purpose,  or  ratified  by 
the  vote  of  such  a  meeting  dul]^  warned 
for  the  purpose  of  sucE  ratification. 
Bloomfield  v.  Charter  Oak  Bank,  121 
U.  S.  121.    See  infra,  f  §  507-509. 

^  Stetson  V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272, 
where  the  phrase,  necessary  toum  charges, 
is  construed  by  Parker,  C.  J. ;  and  see 
comment  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  12  Pick.  227, 
230;  8.  c.  23  Pick.  74;  and  of  Dewey, 
J.,  in  Allen  v,  Taunton,  19  Pick.  485, 
487;  18  Pick.  566;  10  Cush.  57;  of 
Clifford,  J.,  in  Burrill  v.  Boston.  2  Clif- 
ford C.  C.  590. 

'  Parsons  v,  Goshen,  11  Pick.  396; 
Anthony  v,  Adams,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  284. 
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support  and  defence  of  actions,  the  expenses  incident  to  discharging 
duties  imposed  by  law,  looking  to  the  safety  and  convenience  of  the 
citizens.  Thus  it  can  erect  a  town  or  city  hall,  or  market  house,  but 
not  a  theatre,  a  circus,  or  any  place  of  mere  amusement,  nor  even 
a  statue  or  monument,  unless  in  populous  and  wealthy  towns  as 
suitable  ornaments  to  public  buildings  or  squares/  So  towns  may 
provide  for  the  support  of  a  public  clock,  hay-scales,  burying-ground, 
wells,  reservoirs,  and  many  other  like  objects,  which  relate  to  the 
accommodation  and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants,  and  which 
have  been  placed  under  the  municipal  jurisdiction  of  towns  by 
statute  or  by  usage.^ 

§  43  (31 ).  Each  one  of  the  United  States,  in  its  organized  politi- 
cal capacity,  although  it  is  not  in  the  proper  use  of  the  term  a  corpo- 
ration, yet  it  has  many  of  the  essential  faculties  of  a  corporation, 
a  distinct  name,  indefinite  succession,  private  rights,  power  to  sue, 
and  the  like.  Corporations,  however,  as  the  term  is  used  in  our 
jurisprudence,  do  not  include  States,  but  only  derivative  creations, 
owing  their  existence  and  powers  to  the  State  acting  through  its 
legislative  department.  Like  corporations,  however,  a  State,  as  it 
can  make  contracts  and  suffer  wrongs,  so  it  may,  for  this  reason 
and  without  express  provision,  maintain  in  its  corporate  name  actions 
to  enforce  its  rights  and  redress  its  injuries.^  But  a  State  is  not 
liable  to  be  sued  without  its  consent;^  although  it  is  not  unusual  for 
States,  by  special  provision,  to  authorize  suits  to  be  brought  against 
them,  but,  as  the  permission  is  voluntary,  they  may  prescribe  the 
terms,  and,  unless  it  impairs  the  obligation  of  existing  contracts,  may 

*  Stetson  V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272,  Private  property  of  the  inhabitants  may 

per  Parker,  C.  J. ;  Allen  v.  Taunton,  19  be  taken  to  satisfy  a  judgment  against 

Pick.  485,  487,  opinion  by  Dewey,  J.,  as  the  town.    Poet,  §  1639,  note  and  cases, 

to  power  of  towns  in  Massachusetts ;  chap,  xxxii. 

Spaulding  v,  Lowell,  23  Pick.  71 ;  opin-  >  Delafield  v.  Illinois,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.), 

ion  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  on  same  subiect,  159,  162 ;  26  Wend.  192,  affirming  s.  c. 

Paricer  v.  Ck>ncord,  71  N.  H.  468,  citing  8  Paiee,  531 ;  Indiana  v.  Woram,  6  Hill 

note.  (N.  Y.),  33.     These  cases  hold  that 

»  Willard  v.  Newburyport,  12  Pick.  States  may  sue  as  plaintiff  in  the  Stale 

721  f  230.     General  municipal  powers  courts.   State  v,  Delesdenier,  7  Tex.  76 ; 

held  to  include  power  to  erect  a  town-  People  v.  Assessors,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  620. 

ball.   Greeley  v.  People,  60  III.  19 ;  Bell  The  governor  of  a  State,  as  the  head  of 

V.  PlatteviUe,  71  Wis.  139.    But  does  the  executive  department,  is  a  corpora- 

not  include  power  to  defray  expenses  tion  sole,  and  bonds  made  payable  to 

of  a  oommittee  to  petition  the  legisla-  him  may  be  enforced  for  the  benefit  of 

tuie  to  destroy  the  existence  of  the  town  those  interested.     Governor  v.  Allen, 

by  annexing  it  to  another  town.    Minot  8  Humph.  (Tenn.)  176 ;   Polk,  Gover- 

V.  West  Roxbury,  112  Mass.  1 ;  8.  c.  17  nor,  v.  Plummer,  2  Humph.  600. 

Am.  Rc^.  52;  Coolidge  v.  Brookline,  *  Briscoe   v.   Bank,    11    Pet.   257, 

114  Maas.  502.     LiabilUy  of  towns  in  321. 
actions  of  tort.     See  post,  chap,  xxxii. 
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withdraw  the  consent  at  pleasure.'  The  like  distinction  between 
the  State  and  its  corporate  creations  existed  in  the  Roman  law. 
The  State  like  the  corporation  was  a  Juristical  Person,  but  unlike 
corporations  it  was  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  any  judge. 
Corporations  were  the  subject  of  Private-law  relations,  but  not  so 
the  State  or  Fiscus.  The  jural  relations  of  the  State  and  of  corpora- 
tions are,  in  many  respects,  essentially  dissimilar.^  A  devise  to  a 
State  for  any  object  which  it  may  properly  aid  or  provide  for  is  valid.' 
Extended  consideration  of  the  powers  of  the  States,  and  of  their 
relation  to  the  United  States  and  to  each  other,  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  present  work,  which  is  limited  strictly  to  municipal 
corporations. 

^  BeeiB  V.  Arkansas,  20  How.  527;  Duluth,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  406;    Kansas 

Dodd  V.  Miller,  14  Ind.  433 ;  Auditor  v.  v.  Colorado,  206  U.  8.  46.    The  United 

Davies,  2  Pike  (Aric.),  494;    ElUs  v.  States  Circuit  Court  has  not.    lb. 
Stote,  4  Ind.  1 ;  State  v.  Trustees,  5  Ind.        '  Savigny,    Jural    Relations    (Rat- 

77.    The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  tigan's  Translation,  {$  86,  87) ;   anie, 

States  has  original  jurisdiction  in  cases  $  3 ;  post,  §  70,  note, 
in  which  a  State  shall  be  a  ^rty,  as  also        '  McDonough  Will  Case,  15  How. 

in  suit  between  States.    Kentucky  v.  367,  382;  post,  {984. 
Dennison,  24  How.  66;   Wisoonsin  v. 
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In  England.  —  Difference  between  Regal  and  Parliamentary  Corpora- 
tions. —  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  1835 

§  50  (32).  Creation  and  Kinds  in  England  ;  Charter  defined.  — 
In  England,  corporations  can  be  created  only  in  one  of  two  ways: 
1,  by  the  king's  charter;  2,  by  act  of  parliament.  They  exist  there, 
however,  —  1,  by  the  common  law;  2,  by  prescription;  3,  by  royal 
charter;  4,  by  authority  of  parliament.  Corporations  at  common 
law  are  those  which  derive  their  existence  and  powers  from  inmie- 
morial  usage,  although  they  may  have  had  their  origin  in  an  act 
of  parliament  or  royal  grant,  no  longer  discoverable.  Those  by 
prescription  presuppose  a  grant  by  charter  or  act  of  parliament, 
which  has  been  lost    Into  corporations  created  by  regal  or  legisla- 
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live  grant  may  be  resolved  what  have  been  styled  corporations  by 
imjdiaUum,  which  is,  where  a  body,  lawfully  constituted,  cannot 
cairy  into  effect  its  purposes  without  attributing  to  it  a  corporate 
character.  The  franchise  of  being  a  corporation,  and  the  ri^t  to 
exercise  corporate  powers  and  to  enjoy  corporate  privileges,  can  be 
claimed  in  no  other  way  than  as  above  stated.  A  legal  sanction 
to  the  corporate  character  is,  therefore,  absolutely  necessary,  and 
is  always  implied.^ 

The  distinction  between  corporations  which  derive  their  existence 
from  the  king's  charter  and  those  which  derive  their  existence  from 
parliament  is  important.  A  royal  charter  is  a  written  instrument, 
in  the  form  of  letters-patent,  under  the  great  seal,  addressed  to  all 
the  subjects  of  the  realm,  containing  a  grant  by  the  crown  to  the 
persons  named,  of  the  franchises,  powers,  and  privileges  therein 
mentioned.  A  charter  of  incorporation,  therefore,  is  the  written 
instrument  by  which  the  king  creates  the  corporate  body,  names  it, 
defines  its  objects,  and  confers  its  powers.  Unless  restricted  in  the 
charter,  all  of  the  common-law  incidents  of  a  corporation  attach  to 
it,  but  no  corporation  can  pursue  objects  not  warranted  by  its  char- 
ter. The  charter  is  the  organic  act  which  gives  to  the  corporation 
both  its  existence  and  its  peculiar  character.^ 

§  51  (33).  Boyal  and  FarHaniflntary  Charten.  —  The  king's  char- 
ier may  confer  upon  the  corporation  it  institutes  all  the  usual  and 
ordinary  powers  of  a  corporate  body,  but  it  cannot  invest  such  a 
body  with  extraordinary  powers,  such  as  proceeding  in  a  manner 
different  from  the  common  law,  or  punishing  by  forfeiture  or  im- 
prisonment, or  conferring  an  exclusive  right  of  trading.  When  the 
king  grants  clauses  which  are  ill^al  they  are  void;  and  if  illegal 
and  not  confirmed  by  parliament,  no  length  of  time  or  of  usage  will 
make  such  clauses  valid.  But  parliament,  in  the  fulness  of  its 
power,  may  grant  to  corporations  which  it  erects  such  powers, 
ordinary  and  extraordinary,  as  it  deems  proper;  and  it  may,  as  it 
has  often  done,  confirm  clauses  in  royal  chsoters  which  were  void, 
because  beyond  the  king's  power  to  grant 

§  52  (34).  Assent  and  Aficoptanee  of  Onntee;  Bovoeation. — 
The  king  cannot  incorporate  a  body  of  men  anlhout  their  assenL 

>  Willc.  21;   Glover,  23;   Grant,  6,  Russell,  9  Mo.  507;  pad,  {{  64,  232, 

7;    1  Kyd,  39;  AngeU  &  Ames,  {  69;  note. 

Bro.  Goip  65;   Eastman  v.  Meredith,        '  Outline  of  municipal  charter  of 

36  N.  H.  284, 290,  per  PerUy,  C.  J. ;  St.  the  Middle  Ages.    AnU,  {  7.    Charten 

Louis  V.  AUen,  13  Mo.  400;  St.  Louis  v.  defined;  poti,  {  230. 
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UntU  his  charter  has  been  accepted,  it  is  therefore  inoperative/ 
When  once  accepted,  the  acceptance  is  irrevocable.  The  acceptance 
must  be  by  the  grantees;  and  it  is  held  that  a  valid  acceptance  may 
be  made  by  a  majority  of  the  grantees.  The  charter  must  be  accepted 
in  tato,  or  not  at  all,  for  there  can  be  no  partial  acceptance  without 
the  assent  of  the  crown,  which  must  be  shown  by  matter  of  record. 
If  the  corporation  be  a  new  one,  acceptance  of  part  of  the  charter  is 
taken  as  acceptance  of  all.  Acceptance  may  be  shown  by  user,  — 
by  acting  under  it,  as  well  as  by  the  formal  action  of  the  corporate 
body.  After  acceptance  the  crown  cannot  resume  the  grant,  or  dis- 
solve or  destroy  the  corporation,  without  the  consent  of  the  grantees 
or  their  successors.  The  crown,  at  common  law,  can  create  a 
corporation  for  mimicipal  government  in  any  place  where  there  is 
not  at  the  time  an  existing  corporation  of  the  same  kind,  but  there 
cannot  be  concurrently  two  corporations  for  the  same  place,  having 
the  same  powers  or  jurisdiction.  But  the  limitations  upon  the 
power  of  the  crown  do  not  apply  with  respect  to  municipal  corporar 
tions  created  by  parliament.  Its  power  is,  legally  speaking,  illimitable. 
It  may  create  or  abolish  and  change  at  its  pleasure,  with  or  without 
the  assent  of  the  people  or  corporation  to  be  thereby  affected.  It 
may  change  royal  charters;  but  parliamentary  corporations  cannot 
be  affected,  without  the  consent  of  parliament,  by  charters  granted 
by  the  crown.  Except  as  to  the  extent  of  powers  which  may  be  con- 
ferred, a  parliamentary  corporation  is,  at  common  law,  similar  to 
that  which  is  created  by  the  crown.^ 

§  53  (35).  Oonstitation  of  an  Old  EngUah  MnnicipaUty.  —  Prior 
to  1835  many  of  the  towns,  boroughs,  and  cities  of  England  were  incor- 
poraied  in  one  of  the  ways  mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  there  were  in 
them  bodies  corporate,  established  for  the  local  government  thereof. 
There  was  no  uniformity  in  the  constitution  or  powers  of  these  cor- 
porate bodies.    The  corporation  proper  was  not  the  town  or  place, 

^  Acceptance  of  charter.   Post,  §§69,  *in  Rome.    AnUf  §  3.    And  so  in  Eng- 

92,  108;  cnap.  xxx.    As  acceptance  was  land.    "Each  town  was  re^rded  as  a 

necessary  to  make  the  kind's  charter  corporate  community/'  prior  to  any 

operative,  the  municipal  charters  which  actual  grant  of  a  charter.    Heam,  Gov- 

he  gave  were  all  given  to  existing  com-  emment  of  England,  475,  501 ;   post, 

munities  having  a  recognized  and  or-  §§  97,  353. 

ganized  existence,  and  m  the  habit  of  '  Authorities  last  cited.  Respect- 
acting  as  one  body,  through  elections  ing  the  authority  of  the  crown  to  grant 
or  agencies  or  offices.  Per  Campbellf  J.,  charters  to  incorporate  towns,  since  the 
in  People  v.  Bennett,  29  Mich.  451.  General  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of 
Towns  and  cities,  that  is.  compact  1835,  see  Rutter  v.  Chapman,  8  M.  & 
bodies  of  people,  have  a  natural  exist- ,  W.  1 ;  Rc«.  v.  Boucher,  3  Q.  B.  644; 
enoe,  and  what  may  be  called  a  natural  a.  c.  2  G.  £  D.  737. 
guasi  corporate  character.     It  was  so 
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but  a  corporate  body  constUvted  within  it,  with  powers  or  jurisdic- 
tion, more  or  less  extensive,  to  govern  the  inhabitants.  These  bodies 
were  established  at  different  times,  and  from  different  motives.  The 
first  distinct  recognition  of  a  municipal  corporation  was  in  the  18th 
of  Henry  VT.  (a.  d.  1439),  with  reference  to  Kingston-upon-HuIi, 
which  had  an  express  charter  of  incorporation  granted  to  it,  for  the 
first  time,  in  that  year.  Charters  had  previously  been  granted  to 
it  by  different  sovereigns,  at  various  times,  giving  it  various  privi- 
leges, but  they  did  not  incorporate  the  place,  nor  was  it  incorporated 
imtil  the  charter  of  18th  Henry  VI.,  which  is  the  first  that  uses 
terms  of  incorporation.^  Subsequently  such  corporations  were  erected 
from  time  to  time,  each  with  its  peculiar  constitution,  depending  on 
the  provisions  of  the  charter  or  prescriptive  usage.  The  constitu- 
tion of  the  corporations  was  so  various,  and  is  so  different  from  the 
American  model,  that  it  requires  care  to  get  an  accurate  idea  of 
it.  For  illustration,  we  will  take  a  simple  form,  namely,  where  by 
charter  or  by  prescription  the  corporation  consists  of  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  commonalty  of  a  town.  Here  there  are  three  ranks, 
classes,  or  parts:  1,  the  mayor,  or  head  officer;  2,  the  aldermen, 
the  number  of  whom  is  definite,  being  fixed  by  the  charter,  or  by 
prescriptive  usage;  3,  the  conmionalty,  that  is,  the  common  free- 
men, whose  number  is  indefinite,  and  whose  rights  in  the  course 
of  time  were  largely  usurped  or  destroyed.'  These  three  classes 
were  denominated  the  integral  parts  of  the  corporation,  and  no  cor- 
poration was  complete  (except  it  be  otherwise  provided  by  the 
charter)  unless  the  mayor,  or  head  officer,  a  majority  of  the  definite 
class  (that  is,  a  majority  of  the  aldermen),  and  some  members  of 
the  indefinite  class,  or  commonalty,  be  in  existence.  Hence,  during 
a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  mayor,  no  valid  corporate  act  can  be  done 
except  to  elect  another,  since  without  a  mayor  the  corporate  body 
is  incomplete.  Hence,  also,  at  every  corporate  meeting  it  was  essen- 
tial, at  common  law,  that  there  should  be  present  the  mayor,  or 
head  officer,  whose  duty  it  was  to  preside,  also  a  majority  of  each 
definite  integral  class,  and  some  members  of  each  indefinite  class, 
if  there  be  more  than  one  such  class. 

§  54  (36).  Manicipal  OorporationB  Reform  Act  of  1886,  ud 
Bevised  Act  of  1882.  —  In  the  course  of  time,  as  we  have  already 
pointed  out,  great  abuses  had  crept  into  these  bodies,  which  parlia- 
ment had  frequently  been  obliged  to  redress.*    Complaints  of  griev- 

*  Glover  on  Munic.  Corp.  16.  Luehnnan  v.  Shelby  Taxing  Dist.,  2 
»  AfUe,  §  10.  Lea  (Tenn.),  425. 

*  Introductory  chapter,  ante,  §  10. 
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ances  were  universal,  and  misrule,  confusion,  and  internal  disputes 
were  so  general  that  the  municipal  system  of  government  fell  into 
great  and  deserved  disrepute.    As  a  measure  of  reform,  the  Munici- 
pal Corporations  Act  of  5  and  6  Wm.  IV.  chap.  Ixxvi.,  was  devised 
and  enacted.*    "I  cordially  concur/*  said  the  king,  **in  this  impor- 


^  The  reformed  House  of  Commons 
presented  an  address  to  Wflliam  IV., 
re()iieBting  the  appK)intment  of  a  com- 
mission  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  the 
municipal  corporations  in  England  and 
Wales.  The  coomiisaon  which  was 
appointed  made  a  thorough  examina- 
tion of  the  condition  of  the  various 
borougha,  and  their  report  disclosed 
abuses  and  defects  wiiich  it  seems  mar- 
vellous that  any  spirited  people  so  long 
endured.    See  chap,  i.,  ante,  {  10. 

Official  Report  m  to  the  abuses 
AND  DEFECTS  fouTul  to  exist  in  the  mur- 
nieipal  carporatwns  of  England  and 
Watee.  —  Tne  commission  ascertained 
the  existence  of  two  hundred  and  forty- 
six  corporations  in  England  and  Wales, 
exercising  municipal  functions.  The 
population  of  these  corporate  places 
exceeded  two  millions  of  people.  Some 
ct  these  corporations  claimed  to  act 
under  prescriptive  custom,  but  most 
of  them  under  several  charters,  forming 
a  continued  series  from  a  very  early 
date,  but  generally  under  charters 
nanted  from  the  rei^  of  Edward  I. 
down  to  the  reign  of  George  IV.  inclu- 
sive. The  number  of  corporators  stated 
to  be  definite,  in  fifty  boroughs,  varied 
in  most  cases  from  under  ten  to  thirty, 
and  those  indefinite,  in  one  hundred 
and  sixty-two  boroughs,  varied  from 
tw^ve  to  five  thousand,  but  usually 
averaged  from  fiftv  to  two  hundred  cor- 
porators. The  tides  to  freedom,  or  citi- 
zenship, generaUv  comi)rehended  those 
arising  from  birth,  servitude,  marriage, 
purchase,  gift,  or  election.  The  govern- 
ing bodies  were  formed  by  the  close  and 
corrupt  system  of  seif-dection  in  a  great 
majority  of  the  municipalities.  The 
corporate  officers,  such  as  the  mayor, 
or  other  head  of  the  corporation,  the 
PBCoider-T"  frequently  unprofessional — 
and  the  town-clerk,  were  appointed  by 
the  self-elected  governing  body  from 
its  own  immaculate  conclave.  Some  of 
the  municipalities  possessed  exclusive 
criminal  jurisdiction,  extending  to  the 
trial  of  felonies  and  all  other  offences, 
whereas  tnaxiy  ai)pear  never  to  have 
had  any  criminal  jurisdiction.  Several 
boroughs  had  civil  jurisdiction  extend- 
ing  to  the  decision  of  all  actions, — 


some  extending  to  the  decision  of  per- 
sonal and  mix^  actions  j  others  to  the 
decision  of  personal  actions;  while  in 
a  considerable  number  no  civil  jurisdic- 
tion appeared  ever  to  have  existed.  The 
proj>er^j  in  some  few  boroughs  was 
trivial,  but  the  revenue  generaSy  aver- 
aged from  £500  to  £  1,000  in  each,  while 
in  some  the  property  exceeded  £50,000 
per  annum.  In  a  few  towns  corporate 
the  accounts  were  printed  for  distribu- 
tion and  audited  publicly ;  but  in  most 
cases  the  accounts  were  neither  duly 
kept,  nor  audited,  nor  published,  be- 
sicles  being  inaccurate  and  in  a  generally 
unsatisfactory  state.  The  annual  in- 
come of  these  municipal  corporations 
amounted  to  about  £^66,000,  and  the 
expenditure  to  £377,000,  while  the  debt 
in  one  hundred  and  thirty-three  ex- 
ceeded the  sum  of  two  millions  sterling. 
Throughout  the  course  of  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  commissioners  there  were 
perceptible  the  same  complaints,  —  of 
magistrates  ill-qualified  b^r  education 
and  habits  for  their  situations,  gener- 
ally partial,  and  sometimes  corrupt; 
of  courts,  which  might  be  made  the 
instruments  of  much  local  advantage, 
falling  into  disuse  through  defects  of 
their  original  constitution  and  their 
recent  maladministration ;  of  juries  im- 
properly selected  by  reason  of  notorious 
party  bias;  of  revenue  misapplied;  of 
debt  contracted,  and  of  property  alien- 
ated; of  the  absence  of  all  accounts 
and  the  denial  of  all  accountabiliW 
b^  certain  corporations ;  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  police,  the  neglect  of  pav- 
ing and  lighting,  and  the  want  of  tnose 
municipal  accommodations  for  which 
the  public  property  committed  in  trust 
to  tne  corporation  would,  if  duly  ad- 
ministered, be  amply  siifficient  to  pro- 
vide. Having  given  a  general  view  ot 
the  ordinary  constitution  of  the  various 
municipalities,  the  commissioners  next 
proceeaed  to  specify  some  of  their  de- 
fects. The  most  common  and  most 
striking  defect  in  the  constitution  of  the 
municipal  coiporations  was,  that  the 
corporate  bodies  existed  independently 
of  the  communities  among  which  they 
were  found.  The  corporators  looked 
upon  themselves,  and  were  considered 
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tant  measuce,  which  is  calculated  to  allay  discontent,  to  promote 
peace  and  union,  and  to  procure  for  those  communities  the  advan- 


by  the  inhabitants,  as  separate  and 
exclusive  bodies ;  they  had  powers  and 
privileges  within  the  towns  and  cities 
from  which  they  were  named,  but  in 
most  places  all  identity  of  interest  be- 
tween the  corporation  and  the  inhab- 
itants disappeared.  That  was  the  case 
even  where  the  corporation  included 
a  large  body  of  inhabitant  freemen.  It 
appeared  in  a  more  striking  degree  as 
the  powers  of  the  corporation  had  been 
restricted  to  smaller  numbers  of  the 
resident  population,  and  still  more  glar- 
ingly when  the  local  privileges  had  been 
conferred  on  nonr^esidenl  freemen^  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  inhabitants  to 
whom  they  rightfully  ought  to  belong. 
The  privilege  of  electing  members  of 
parliament  beingthat  which, before  the 
passing  of  the  Reform  Act,  conferred 
upon  the  self-elected  governing  bodies 
ot  close  corporate  towns  their  principal 
importance,  and  the  rewards  for  political 
services,  which  the  patron  was  accus- 
tomed to  distribute  among  them,  caused 
this  function  to  be  considered  in  many 
places  as  the  sole  object  of  their  in- 
stitution. The  power  so  monopolized, 
and  employed  in  a  mode  unsuitable  to 
the  altered  circumstances  of  the  times, 
led  to  various  abuses  of  the  system. 
The  custom  of  keeping  the  number  of 
corporators  as  low  as  possible  may  be 
referred  to  the  wish  for  preserving  the 
parliamentary  franchise  rather  than  to 
the  desire  of  monopolizing  the  munici- 
pal authority,  whicn  had  been  coveted 
only  as  a  means  of  securing  the  other 
and  more  highly  prized  pnvilege.  A 
great  number  of  corporations  were  pre- 
served solely  as  pUitical  engines,  and 
the  towns  to  which  they  belonged 
derived  no  benefit,  but  often  much 
injury,  from  their  existence.  To  main- 
tain the  political  ascendency  of  a  party, 
or  the  political  induence  of  a  family, 
was  the  one  end  and  object  for  which 
the  powers  entrusted  to  a  numerous 
class  of  these  bodies  have  been  exercised. 
This  object  was  systematically  pursued 
in  the  admission  of  freemen,  resident 
or  non-resident;  in  their  election  of 
municipcd  functionaries  for  the  council 
or  the  ma^stracy ;  in  the  appointment 
of  subordinate  officers  and  the  local 
police ;  in  the  administration  of  char- 
ities entrusted  to  the  municipal  author- 
ities; in  the  expenditure  of  the  cor- 
porate revenue,  and  in  the  management 


of  the  corporate  property.  The  most 
flagrant  abuses  arose  from  this  perver- 
sion of  municipal  privil^es  to  political 
objecte.  Thus  the  inhabitants  had  to 
complain,  not  only  that  the  election  of 
their  magistrates  and  other  municipal 
functionaries  was  made  by  an  inferior 
class  of  themselves,  or  by  persons  un- 
connected with  the  town,  out  also  of 
the  disgraceful  practices  by  which  the 
magisterial  office  was  frequently  ob- 
tained ;  while  those  who,  by  character, 
residence,  and  property,  were  best 
qualified  to  direct  and  control  its  mu- 
nicipal affairs  were  excluded  from  any 
share  in  the  elections  or  management. 
The  exclusive  and  party  spirit  belong- 
ing to  the  whole  corporate  body  ap- 
peared in  a  still  more  marked  manner 
in  the  councils  by  which  in  most  cases 
it  was  governed.  These  councils  were 
usually  sdMected,  and  held  their  offices 
for  life.  They  were  commonly  of  one 
poliHcal  party,  and  their  proceedings 
were  mainly  directed  to  secure  and 
perpetuate  the  ascendency  of  the  party 
to  which  they  belon^d.  Individiuus 
of  adverse  political  opinions  were,  in 
most  cases,  systematically  excluded 
from  the  governing  body.  These  coun- 
cils, which  embodied  the  opinions  of  a 
single  party,  were  entrusted  with  the 
nomination  of  magistrates,  of  the  dvil 
and  criminal  jud^,  often  c^  the  su- 
perintendents of  police,  and  were,  or 
ought  to  have  been,  the  leaders  in  every 
measure  that  concerned  tfa«  interests 
and  prosperity  of  the  town.  So  far 
from  being  the  representatives  either 
of  the  population  or  of  the  property  c^ 
the  town,  they  did  not  represent  even 
the  privileged  class  of  freemen;  and 
being  elected  for  life,  their  proceedings 
were  unchecked  by  any  feeUng  of  re- 
sponsibility. The  commisfiioneiB  re- 
ported that  there  prevailed  amongst 
the  inhabitants  of  a  great  majority  of 
the  incorporated  towns  a  general  and 
a  just  dissatisfaction  with  their  mu- 
nicipal councils,  whose  powers  were 
subject  to  no  proper  control,  whose  acts 
and  whose  proceedings,  being  secret, 
were  unchecked  by  the  influence  of 
public  opinion;  a  distrust  of  the  mu- 
nicipal magistracy,  tainting  with  suspi- 
cion the  local  administration  of  justice, 
and  often  accompanied  with  contempt 
of  the  persons  by  whom  the  law  was 
administered;   a  discontent  under  the 
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tages  of  responsible  government."  This  act  organizes  all  of  the 
municipal  corporations  of  England  and  Wales  upon  a  uniform 
model.*  It  does  not  altogether  destroy  their  previously  existing  law- 
ful corporate  powers,  but  it  does  sweep  away  all  laws,  statutes,  char- 
ters, and  usages  inconsistent  with  or  contrary  to  its  provisions.  It 
defines  who  shall  be  burgesses  or  citizens,  making  the  right  essen- 
tially to  depend  upon  occupancy  of  houses  or  shops  within  the 
borough,  and  the  payment  of  taxes  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.  These 
burgesses  or  citizens  elect,  from  time  to  time,  a  fixed  number  of 
proper  persons  to  be  councillors,  and  the  council  (composed  of  the 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  councillors)  elect,  from  quaUfied  persons,  the 
aldermen,  and  also  the  mayor  and  the  ministerial  and  inferior  cor- 
porate oflBcers.  The  council  is  the  governing  body  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  its  most  important  powers  are  defined  by  various  acts  of 
parliament.  It  will  thus  be  perceived  that  the  original  power  is  in 
the  burgesses  or  citizens;  that  the  act  adopts  the  representative 
system,  and  proceeds  upon  the  idea  that  a  substantial  interest  in 
the  incorporated  place,  which  is  made  necessary  in  order  to  be  a 
burgess  or  citizen,  will  induce  care  in  the  selection  of  councillors; 
and  that  frequent  elections  will  prove  the  most  effectual  check  on 
those  entrusted  with  the  administration  of  the  municipal  authority, 
which  is  carefully  limited  and  defined. 

The  Act  of  1835,  with  its  amendments,  re-enacted  and  consolidated 
by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  1882  (45  and  46  Vict.  chap.  1. ; 
L.  R.  18  Stats.  205),  which  went  into  force  January  1,  1883,  consti- 
tutes the  body  of  the  existing  English  municipal  corporations  system. 
The  leading  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1835  are  so  important  to  be 
understood  in  the  study  and  application  of  the  English  cases  decided 
thereunder  to  questions  arising  in  this  country,  and  contain  so  much 
of  interest  to  the  lawyer,  the  legislator,  and  the  municipal  inquirer, 
that  they  are  given  or  referred  to  in  the  note  to  this  section.'   Between 

burdens  of  local  taxation,  while  revenues  to  be,  —  useful   and  efficient  instru- 

that  ought  to  be  applied  for  the  public  ments  of  local  government.     Glover's 

adviuitage   were   diverted  from   their  Historical  Summary  of  the  Corporate 

leffitimate  use,  and  sometimes  waste-  System  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 

fimy  bestowed  for  the  benefit  of  in-  pp.  38  to  45.    The  result  was  the  Mu- 

dividuals^  sometimes    squandered  for  mcipalGorporationsActof  5and  6Wm. 

purposes  injurious  to  the  character  and  IV.  chap.  Ixxvi.    See  chap,  i.,  ante,  §  10. 
morals  of  the  people.   The  commission-        *  The  city  of  London  was  the  only^ 

crs  therefore  felt  it  their  duty  to  repre-  corporate    body    excepted    from    this. 

sent  to  his  Majesty  that  the  mimicipal  statute.     Modem  London,  ante,  §  25. 
corporations    of    England   and   Wales        '  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of 

neither  possess  nor  deserve  the  conRdence  5  and  6  Wm.  IV.  chap,  lxxvi.,  en- 

or  respect  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  and  acted  Sept.  9,  1835,  and  codified  by 

that  a  thorough  reform  must  be  efifected  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of 

before  they  can  become  what  they  ought  1882, 45  and  46  Vict.  chap.  l.  —  Name, 
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1835  and  1882,  not  less  than  fifty-five  acts  were  passed  more  or  less 
relating  to  municipal  corporations,  and  in  general  amendatory  of 


&c.  This  act  oommences  by  reciting 
that  ''whereas  divers  bodies  corporate 
at  sundry  times  have  been  constituted 
within  tne  cities,  towns,  and  boroughs 
of  England  and  Wales,  to  the  intent 
that  the  same  might  forever  be  and  re- 
main well  and  quietly  governed;  and 
it  is  ^expedient  that  the  charters  by 
which  said  bodies  corporate  were  con- 
stituted should  be  altered  in  the  man- 
ner hereinafter  mentioned ;  be  it  there- 
fore enacted,  that  so  much  of  all  laws, 
statutes,  and  usages,  and  so  much  of 
all  royal  and  other  charters,  now  in 
force,  relating  to  the  several  boroughs 
named  in  schedules  [A  and  B]  annexed, 
as  are  inconsistent  with,  or  contrary  to, 
this  act,  shall  &e,and  the  same  are  hereby 
repealed  and  annuUed**  (§  1),  with  the 
reservation  of  certain  rights,  benefi- 
cial exemptions,  and  franchises  to  the 
freemen  or  citizens  (§S  2-5).  These 
schedules  contain  an  alphabetical  list 
of  all  the  incorporated  boroughs,  with 
the  number  of  wards,  number  of  alder- 
men, and  number  of  councillors,  and 
style  of  the  corporate  bodv  in  each; 
thus :  **Bath,  —  Seven  wards,  fourteen 
aldermen,  forty-two  councillors.  Cor- 
porate narne^  —  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and 
Citizens  of  the  aty  of  Bath."  If  it  be  a 
borough  instead  of  a  city,  the  word  "  Buiv 
gesses"  b  used  instead  of  ''Citizens." 
The  act  provides  that  the  body  corpo- 
rate in  each  of  said  places  "shall  take 
and  bear  the  name  of  the  Mayor,  Alder- 
men, and  Burgesses  [or  Citizens,  in  case 
of  a  city]  of  such  borough,  and  by  that 
name  shall  have  perpetual  succession, 
and  shall  be  capable  in  law,  by  the  coun- 
cil hereinafter  mentioned  of  such  bor- 
ough, to  do,"  Ac.  (§  6).  Name  under 
Act  of  1882  is  same  (§  8).  "Munici- 
pal Corporation,"  as  used  in  the  Act 
of  1882,  means  the  body  corporate  con- 
stituted by  the  incorporation  of  the  in- 
habitants of  a  borough.  Act  1882,  $  7. 
"The  municipal  corporation  of  a  bor- 
ough shall  be  capable  of  acting  by  the 
council  of  the  borough,  and  the  council 
shall  exercise  all  the  powers  vested  in 
the  corporation  by  this  act  or  other- 
wise. The  Council  shall  consist  of  the 
Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Councillors." 
Act  1882,  §  10. 

Membership.  —  Before  the  passage 
of  the  act  imder  consideration,  the  qual- 
ifications for  members  or  officers  of  mu- 
nicipal corporations  depended  upon  the 


charter,  usage,  or  by-laws  of  the  par- 
ticular corporation,  the  usual  qusJinca- 
tions  bein^  that  the  person  claiming 
to  be  adnutted  to  the  freedom  of  the 
corporate  town  should  be  the  son  of  a 
freeman,  or  should  have  served  an  ap- 
prenticeship to  a  freeman,  or  (in  some 
instances)  married  his  daughter,  or 
acquired  the  privilege  by  gin  or  pui^ 
chase ;  but  this  act  provides  that  here- 
after "  no  person  shall  be  elected,  made, 
or  admitt^  a  burgess  or  freeman  of  any 
borough  by  gift  or  purchase  "  (§  3). 
It  fixes  the  qualifi4xUwn  of  bvrgessea  or 
citizens  J  thus:  "Every  male  person,  of 
full  age,  who  shall  have  occupied  any 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  or 
shop,  within  an^r  borough"  for  three 
years,  '|and  during  the  time  of  such 
occupation  been  an  inhabitant  house- 
holder within  the  borough,  or  within 
seven  miles  of  the  borough,  shall,  if 
duly  enrolled,  he  a  burgess  of  such  bor- 
ough and  a  member  of  the  body  oorporate 
of  the  mayor,  atdermen^  and  burgesses  of 
such  borouqh,  provided  he  shful  have 
been  rated  m  respect  to  the  premises  so 
occupied  bv  him  to  all  rates  made  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor  within  the  parish  " 
(§  9).  Such  resident  occupiers  and  taa^ 
payers  f  only,  are  members  of  the  corpo- 
rate body  of  the  place ;  all  the  otner 
inhabitants  are  no  part  of  the  munici- 
pal corporation,  though  subject  to  its 
government. 

The  Act  of  1882  changes  the  qualifi- 
cations of  a  burgess  from  three  years  to 
one  year,  and  in  some  other  nunor  re- 
spects (§  9),  Women  may  vote  at 
municipal  elections  if  otherwise  quali- 
fied, but  not  married  women.  Act  of 
1882,  S  63,  based  on  the  Act  of  1872  (32 
and  33  Vict.  chap.  Iv.  §  9),  which  first 
admitted  women  to  the  municipal  fran- 
chise. The  Married  Woman's  Property 
Act  (33  and  34  ^ct.  chap,  xciii.)  does 
not  remove  or  afifect  the  political  disa- 
bilities of  married  women.  See  Regina 
V.  Harrald,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  361. 

ConNCILLORS,   HOW   CHOSEN,   &C.  — 

Upon  the  first  day  of  November,  in 
every  year,  the  "  burgesses  so  enrolled 
in  every  borough  shall  openly  assemble, 
and  elect  from  tne  persons  qualified  to  be 
councillors  [who  must  have  the  qualifi- 
cations of  a  burgess,  and  also  increased 
pecuniary  and  rating  qualifications] 
the  councillors  of  the  borough"  (§  40), 
of  whom  one-third  part  go  out  of  office 
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the  Act  of  1835.    The  Act  of  1882  revises  or  codifies  all  the  legis- 
lation, including  the  Act  of  1835  upon  the  subject  of  the  Municipal 


annually.  The  elections  are  held  before 
tlie  mayor  and  assessors,  and  the  mode 
of  voting  (which  is  exactly  the  oppo- 
site of  the  ballot  in  America)  is  by  de- 
livering to  the  officers  of  election  a  vot- 
ing-paper containing  the  name  and 
abode  of  the  person  voted  for.and  signed 
with  the  name  and  abode  of  the  voter. 
It  is  thus  seen  that  the  burgesses  elect 
the  coundUors,  whose  qualifications  are 
fixed  by  the  statute,  and  whose  num- 
ber in  each  incorporated  place  is  defi- 
nite. Under  Act  of  1882  the  term  of 
councillor  b  three  years,  and  his  quali- 
fications are  somewhat  changed  from 
those  in  the  Act  of  1835. 

Aldermen,  how  chosen.  —  On  the 
ninth  day  of  November,  in  eyeiy  third 
succeeding  year,  the  council  for  the 
time  beinff  are  directed  to  elect,  ^^from 
the  eounctUorSf  or  from  persona  qualified 
to  be  oounciUorSf  the  aldermen  of  the 
borough,"  who  are  one-third  in  num- 
ber of  the  councillors  (§  25).  The 
manner  of  election  is  prescribed, 
nameljr,  by  every  member  of  the  council 
delivering  to  the  mayor  or  chairman  a 
voting-paper  signed  by  the  member 
voting,  which  the  mayor  or  chairman  is 
directed  openly  to  read  (Act  7  Wm. 
IV.  and  1  Vict.  chap,  bcxviii.  §  14;  16 
and  17  Vict.  chap.  Ltxix.  §  13).  Term 
of  aldermen  under  Act  of  1882  is  six 
years  (§  14). 

Mayor,  how  chosen.  —  At  the 
meeting  of  the  council,  to  be  held  on 
the  ninth  day  of  November,  each  year, 
the  council  are  directed  to  elect,  out  of 
the  aldermen  or  counciUors.  a  fit  person 
to  be  the  mayors  who  shall  continue  in 
office  for  one  vear  (§  49),  and  until  his 
successor  shall  have  accepted  and  qual- 
ified (6  and  7  Wm.  IV.  chap.  cv.  §  4). 
So  by  the  Act  of  1882,  §  15,  except  that 
the  mayor  may  be  elected  from  any 
persons  who  are  qualified  to  be  alder- 
men or  councillors. 

Who  compose  the  council,  Ac.  — 
The  mayor,  the  aldermen,  and  the  coun- 
cillors, for  the  time  being,  constitute 
the  councU  of  the  borough  (§  25).     So 
by  the  Act  of  1882,  §  10.    The  council, 
as  we  have  seen,  elect  the  mayor  and 
the  aldermen,  and  it  also  appomts  the 
clerk,   treasurer,  and  other  corporate 
officers.     The  corporate  body  acts  by 
and  through  the  council,  who  have  the 
authority  of  the  old  corporations,  ex- 
cept as  modified.     Provision  is  made 


for  the  stated  and  special  meetings  of 
the  council ;  the  notice  prescribed,  the 
ouorum  fixed,  the  presiding  officer  de- 
nned, &.Q.  Power  is  given  to  make  hy- 
lawSf  and  the  powers  of  the  council  de- 
fined, and  provision  is  made  for  powers 
vested  in  trustees,  under  sundry  local 
acts  of  parliament,  for  paving,  light- 
ing, supplving  with  water  or  gas^  cleans- 
ing, watcning,  reflating,  or  improv- 
ing, or  for  providing  or  maintaining  a 
cemetery  or  market  m  the  boroughs  oe- 
ing  traxisferred  to  the  body  corporate 
of  the  borough  (§  75,  20  and  21  Vict, 
chap.  i.).  By  other  acts  of  parliament 
the  Doundanes  of  boroughs  are  fixed  (6 
and  7  Wm.  IV.  chap.  ciii.  1836) ;  the 
"administration of  the  borough  fund" 
regulated  (lb.  chap,  civ.) ;  "the admin- 
istration of  justice"  provided  for  (76. 
chap.  cv. ;  13  and  14  Vict.  chap,  xcl)  ; 
borough  rates  regulated  (7  Wm.  IV. 
and  1  Vict.  chap.  Ixxxi.  1837 ;  2  and  3 
Vict.  chap,  xxviii. ;  3  and  4  Vict.  chap, 
xxviii. ;  4  and  5  Vict.  chap,  xlviii. ;  5 
and  6  Vict.  chap,  xcviii.);  power  to 
sell  and  ftiortgage  property  and ,  to 
charge  rates  given  (5  and  6  Vict.  chap, 
xcviu. ;    23  and  24  Vict.  chap,  xvi.) ; 

Erovision  made  as  to  maintaining 
ridges  (13  and  14  Vict.  chap.  bdv. 
1850) ;  to  promote  public  libraries  (18 
and  19  Vict.  chap.  Ixx.  1855;  29  and 
30  Vict.  chap,  xciv.)  ]  in  relation  to  the 
police,  (19  and  20  Vict.  chap,  bdx.;  27 
and  28  Vict.  chap.  Ixiv. ;  28  and  29 
Vict.  chap.  XXXV.);  the  management 
of  highways,  by  enabling  councils  to 
adopt  parish  roads  and  apply  their 
funds  to  their  repair  (25  and  26  Vict, 
chap.  Ixi.) ;  for  safe  keeping  of  petro- 
leum (25  and  26  Vict.  chap. Ixvi.) ;  for 
the  protection  of  gardens  and  orna- 
mental grounds  (26  and  27  Vict.  chap, 
xiii.) ;  in  relation  to  prisons  (28  and  29 
Vict.  chap,  cxxvi.,  known  as  the  "  Pris- 
ons Act,  1865";  29  and  30  Vict.  chap, 
c.) ;  the  Ballot  Act  and  Corrupt  Prac- 
tices Act  of  1872 ;  the  Municipal- Elec- 
tions Act  of  1875;  the  Registration 
Act  of  1878;  the  Town  Council  and 
Local  Boards  Act  1880.  A  variety  of 
other  statutes,  of  less  importance,  in 
relation  to  municipal  corporations,  have 
been  passed  since  the  general  Act  of 
1835^  some  amendatory  of  it  and  some 
making  new  and  additional  provisions, 
and  all  have  been  consoudated,  as 
before  stated,  in  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
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G>rporations  of  England.  The  substance  of  the  Act  of  1835  still 
remains  as  re-enacted  in  the  Act  of  1882.  Its  provisions  extend  to 
Wales,  but  not  to  Scotland  or  Ireland. 

In  the  United  States 

§  55  (37).  LegifllatiTe  Sanction  Essential  to  Oorporato  Bxiat- 
ence;  Prescription.  — The  proposition  which  lies  at  the  foundation 
of  the  law  of  corporations  of  this  country  is,  that  here  all  corpora 
dons,  public  and  private,  exist  and  can  eanst  only  by  virtue  of  express 
legislative  enactment,  creating  or  authorizing  the  creation  or  exist- 
ence of  the  corporate  body.  Legislative  sanction  is  with  us  abso- 
lutely essential  to  lawful  corporate  existence.  The  public  welfare  is 
the  ground  of  this  doctrine.  It  would  never  do  to  allow  corporate 
powers  to  be  assumed  and  exercised  except  for  purposes  and  on 
terms  previously  defined  by  the  legislature.  That  a  corporation 
may  here  eocist  by  prescription,  and  its  existence  be  established  by 
long  and  undisputed  user  of  corporate  powers,  may  (as  the  cases 
hereafter  referred  to  will  show)  be  true,  but  such  prescription  and 
user  suppose  a  legislative  grant.  Instances  of  prescriptive  corporar- 
tions,  with  us,  are  rare  and  exceptional.  The  author  has  never  met 
with  one.  But  corporations,  public  and  private,  by  virtue  of  direct 
legislative  authorization  under  special  or  general  laws,  are  being 
created  in  such  vast  numbers  as  to  constitute  one  of  the  most  marked 
and  important  features  of  the  polity  of  the  present  time.  Speaking 
of  "corporations  by  statute,"  in  England,  Mr.  Willcock  says  that 
"the  legislature  has  not  often  exercised  the  power  of  creating  mu- 
nicipal corporations,  because  it  has  been  esteemed  a  flower  of  the  pre- 
rogative." *  This  has  reference  to  a  period  anterior  to  the  famous 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  September  9, 1835  (5  and  6  Wm.  IV. 
chap.  Ixxvi.),  by  which  parliament  undertook  the  regulation  of  this 
important  subject,^  and  to  the  Companies  Acts  of  a  later  date 
which  liberally  authorize  the  formation  of  companies  for  private 
enterprises  with  the  powers  and  privileges  of  corporations. 

rations  Act  of  1882,  45  and  46  Vict.  *  Willc.  on  Munic.  Corp.  25. 
chap.  1. ;  L.  R.  18  Stats.  205.  By  the  »  Ante,  §§  10,  53. 
famous  Disraeli  reform  bill  of  1867,  the  '  Existing  Municipal  Government  in 
right  to  vote  for  a  member,  or  mem-  Oreat  Britain,  ~ "  In  the  recent  prog- 
bers,  to  serve  in  parliament  for  bor-  ress  of  Great  Britain,"  says  Mr.  Shaw 
oughs  was  extended  to  laree  numbers  (Political  Science  Quarterly,  vol.  iv.  p. 
or  classes  of  persons  who  did  not  before  197,  June,  1889,  also  chap.  i.  of  same 
possess  the  tranchise.  New  American  writer's  Municipal  Government  in  Great 
Gyclopsdia,  1868,  p.  327.  Municipal  Britain),  "few  things  are  more  remark- 
electorate  at  present  time,  see  Shaw,  able  than  the  development  of  urban 
Munic.  Gov.  m  Great  Britain,  chap,  life  and  municipal  institutions.  It  is 
iii ;  anU,  chap.  i.  §  10.  true  that  the  towns  and  their  eonstitu- 
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§  56  (37  a).     Number  and  Freqaancy  of   Corporate   Oreations.  — 
The  existing  law  of  carporaiiona  is  essentially  of  modem  growth,  and 


tioDS  mufit  be  studied  historically  in 
order  to  be  thoroughly  understood;  but 
it  hi^pens  that  as  a  rule  the  historic 
towns  are  no  longer  the  imi)ortant  ones, 
and  that  the  greater  municipalities  of 
England  are  quite  as  distinctively 
nineteenth  century  devebpments  as  are 
those  of  America.  As  corporations, 
Manchester  and  Birmingham  are  only 
fifty  years  old,  having  procured  their 
charters  in  1838.  Sheffield,  Bradford, 
Salford,  and  many  other  large  towns, 
are  of  still  more  recent  incorporation. 
And  not  a  few  of  those  whose  charters 
are  of  earlier  date,  as  Liverpool,  Leeds, 
and  Nottingham,  are  just  as  essentially 
modem,  their  earlier  municipal  history 
having  little  or  no  importance.  There 
are  now  284  incorporated  towns  and 
cities  in  England  and  Wales,  and  106 
of  these  have  received  their  charters 
since  the  Municipal  Reform  Act  of  1835. 
The  new  manufacturing  towns  are  de- 
cidedly more  populous  than  the  old 
seaports  and  county  capitals.  Thus  I 
find  that  of  towns  having  a  population 
of  25,000  or  more  there  are  nearlv  sixty 
which  have  been  incorporated  since 
1825,  while  there  are  only  about  forty- 
five  whose  charters  are  of  earlier  date. 
One-half  of  the  more  recent  corpora- 
tions have  the  above-named  minimum 
of  population,  while  only  one-fourth  of 
the  older  places  have  it. 

"So  far  then  as  the  great  modem 
towns  owe  their  forms  of  government 
to  the  past,  it  is  to  the  ^neral  past 
of  mumcipal  institutions  in  England 
rather  than  to  anything  of  a  determining 
kind  in  their  own  individual  histories. 
The  Municipal  Corporations  Reform 
Act  of  1835  preserved  the  old  govern- 
ment of  towns  by  a  mayor,  aldfermen, 
and  councillors,  while  throwing  open 
the  franchise  to  the  new  classes  of  elec- 
tors who  had  received  the  borough  par- 
liamentanr  franchise  in  the  reform  of 
1832,  ancl  making  the  councillors  di- 
rectly representative  of  the  burgesses. 
Since  1835,  the  framework  of  ^iglish 
municipal  government  has  been  simple, 
defim'te,  regular,  and  easily  understood ; 
and  the  new  fabrics  have  been  elabo- 
lated  upon  that  framework." 

Practical  workings  of  the  English 
tusiem  carUrasted  with  those  of  the  Amer- 
icon  system.  —  The  writer  last  quoted 
(lb  pp  216,  217)  thus  contrasts  the 
Uieoiy  and   worlongs  of  the  English 


system  with  those  of  our  American 
municipalities:  "Many  eamest  and  in- 
telligent municipal  reformers,  especially 
in  New  York  and  the  Eastern  States, 
have  advocated  the  plan  of  greatly  in- 
creasing the  authority  of  the  mayor,  so 
that  he  may  be  held  more  definitely  re- 
sponsible for  the  administration  of  the 
various  executive  departments.  It  is 
the  plan  of  a  periodically  elective 
dictatorship.  As  a  remedy  for  the 
evils  that  grow  out  of  interferences 
by  the  State  and  the  farming  out 
of  certain  departments  such  as  parks 
or  water-supply  to  special  boards  or 
commissions  not  responsible  to  the 
mayor  or  the  council  or  the  people,  and 
further  as  a  temporary  measure  of  de- 
fence against  untrustworthv  and  cor- 
rupt councils,  this  somewhat  heroic 
plan  of  making  the  mayor  a  dictator,  or 
to  use  the  Cromwellian  euphemism,  '  a 
protector,'  seems  to  have  a  great  deal 
m  its  favor.  But  it  is  unrepublican, 
and  it  does  not  at  all  solve  the  difficult 
problem  of  harmonizing  the  authority 
of  the  mayor  and  the  authority  of  the 
council.  The  relation  between  the  two 
cannot  at  best  be  other  than  that  of 
a  shifting,  unprofitable,  and  illogical 
compronuse. 

"It  would  seem  a  little  strange  that 
the  one  school' of  reformers  should  not 
have  been  opposed  by  another  which 
would  advocate  the  concentration  of 
authority  and  responsibility  in  the 
council.  Logically,  the  mayor  must 
eventually  swallow  the  council  or  the 
council  must  swallow  the  mayor,  if 
political  forces  are  to  be  accorded  some 
degree  of  natural  play;  and  the  one- 
man  power  is  on  the  decline  everywhere 
in  this  age.  Municipal  governments, 
elsewhere  than  in  the  United  States, 
after  having  constituted  a  ruling  body 
do  not  erect  a  separate  one-man  power 
and  give  it  the  means  to  obstmct  the 
mling^  administrative  body  and  to 
diminish  its  scope  and  responsibility. 
The  mayor  elsewnere  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  council.  English,  Scotch,  and 
Irish  municipal  government  is  simply 
government  dv  a  group  of  men  who  are 
to  be  regarded  as  a  grand  committee  of 
the  corporation, — the  corporation  con- 
sisting of  the  whole  body  of  burgesses 
or  qualified  citizens.  In  Glasgow  it  is  a 
committee  of  fifty;  in  EkiinDuigh,  of 
forty-one;   in  Majichester,  of  seventy- 
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is  yet  in  a  state  of  development.  Having  occasion  to  refer  to  this 
subject,  a  distinguished  judge  said :  "  Formerly  but  few  private  cor- 
porations were  created,  and  these  cut  so  small  a  comparative  figure 
in  the  destinies  of  States,  that  they  attracted  but  little  attention  on 
the  part  of  law-makers,  and  w«^  but  little  studied  by  the  courts. 
Even  in  England,  until  a  very  recent  period,  both  public  and  private 
corporations  were  created  by  royal  prerogative,  without  the  inter- 
vention of  parliament,  and  were  invested  with  such  powers  and 
privileges  as  favorites  might  ask,  or  the  public  good  be  supposed  to 
require.  But  even  then  such  corporations  were  rare.  Now  they 
have  become  among  the  greatest  means  of  State  and  national  pros- 
perity. It  is  probably  true  that  more  corporations  were  created  by 
the  legislature  of  Illinois,  at  its  last  session,  than  existed  in  the  whole 
civilized  world  at  the  commencement  of  the  present  century."  *  This 
state  of  things  has  necessarily  led  to  a  more  careful  study  of  the 
whole  subject,  both  by  legislators  and  the  courts.  Not  only  are 
commercial  or  business  corporatio];ks  being  thus  multiplied,  but  pub- 
lic and  municipal  corporations,  in  all  of  the  States  and  Territories  of 
the  United  States,  are  constantly  created  and  universally  adopted 
as  part  of  the  ordinary  machinery  of  government,  so  that  it  is  per- 
haps impossible  to  find  a  town  or  city  of  any  considerable  size  not 
incorporated   and   invested  with  the  power  of  local  government 


six;  in  Birmingham,  Liverpool,  and 
most  of  the  lame  English  towns,  of 
sixty-four;  in  Dublin^  of  sixty;  in 
Belfast,  of  forty ;  and  m  the  other  in- 
corporated towns  of  the  United  King- 
dom it  varies  from  twelve  to  sixty-four, 
according  to  their  size.  So  far  as  these 
bodies  have  authority  to  pass  by-laws 
at  all,  their  authority  is  complete,  and 
nobody  obtrudes  a  veto.  Thev  appoint 
and  remove  all  officials.  They  have 
entire  charge  of  municipal  admmistrar 
tion,  distributing  the  work  of  depart- 
mental management  and  supervision  to 
standings  committees  of  their  own  num- 
ber, which  they  organize  and  constitute 
as  they  please.  It  such  a  local  govern- 
ment cannot  be  trusted,  the  fault  is 
with  popular  institutions.  It  is  quite 
certain  to  be  as  good  a  government  as 
the  people  concerned  deserve  to  have. 
The  location  of  responsibility  is  per- 
fectly definite.  Wnen  the  Glasgow 
city  improvement  scheme  became  un- 
popular with  the  voters  because  it  was 
proving  more  expensive  than  its  pro- 
jectors had  promised,  the  chidrman  of 
the  committee  was  retired  by  his  con- 
stituents at  the  end  of  his  term.    The 


taxpayers  hold  every  member  of  coun- 
cil responsible  for  his  votes.  Thesjrstem 
is  as  simple,  logical,  and  effective  as  the 
American  system  is  complicated  and 
incompatible  with  harmonious  and  r&- 
sponsible  administration.  City  gov- 
ernment in  America  defeats  its  own 
ends  by  its  'checks  and  balances/  its 
partitions  of  duty  and  responsibility, 
and  its  grand  opportunities  for  the 
game  of  hide-and-seek.  Infinitely  su- 
perior is  the  English  sjrstem,  by  which 
the  people  give  the  entire  mana^ment 
of  tneir  affurs  to  a  bi^  committee  of 
their  own  number,  which  they  renew 
from  time  to  time." 

As  respects  large  cUies,  the  general 
trend  of  opinion  in  this  country  at  this 
time  (1911)  seems  strongly  for  the  mo- 
ment to  be  for  many  purposes  in  favor 
of  boards  or  commissions  specially  con- 
stituted. Postf  chap.  iv. ;  ante,  cYiap, 
i.  §  26. 

*  Per  Catan,  J,,  St.  Louis  A.  A  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dalby,  19  lU.  353.  See  also 
similar  observations  of  Rogers.  J.,  in 
Bushell  V.  Insurance  Co.,  15  oerg.  & 
Rawle  (Pa.),  176, 177. 
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There  are  in  this  country  many  hundreds  of  incorporated  places 
acting  under  special  charters  granted  by  the  States  or  general  in- 
corporation acts  passed  by  them. 

^  57  (38).  Oongress  may  create.  —  The  poioer  of  Congress  to 
create  or  authorize  the  creation  of  corporations,  public  or  private, 
whenever  these  become  an  appropriate  means  of  exercising  any  of 
the  constitutional  powers  of  the  general  government,  or  of  facili- 
tating its  lawful  operations  in  the  States  or  Territories,  must  be 
taken  to  be  conclusively  settled  by  the  Supreme  Court.  ^  This  power 
has  been  exercised  on  important  occasions,  such  as  incorporating 
the  banks  of  the  United  States,  the  national  banks,  and  the  various 
Pacific  railroad  companies;  and,  within  the  above  limitations,  it  is 
no  longer  disputed.  Congress  habitually  passes  acts  for  the  organir- 
zatian  of  Territorial  governments,  the  local  legislatures  of  which  may, 
under  congressional  authority,  create  corporations,  public  and  pri- 
vate, in  the  Territories;  but  it  b  not  within  the  power  of  Congress 
to  establish  municipal  corporations  within  the  limits  of  the  States, 
and  it  has  never  attempted  to  exercise  it. 

A  provision  in  a  Territorial  Organic  Act,  that  the  power  of  the 
territorial  legislature  ''shall  extend  to  all  rightful  subjects  of  legisla- 
tion" authorizes  the  legislature  to  create  municipal  corporations, 
and  to  invest  them  with  the  power  to  make  ordinances,  and  to  pro- 
vide corporation  courts  in  which  to  enforce  them.  And  such  courts 
may  be  provided,  although  by  the  Organic  Act  it  is  declared  that  the 
judicial  power  of  the  Territory  shall  be  vested  in  a  supreme  court, 
district  courts,  probate  courts,  and  justices  of  the  peace.' 

1  McCulloch  V,  Maryland,  4  Wheat,  subseciuent  adoption  of  a  State  Con- 

(U.  S.)  316;  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  stitution  was  held  m  Vincennes  Uni- 

9  Wheat.   (U.  S.)  738:    Thoxnpeon  v.  versity  v,  Indiana,  14  How..  268.    See 

Padfic  Railroad,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  579;  also  Vance  v.  Bank,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  80; 

Pacific  Railroad  v,  Lincoln  Co.,  1  Dillon  Myers  v.  Manhattan  Bank,  20  Ohio,  283. 

C  C.  314;  Morawetz  on  Corp.  (2d  ed.)  Under  the  Territorial  Organic  Act  of 

f  9.  Colorado,  the  legislative  assembly  has 

*  State    v.    Young,    3    Kan.    445 ;  power  to  establish  a  municipal  corpo- 

People  V.  Butte,  4  Mont.  174;   Bumes  ration,  but  the  question  of  such  estab- 

V.  Atchison,  2  Kan.  454 ;  s.  p.  Reddick  lishment  by  special  or  general  law  is 

V.  Amelia,  1  Mo.  5.    In  this  case  the  not  discussed.    Deitz  v.  City  of  Central, 

objection  made  was,  that  such  a  l^s-  1  Colo.  323.     Under  the  same  Organic 

lature  was    not    sovereign,   and  that  Act  it  was  decided  that  the  l^is&tive 

nothing  short  of  sovereign  power  could  assembly  had  no  power  to  con^r  upon 

create    a    corporation.      The    answer  ajusticeof  the  peace  a  denomination  not 

given  was,^  that  Congress  could  give,  warranted  by  the  Organic  Act ;  and,  in 

and  had  given,  the  power  to  le^late  so  far  as  a  municipal  charter  undertook 

an  such  subjects.    That  a  Territorial  to  confer  upon  a  justice  of  the  peace 

le^slataie,  vested  with  general  legi»-  exercising  iurisdiction  under  the  ordi- 

Jative  powers,    may  create  a  corpo-  nances  of  the  city  the  name  of  ''police 

«atioD    which  is  not  affected  by  the  magistrate/'  it  is  void.     lb. 
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§  58.  Loeal  Polity  controlB  Municipal  Law.  —  Within  the  bound- 
aries of  several  States,  it  may  be  laid  down,  as  a  general  rule,  that 
it  is  exclusively  a  question  of  local  pdiiy  with  each  State  what  fonn  of 
government  shall  be  adopted  for  the  different  parts  thereof.  Munici- 
pal affairs  are  inherently  local  in  their  origin ;  municipal  corporations 
are  dependent  for  their  existence  upon  the  exercise  of  the  legislative 
power  of  the  State,  and  are  governed  thereby.  Municipal  law,  there- 
fore, is  usually  a  matter  which  is  to  be  determined  and  controlled 
by  the  local  polity  of  the  State  as  disclosed  by  its  statute  law  and  the 
decisions  of  its  courts,  and  in  questions  affecting  municipal  govern- 
ment and  the  rights,  powers,  and  obligations  of  municipal  corporar 
tions  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  rule,  that  the  interpretation  of  the 
law,  as  found  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  State,  is  controlling, 
and  the  Federal  courts,  in  the  absence  of  some  action  which  affects 
ri^ts  guaranteed  by  the  Federal  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  will  follow  the  rule  of  law  laid  down  by  the  courts  of  the 
respective  States.  Whether  territory  shall  be  governed  for  local 
purposes  by  a  county,  a  city,  or  a  township  organization  is  one  of 
the  most  usual  and  ordinary  subjects  of  State  legislation,  and  does 
not  usually  raise  any  question  of  such  a  nature  as  to  permit  a  person 
affected  thereby  to  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  by 
reason  of  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the  question  involved.^  It  is  also  a 
question  for  the  State  to  determine  not  only  the  nature  and  character, 
but  the  number  and  size  of  its  municipal  corporations  and  their 
territorial  extent.  These  are  matters  of  a  local  nature,  in  which  the 
nation,  as  a  whole,  is  not  interested,  and  in  which,  by  the  very  nature 
of  things,  the  determination  of  the  State  authorities  should  be  accepted 
as  authoritative  and  controlling.'  It  is  also  a  question  exclusively 
for  the  State  to  determine  what  shall  be  the  extent  and  character  of 
the  powers,  which  the  various  political  and  municipal  organizations 
shall  possess.'   In  applying  the  exercise  of  these  powers,  the  decisions 

»  Kelly  V.  Pittsburg,  104  U.  S.  78,  afford  any  basis  for  the  claim  that  the 

81 ;    Forayth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  S.  rights  of  the  owner,  as  protected  and 

606,  518;  McCain  v.  Des  Moines,  174  guaranteed  by  the  Federal  Gonstitu- 

U.  S.  168,  aff'g  84  Fed.  Rep.  726.    In  tion,  are  violated  thereby. 
Kelly  V.  Pittsbuig,  104  U.  S.  78,  the        *  Forsyth  v,  Hammond,  166  U.  S. 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  506,  518. 

held  that  a  State  has  power  to  deter-        •  Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks,  111 

mine  what  portions  of  territory  shall,  U.  S.  400,  410.     See  also  Norton  v. 

for  local  purposes,  be  within  the  limits  Shelby  County,   118  U.  S.  425,  440. 

of  a  city  and  subject  to  its  government.  The  question  whether  the  performance 

and  to  prescribe  the  rate  of  taxation  at  of  the  statutory  dutjr  of  a  city  to  keep 

which  such  portion  shall  be  assessed ;  in  repair  a  sidewalk  in  a  public  street, 

and  the  annexation  of  a  tract  of  land  is  a  duty  to^  the  public,  and  not  to 

to  a  city,  in  the  exercise  of  the  legisla-  private  individuals,  the  mere  neglect 

tive  (tiscretion  of  the  State,  does  not  of  which  is  a  non-feasance  only,  for 
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of  the  courts  of  the  State  in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  validity  of  the 
incorporation,  to  the  determination  of  the  territory  within  the 
corporate  limits,  and  to  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  municipal 
powers,  are  controlling,  and  will  generally  be  followed  by  the  courts 
of  the  United  States.*  In  exercising  this  exclusive  power  over  its 
political  subdivisions  and  municipalities,  the  people  of  the  State  are 
imtrammelled  by  any  provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  Thus, 
it  may  be  true  that  the  general  rule  is  that  the  determination  of  the 
territorial  boundaries  of  a  mimicipal  corporation  is  purely  a  legislar 
tive  function,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  Federal  Constitution  to 
prevent  the  people  of  the  State  from  giving,  if  they  see  fit,  either  by 
the  Constitution  of  the  State,  or  by  statute  in  the  absence  of  constitu- 
tional restriction  on  the  legislature,  full  jurisdiction  over  such  matters 
to  the  courts  and  taking  it  entirely  away  from  the  legislature.  The 
preservation  of  legislative  control  in  such  matters  is  not  one  of  the 
essential  elements  of  a  republican  form  of  government  which,  under 
the  Federal  Constitution,  the  United  States  are  bound  to  guarantee 
to  every  State  in  the  Union.*  But  these  principles  must  not  be  so 
construed  and  applied  as  to  hold  that  in  the  creation  or  change  of 
municipal  boundaries  there  may  not  be  action  taken  by  the  State 
which  involves  a  trespass  upon  rights  secured  by  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, or.  that  in  proceedings  looking  to  incorporation  or  to  a 
change  in  the  municipal  boundaries,  or  that  in  the  exercise  of 
powers  conferred  on  municipalities,  no  questions  can  arise  which  are 
of  a  Federal  nature,  and  in  respect  to  which  the  judgment  of  the 
courts  of  the  nation  must  be  controlling.  They  only  mean  that  the 
matter  of  the  creation  of  a  municipality,  its  territorial  boundaries,  and 
the  existence  or  non-existence  of  powers  of  government,  are  local  in 
their  nature,  and,  as  a  rule,  to  be  finally  and  absolutely  determined  by 

which  no  private  action  for  damages  paid  by  him  on  the  ground  that  it  was 

arises,  is  purely  local  in  its  significance  illegally  and  erroneously  levied  on  his 

and  extent,  and  is  governed  bv  the  property,  is  governed  by  the  local  law 

law  of  the  State  as  determined  and  as  construed  gy  the  courts  of  the  State. 

applied  by  the  courts  thereof.    Hence,  Williams  v.  Weaver,  100  U.  S.  547 ; 

the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  Tyler  v.  Cass  County.  142  U.  S.  288; 

will  follow  the  ruling  of  the  courts  of  Stutsman  Ck>unty  v.  Wallace,  142  U.  S. 

the  State  that  the  neglect  of  such  duty  293. 

does  not  confer  a  cause  of  action  for        ^  Forsyth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  8. 

injuries  sustained  by  reason  thereof,  506,  519 ;  Kelly  v.  Pittsbuig,  104  U.  S. 

though  the  decisions  of  the  State  court  78,  81 ;    Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks, 

are  not  in  harmony  with  the  general  111  U.  S.  400,  410. 

r'  lion  and  are  contrary  to  the  views        *  Forsyth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  S. 

the    Federal    court.      Detroit    v.  506^  519.   As  to  the  dele^tion  to  the 

Osborne,    135    U.   S.   492,   cited  and  judiciaiy  of  l^slative  and  executive 

explained  in  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  power  m  mumcipal  affairs,  see  poti, 

Bmigh,  149  U.  S.  368,  374.    The  right  §  62. 
of  a  taxpayer  to  recover  back  a  tax 
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the  authorities  of  the  State ;  ^  and  when  a  question  arises  between 
the  municipality  and  a  third  party  of  a  commercial  or  contractual 
nature,  the  Federal  courts,  in  the  absence  of  an  authoritative  deter- 
mination by  the  courts  of  the  State  as  to  the  rjghts  and  powers  of 
the  municipality  in  respect  thereto  rendered  prior  to  the  transaction 
before  the  court,  are  at  liberty  to  determine  such  questions  according 
to  what  it  deems  to  be  the  principles  of  the  general  or  common  law, 
for,  as  has  been  said,  as  all  or  nearly  all  the  States  of  the  Union  are 
subdivided  into  political  districts,  similar  to  those  of  the  country 
from  which  our  laws  and  institutions  are  in  great  part  derived,  having 
the  same  general  purposes  and  powers  of  local  government  and 
administration,  the  Federal  courts  feel  authorized,  in  the  absence 
of  local  State  statuteSf  or  decisions  to  the  contrary,  to  interpret  their 
general  powers  in  accordance  with  the  analogy  furnished  by  their 
common  prototypes,  varied  and  modified,  of  course,  by  the  changed 
conditions  and  circumstances  which  arise  from  our  peculiar  form 
of  government,  our  social  state,  and  physical  surroundings.' 

§  59  (39).  Oatline  of  Ordinary  Municipal  Oharter.  —  In  this 
country,  until  comparatively  a  recent  period,  municipal  corporations 
have  been  created  singly,  each  with  its  special  or  separate  charter 
passed  by  the  legislature  of  the  State.  These  charters,  in  all  of  the 
States,  were  framed  after  the  same  general  model ;  but  in  the  extent 
of  the  special  powers  conferred,  and  in  the  peculiar  constitution  of 
the  governing  body,  and  the  like,  there  was  great  variety.  It  will 
be  useful  to  notice  the  outline  features  of  one  of  these  charters,  since 
it  constitutes  the  organic  act  of  the  corporation,  and  bestows  upon 
it  its  legal  character.  Such  a  charter  usually  sets  out  with  an  in- 
corporating clause  declaring  "that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of 
[naming  it],  or  city  of  [naming  it],  are  hereby  constituted  a  body 

politic  and  corporate  by  the  name  of  the  'town  of ,'  or  'city 

of ,'  and  by  that  name  shall  have  perpetual  succession,  may 

'  Forsyth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  S.  the  issue  in  conformity  therewith.     U, 

506,  518.  however,  there  has  been  no  adjudicatioQ 

'  Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks,  111  by  the  State  courts  on  these  matters 

U.  S.  400,  411,  per  Bradley,  J.     The  prior  to  the  making  of  the  issue,  the 

attitude  of  the  Federal  courts  in  this  Federal  courts  consider  themselves  at 

respect  is  well  exemplified  in  its  deci-  liberty  and  bound  to  determine  the 

sions  in  regard  to  tne  validity  or  in-  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  bonds  upon 

validity  of  municipcd  bonds.     When  the  their  own  views  of  the  general  principles 

powers  of  a  municipality  with  respect  of  jurisprudence,   although   after   the 

to  an  issue  thereof  have,  prior  to  the  issue  has  been  made  the  courts  of  tlie 

making  of  the  issue  in  question,  been  State  may  have  passed  upon  the  same 

adjudged  by  the  State  courts,  the  Fed-  Questions  and  adopted  a  contrary  con- 

eral  courts  follow  these  decisions  and  elusion.     See  post,  chapter  on  Munici- 

determine  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  pal  Bonds. 
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use  a  common  seal^  sue  and  be  sued,  purchase,  hold,  and  sell  prop- 
erty," &c/  The  charter  then  defines  the  territorial  boundaries  of 
the  town  or  city  thus  incorporated.^  After  that  follow  provisions 
relating  to  the  governing  body  of  the  corporation,  usually  styled  the 
toion  or  city  council.^  This  is  generally  composed  of  one  body, 
though  in  some  instances  of  two ;  the  members  being  called  alder- 
men, councilmen,  or  trustees.  The  corporate  territory  is  divided 
into  wards,  and  each  ward  elects  one  or  more  aldermen,  the  number 
being  specified  and  definite.^  The  charter  fixes  the  qiudifications  of 
the  voters,  which  are  usually  that  the  voter  shall  be  a  male  citizen 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State,  be  of  age,  and  a  resident,  for 
a  specified  time,  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation.  The  inode  of 
holding  elections  is  prescribed ;  and  the  power  is  often  given  to  the 
council  to  canvass  returns,  and  to  settle  disputed  elections  to  cor- 
porate offices.'  Provision  is  made  for  the  election  of  a  mayor,  or 
other  chief  executive  officer  of  the  corporation,  and  his  duties  defined. 
The  charter  contains  a  mintUe  and  detailed  enumeration  of  the  powers 
of  the  city  council,  which  are  usually  numerous  ;*  the  most  important 
of  which  are,  the  authority  to  create  debts  (sometimes  restricted); 
to  levy  and  collect  taxes  within  the  corporation,  for  corporate  pur- 
poses ;^  to  make  local  improvements,  and  assessments  to  pay  therefor ; 
to  appoint  corporate  officers ;'  to  enact  ordinances  to  preserve  the 
health  of  the  inhabitants,  to  prevent  and  abate  nuisances,  to  prevent 
fires,  to  establish  and  regulate  markets,  to  regulate  and  license 
given  occupations,  to  establish  a  police  force;  to  punish  offenders 
against  ordinances;  to  open  and  grade  and  improve  streets;*  to 
hold  corporation  courts,  &c.^^ 

When  it  is  remembered  that  the  charter  of  such  a  corporation  is  its 
constUidion,  and  gives  to  it  all  the  powers  it  possesses  (unless  other 
statutes  are  applicable  to  it),  its  careful  study,  in  any  given  case,  is 
indispensable  to  an  understanding  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
powers  it  confers,  the  duties  it  enjoins,  and  liabilities  it  creates.  The 
construction  of  its  various  provisions,  and  the  determination  of  the 
relation  which  these  bear  to  the  general  statutes  of  the  State,  —  how 
far  the  charter  controls,  or  how  far  it  is  controlled  by  other  legislation, 

'  pMi,  chap.  X.  voter  in  another.    People  v.  Canaday, 

»  Post,  chap.  X.  73  N.  Car.  198. 

•  Post,  chap.  xii.  •  Posty  chap.  xi. 

*  Constitutional  provisions  to  secure        '  Post,  chaps,  vii.  and  viii. 
eguofity  of  representa^on  held  applicable        ^  Poatj  chap,  xxvii. 

to  municipal  corporations  and  to  dis-  '  Postj  chap.  xi. 

able  the  l^;islature  to  divide  a  city  into  *  Poatf  chap.  xvii. 

wtards,  in  some  of  which  a  voter  should  ^^  Post,  chap.  xxiv. 
have  several  times  as  much  power  as  a 
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are  often  among  the  most  difficult  problems  which  perplex  the 
lawyer  and  the  judge.  The  study  of  a  question  of  corporation  law 
begins  with  the  charter;  but  it  must  oftentimes  be  pursued  into  the 
constitution,  the  general  statutes,  and  legislative  policy  of  the  State, 
and  after  this  into  the  broad  field  of  general  jurisprudence. 

§  60  (40).  Oorporitors  and  Members.  —  In  municipal  and  ptifr- 
lic  corporations,  as  cities,  towns,  parishes,  school  districts,  and  the 
like,  membership,  so  to  speak,  is,  under  the  le^lation  and  polity 
of  this  country,  usually  constituted  by  living  within  certain  limits, 
whatever  may  be  the  desire  of  the  individual  thus  residing  or  that  of 
the  municipal  or  other  incorporated  body.  In  private  corporations, 
on  the  other  hand,  especially  those  organized  for  pecuniaiy  profit, 
membership  is  constituted  by  subscribing  to  or  receiving,  with  the 
assent  of  the  corporation  when  that  is  necessary,  transfers  of  its 
stock.^  It  is  the  citizens  or  inhabitants  of  a  dty,  not  the  common 
council  or  local  legislature,  who  constitute  the  "corporation"  of 
the  city.  The  members  of  the  council  and  other  charter  officers  are 
the  agents  or  ministers  of  the  corporation.' 

§  61  (41).  General  Mnnicipal  IneonH>ratiiig  Acta  in  the  Uoiled 
States.  —  Within  a  period  comparatively  recent,  the  legislatures  of  a 
number  of  the  States,  following  in  this  respect  the  example  of  the 
English  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  5  and  6  Wm.  IV.  chap.  Ixzvi., 
heretofore  mentioned,  have  passed  general  acts  respecting  municipal 
corporations.  These  acts  abolish  all  special  charters,  or  all  with 
enumerated  exceptions,  and  enact  general  provisions  for  the  incor- 
poration, regulation,  and  government  of  municipal  corporations.  The 
usual  scheme  is  to  grade  corporations  into  classes,  according  to  theb 
size,  as  into  cities  of  the  first  class,  cities  of  the  second  class,  and 
towns  or  villages,  and  to  bestow  upon  each  class  such  powers  as  the 
le^lature  deems  expedient;  but  the  powers  and  mode  of  organiza- 
tion of  corporations  of  each  class  are  uniform.  A  summary  of  the 
legislation  of  those  States  which  have  adopted  general  laws  embody- 
ing the  chartered  rights  of  municipali  ies  is  given  below.*    Gen- 

*  Overoeera  of  Poor,  &c.  v.  Sears,  22  WaskingUm,  constitutional  proviskxis 
Pick.  (Mass.)  122, 130, per  Shaw,  C.  J. ;  have  been  adopted  permitting  diiea  of 
Oakes  V.  Hill,  10  Pick.  (Mass.)  333, 346,  certain  dosses  to  frame  their  awn  thar- 
per  Morton,  J. ;  ante,  §  15,  and  notes.  ters.     This  subject  is  discnssed,  post, 

*  Ante,  i  33 ;  Lowber  v.  Mayor,  &c.  {  63,  ConstUvHonal  Provisions  amor- 
of  N.  Y.,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  325 ;  Clarke  isina  Cities  to  frame  their  Charters. 

V.  Rochester,  24  Barb.  446 ;    Baum-  Arkansas.  —  In  respect  to  the  exiat- 

gartner  v.  Hasty,  100  Ind.  575.  dse  of  certain  corporate  powers  and  to 

'  See  post,  chap.  v.     In  Cal^omia.  the  number,  character,  powers,  and  do- 

CUorodo,    Minnesota,    Missouri,   and  ties  of  thdr  officers,  municipai  earpo- 
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eial  legislation  on  this  subject  classifies  cities  for  the  purposes  of 
municipal  government  and  provides  for  their  organization,  powers, 


rations  in  this  State  are  divided  into 
three  elasses,  viz.,  cities  of  the  first  and 
second  class  and  incorporated  towns. 
These  corporations  are  governed  by 
general  laws.  See  ^mdels  and  Hill's 
Digest,  Statutes  Arkansas,  §§  5115- 
5388. 

California,  —  Constitution,  art.  xi., 
on  Cities,  Counties,  and  Towns,  contains 
provisions  as  to  their  incorporation, 
organisation,  and  government.  The 
entire  subject  of  the  creation  and 
government  of  cities  is  provided  for  in 
part  iv.  title  iii.  of  the  rolitical  Code. 
It  does  not  apply  to  cities  existing  at 
the  time  of  its  adoption.  Ex  parte 
l^nipson,  47  Cal.  127 ;  People  v.  Clunie, 
70  CaX.  504.  If  the  course  pursued  in 
establishing  a  municipality  is  substan- 
tially such  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  act, 
courts  will  not  disturb  it,  the  propriety 
of  establishing  a  municipality,  and  of 
including  particular  territory  within 
its  boundanes,  being  a  political  question 
for  the  legislature  to  determine.  People 
V.  City  of  Riverfflde,  70  Cal.  461.  In 
this  State,  however,  any  city  coi^tain- 
ing  more  than  3,500  inhabitants  may 
frame  a  charter  for  its  own  government 
(Const.,  art.  xi.  §  8,  as  amended  1902). 
The  provisions  of  the  code,  unless 
adopted,  do  not  apply  to  charters 
framed  under  this  constitutional  pro- 
vision. 

Colorado.  —  In  this  State  municipal 
corporations  are  divided  into  cities  of 
the  first  and  second  class  and  incorpo- 
rated towns  as  follows:  first  class, 
cities  bavins  a  population  of  15,000 
and  upwards;  second  class,  cities 
having  a  population  of  more  than 
2,000  and  less  than  15,000 ;  all  munici- 
palities having  a  population  of  less 
than  2,000  are  incorporated  towns. 
Mills  Anno.  Stat.  1891,  §§  4482,  4483. 
A  general  statute  for  the  government 
of  municipalities  has  been  in  force  in 
this  State  (Mills  Anno.  Stat.,  1891, 
a  43^-1555) ;  but  cities  of  the  first 
and  second  class  are  now  authorized  to 
hold  charter  conventions  to  prepare 
their  own  charters.    CJolo.  Const.,  1876, 

art.  XX.  S  6,  added  by  Amendment  of 
1902. 
Georgia. — In  this  State  municipalities 

are  usually  incorporated  and  governed 

by  special  charters. 

Idaho.  —  By  the  Constitution,   the 

legislature   is  required  to  provide  by 


general  laws  for  the  incorporation  and 
classification  of  cities  and  towns  in 
proportion  to  population.  It  was  also 
provided  that  cities  and  towns  hereto- 
fore incorporated  may  become  organ- 
ized under  such  general  laws  whenever 
a  majority  of  the  electors  shall  so 
determine.  Idaho  Const.,  1899,  art. 
xii.  §  1.  There  is  a  general  statute 
applicable  to  all  cities  of  the  second 
class,  i.  e.,  having  a  population  of  more 
than  1,000  and  less  than  15,000  souls. 
Idaho  Political  Code,  1901,  §§  1813- 
1871.  It  is  also  declared  that  any 
town  or  village  containing  not  less 
than  200  nor  more  than  1,ONOO  inhabit- 
ants may  be  incorporated  as  a  city, 
town,  or  village,  or  that  shall  hereafter 
become  organized  pursuant  to  the  stat- 
utes, shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  village, 
and  provision  is  made  for  their  in- 
corporation and  government.  Idaho 
Political  Ck)de,  1901,  §§  1872-1887. 
Villages  may  become  cities  of  the  second 
class  on  attaining  a  requisite  popula- 
tion.   Laws  of  Idaho,  1903.  p.  216. 

Illinois.  —  The  General  Assembly 
has  the  power  to  delegate  legislatve 
authority  incident  to  municipal  govern- 
ment to  cities;  but  this  can  only  be 
done  by  general  law^  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1870.  When,  however,  it  is 
done  by  such  law,  the  constitutional 
mandate  is  fully  complied  with,  and  the 
ordinances  to  be  adopted  by  different 
municipalities,  under  the  power  so 
conferred,  may  be  as  variant  in  their 
terms  as  the  varying  municipal  neces- 
sities or  sense  of  public  pK>licy  in  those 
who  exercise  the  legislative  authority 
may  require.  Covington  v.  East  St. 
Louis,  78  lU.  548,  Municipal  corpora- 
tions in  this  State  are  governed  and 
reflated  by  "an  act  to  incorporate 
cities  and  villages, "  passed  in  1872  and 
continued  in  force  since  that  date,  with 
amendments  and  supplemented  by 
numerous  statutes  conferring  additional 
powers.  See  Kurd's  Illinois  Rev.  Stat., 
chap.  24. 

Indiana.  —  The  general  law  of  1857 
for  the  incorporation  of  cities,  is  not  un- 
constitutional for  want  of  uniformity  in 
the  mode  of  their  organization.  Lafay- 
ette V.  Jenners,  10  Ind.  74,  80.  See 
also  Welker  v.  Potter,  18  Ohio  St. 
85.  In  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1881, 
§§  3031-3406,  were  collected  the  statu- 
tory law  of  the  State  relating  to  cities 
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and  liabilities.     This  legislation  has  been  enacted  in  obedience  to 
constitutional  provisions  adopted  in  many  States  requiring  munici- 


and  towns,  their  organization,  powers, 
methods  of  taxation,  opening  of  streets, 
&c.  In  an  election  held  under  its  pro- 
visions to  determine  whether  a  town 
shall  become  a  city,  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  is  sufficient  to  decide ;  it  is 
not  essential  that  there  be  a  majority 
of  the  l^al  voters.  State  v.  Tipton,  109 
Ind.  73 ;  post,  {  97.  By  Laws  of  In- 
diana, 1905,  chap.  129,  "An  act  con- 
cerning municipal  corporations,"  the 
then  existing  laws  have  been  revised 
and  consolidated  and  complete  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  oiiganization 
and  government  of  cities  and  towns. 
Cities  are  divided  into  five  classes :  (1) 
cities  having  100,000  population  or 
over ;  (2)  cities  having  from  45,000  to 
100,()00  population;  (3)  cities  having 
from  20,000  to  45,000  population ;  (4) 
cities  having  from  10,000  to  20,000 
population;  and  (5)  cities  having  a 
population  of  less  than  10,000. 

Iowa.  —  By  the  Constitution  of  this 
State  the  General  Assembly  is  prohib- 
ited from  passing  local  or  special  laws 
for  the  incorporation  of  cities  and 
towns.  Iowa  Const.,  1857,  art.  iii.  §  30. 
A  statute  similar  to  the  Ohio  Act 
of  1852,  after  referred  to,  was  in  sub- 
stance adopted  in  Iowa,  Revision  1860, 
chap.  li.  At  the  present  time  (1906), 
municipal  corporations  are  divided 
into  cities  of  the  first  and  cities  of  the 
second  class  and  towns.  Town  sites, 
plotted  and  unincorporated,  shall  be 
known  as  villages.  Cities  of  the  first 
class  have  a  population  of  15,000, 
and  cities  of  the  second-class  a  popu- 
lation of  2^000  and  less  than  15,000. 
Every  mumcipal  corporation  having  a 
population  of  less  than  2,000  is  deemed 
tooe  a  town.  Iowa  Anno.  Code,  1897, 
§  638.  Provision  is  made  for  a  change 
of  the  class  according  to  the  population 
of  the  municipality  as  ascertained  by 
the  last  State  or  national  census.  lb. 
{§  639, 640.  Cities  oi^nized  under  the 
general  laws  are  governed  by  a  codi- 
fied statute.  Iowa  Anno.  Code,  1897, 
§§  599-932.  Cities  organized  under 
special  charters  are  not  affected  by  this 
general  statute,  but  provision  is  made 
by  which  they  may  abandon  their  spe- 
cial charters  and  organize  imder  the 
general  law  by  following  a  prescribed 
method.  Ih.  §  631.  General  laws  ap- 
plicable to  cities  organized  under  spe- 
cial charters  have  been  passed  confer- 


ring additional  powers,  &c.  See  Iowa 
Anno.  Code,  1897,  §§  933-1056.  It 
may  be  said  that  in  this  State  the  gen- 
eral classification  prescribed  by  the 
statute  has  been  substantially  adhered 
to  in  legislation,  but  statutes  are  to  be 
found  which  are  made  applicable  to 
classes  otherwise  differentiated;  for 
example,  the  statute  of  1902  to  create 
and  establish  a  board  of  police  and 
fire  commissioners  in  cities  of  the  first 
class  having  a  population  of  more  than 
60,000  (Iowa  29th  Gen.  Assem.  chap. 
31). 

Kansas.  —  By  the  Constitution  of 
this  State  it  is  directed  that ''  provision 
shall  be  made  by  general  law  for  the 
organization  of  cities,  towTis,  and  vil- 
lages" (Const.  Kansas,  1859,  art.  xii. 
§  5).  The  statutes  of  tfajs  State  provide 
for  three  classes  of  cities  as  follows :  first 
class,  having  a  population  of  over 
I5fi60  inhabitants :  second  class,  hav- 
ing a  population  ot  over  2,000  and  not 
exceeding  15,000;  third  class,  all  mu- 
nicipal corporations  organized  as  cities, 
towns,  or  villages  containing  not  more 
than  2,000  inhabitants.  See  Laws, 
1869,  chap.  26;  Laws,  1871,  chap.  60; 
Laws,  1872,  chap.  100;  Laws,  1888, 
chap.  37 ;  Laws,  1897,  chap.  82 ;  Laws. 
1903,  chap.  122 ;  Kansas  General  Stat- 
utes, 1905,  chaps.  18,  19,  and  19  a.  It 
has  been  decided  in  this  State  that  a 
supplemental  act  by  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  extend  corporate  powers,  but 
which  was  so  special  in  its  provisions 
that  it  could  by  no  possibiuty  apply 
to  more  than  tnree  certain  cities,  was 
void,  as  bein^  in  violation  of  the 
State  Constitution  forbidding  the  legis- 
lature from  conferring  corporate  powers 
by  special  act.  Topeka  v.  Gillett,  32 
Kan.  431.  What  is  a  Special  Act^  and 
What  are  Municipal  Affairs^  as  distin- 
guished from  State  affairs,  see  Good- 
now.  Municipal  Home  Rule,  pp.  63  et 
seq.,  77  et  seq.,  and  posty  chap.  v. 

Kentucky.  —  In  Kentucky  cities  and 
towns  for  purposes  of  organization  and 
government  are,  by  the  Constitution, 
divided  into  six  classes,  and  the  organi- 
zation and  powers  of  each  class  are  re- 
quired to  be  defined  and  provided  for 
by  general  laws.  These  classes  are  as 
follows:  first  class,  cities  having  a 
population  of  100,000  or  more :  second 
class,  cities  \iith  a  population  of  20,000 
and  less  than    100,000;     third   class. 
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palities  to  be  governed  by  general  laws,  and  in  some  instances  in 
recognition  of  public  sentiment  which  demands  general  legislation 


dtieB  with  a  population  of  8,000  and  less 
thttQ  20,000;  fourth  class,  cities  and 
towns  with  a  population  of  3,000  and 
len  than  8,000;  fifth  class,  cities 
and  towns  with  a  poi>ulation  of  1,000 
and  less  than  3,000 ;  sixth  class,  towns 
with  a  population  of  less  than  1,000. 
The  l^islature  is  directed  to  assign 
the  dties  and  towns  of  the  State  to  the 
class  to  which  thejr  respectively  belong 
and  to  change  assignments  as  popul^ 
tion  increases  or  decreases.  No  city  or 
town  shall  be  transferred  from  one 
class-  to  another  except  pursuant  to 
a  law  previously  enacted  and  provid- 
ing therefor  (Kentucky  Const.,  1899, 
{  156).  All  acts  of  incorporation  of 
cities  and  towns  previou^y  granted 
were  continued  in  force  until  such  time 
as  the  General  Assembly  should  pro- 
vide, by  general  laws,  for  the  govern- 
ment of  tne  cities  and  towns,  but  not 
longer  than  four  years  after  January  1, 
1901  (/&.  {  166a).  Pursuant  to  the 
constitutional  direction  the  l^islaturc 
has  classified  cities  and  towns  and  as- 
signed them  to  their  respective  classes 
(KentucWStat.,  1903,  §  2740).  Provi- 
sion has  also  been  made  for  the  organi- 
sation and  government  of  the  different 
classes  (76.  §§  2742-3716.) 

Louisiana.  —  In  this  State  munici- 
pal corporations  are  divided  into  three 
classes,    viz.,   cities,  towns,  and    vil- 
lages.   Those  having  5,000  inhabitants 
or  more  are  cities;   those  having  less 
than  5,000  and  more  than  1,000  inhabit- 
ants are  towns ;  and  those  having  less 
than  1,000  and  more  than  250  inhabit- 
ants are  villages.    It  is  declared  that  a 
municipal    corporation    shall    not    be 
created  with  less  than  250  inhabitants. 
Provision  is  made  by  a  general  statute 
for  the  creation  and  government  of 
these    municipalities    (Laws    of    La., 
1898,  Act  No.  136;  p.  244;  2  La.  Rev. 
Stat.,  1904,  p.  1065).     There  is  also  a 
provision  by  statute  in  this  State  per- 
mitting municipal  corporations  to  pre- 
pare a  new  charter  and  providing  for 
the  submission  of  the  adoption  of  such 
new  charter  to  the  vote  of  the  people. 
The  statute  does  not  make  any  provi- 
sion as  to  what  the  charter  shall  con- 
tain, or  how  far  it  shall  supersede  or 
be  controlled   by  the  statute  law  of 
the  State    (Laws   of  La.,    1898,   Act 
No.  136,  p.  190 ;  2  La.  Rev.  Laws,  1904, 
p.  1090). 


Michigan.  —  The  general  Act  of 
1873  for  the  incorporation  of  villages 
within  any  two  square  miles  of  terri- 
tory was  held  unconstitutional  because 
the  rights  of  the  people  concerned  were 
not  respected,  and  the  le^slature  had 
attempted  to  delegate  legislative  pow- 
ers to  private  citizens  instead  of  to  cor- 
porate authorities  or  local  boards  of 
officers.  People  v.  Bennett,  29  Mich. 
451.  The  incor{>oration  and  municipal 
government  of  villages  b  now  regulated 
by  Laws  of  1895,  Act  No.  3,  p.  6 ;  Mich. 
ClJomp.  Laws,  1897,  {§  2684r-2955.  All 
existing  villages  incorporated  under 
general  or  special  laws  were  reincorpo- 
rated under  and  made  subject  to  this 
statute  (/&.  {  2941).  By  statute,  a 
complete  scheme  for  the  organization 
and  government  of  cities  of  the  fourth 
class,  i.  e.,  cities  bavins  a  population 
not  exceeding  10,000,  nas  b^n  pro- 
vided (Laws,  1895,  Act  No.  215,  p. 
389 ;  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  1897,  {§  2956- 
3371).  In  cities  of  the  fourth  class  are 
included  all  cities  previously  incor- 
porated under  general  or  special  laws. 
76.  §  3358.  Any  incorporated  village 
containing  not  less  than  3,000  or  more 
than  100,000  inhabitants  may  be  incor- 
porated as  a  city  of  the  fourth  class. 

Minnesota.  —  In  this  State  by  con- 
stitutional amendment  adopted  in 
1898,  provision  is  made  by  which  cities 
may  frame  their  own  charters  (Minn. 
Oonst.  art.  iv.  {  36).  The  method  of 
framinjg  the  so-called  "home-rule  char- 
ters" is  prescribed  by  statute  (Minn. 
Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §J  748-758).  For 
purposes  of  general  legislation  cities  are 
divided  into  four  classes,  viz.:  first 
class,  those  having  upwaids  of  50,000 
inhabitants;  second  class,  those  hav- 
ing 20,000  and  not  more  than  50,000 
inhabitants;  third  class,  those  having 
10,000  and  not  more  than  20,000; 
fourth  class,  those  having  less  than 
10,000  inhabitants  (Minn.  Rev.  Laws, 
1905,  §  746).  Existing  charters  are  pre- 
served and  continued  (76.  §  747).  Vil- 
lages are  authorized  to  be  incorporated, 
the  requisite  as  to  population  b^ng  that 
the  territory  shoula  have  not  more 
than  3,000  or  less  than  200  inhabitants 
(Minn.  Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §  700). 

Mississippi.  —  In  this  State  mu- 
nicipal corporations  are  divided  into 
three  classes,  viz. :  cities,  towns,  and 
villages.     Those  having  2,000  inhabit- 
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conferring  unifonn  powers  on  cities  similarly  situated.    The  gen- 
eral course  of  this  legislation  discloses  the  policy  of  the  American 


ants  or  more  are  cities ;  those  having 
less  than  2,000  and  not  more  than  3,000 
are  towns,  and  those  having  less  than 
3,000  and  not  more  than  100  inhabit- 
ants are  villages.  No  municipal  cor- 
poration shall  be  created  whicn  has  a 
population  of  less  than  15  inhabitants 
(Miss.  Code,  1906,  {  3299).  By  a  statute 
enacted  in  1900,  applicable  to  all  exist- 
ing municipal  corporations,  a  codifica- 
tion of  ^the  laws  was  effected  (Laws 
of  Miss.,  1900,  chap.  70;  Miss.  Code, 
1906,  {§  3299-3446). 

Missouri,  —  A  general  act  for  the 
incorporation  of  towns  was  passed  in 
Missouri  in  1845,  and  it  was  held  not 
unconstitutional  by  reason  of  certain 
duties  which  it  imposes  on  the  county 
court  with  reference  to  oiganization  of 
towns  under  the  act,  as  these  duties  are 
not  legislative  but  judicial,  and  the  law 
itself,  and  not  the  court,  declares  the 
powers  of  which  the  corporation  shall 
be  possessed.  Kayser  v.  Trustees,  &c., 
16  Mo.  88.  Construction  of  statute. 
Woods  V,  Henry,  55  Mo.  560 ;  State  v. 
McReynolds,  61  Mo.  203.  The  case  of 
Kayser  v.  Trustees,  &c.,  supra,  is 
thought  by  Campbdl,  J.,  to  conflict 
with  the  general  course  of  decision, 
since  such  duties  are  in  their  nature 
administrative  or  political  rather  than 
judicial.  People  v.  Bennett,  29  Mich. 
451.  SeeDamodharGordhaniv.Deoran 
Kanji,  L.  R.  1  App.  Div.  332.  In  this 
State  a  city  having  a  population  of 
more  than  100,000  inhabitants  is  now 
authorized  to  frame  a  charter  for  its 
own  government  (Const.,  1875,  art. 
ix.  55  16,  17).  The  manner  in  which 
these  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
shall  be  carried  into  effect  is  prescribed 
hv  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  Mo.,  1899,  §5 
6359-6410).  Special  provision  is  made 
by  the  Constitution  tor  the  extension 
of  the  limits  of  St.  Louis  and  for  the 
preparation  of  a  charter  therefor 
(Const.,  1875,  art.  ix.  §§  20-25).  In 
addition,  for  purpose  of  legislation, 
municipalities  are  by  statute  divided 
into  classes  as  follows:  first  class,  all 
cities  and  towns  containing  100,000 
inhabitants  or  more ;  second  class,  all 
cities  and  towns  containing  30,000  and 
less  than  100,000  inhabitants;  third 
class,  all  cities  and  towns  containing 
3,000  and  less  than  30,000  inhabitants, 
which  shall  elect  to  be  cities  of  the 
third  class;  fourth  class,  all  cities  and 


towns  containing  500,  and  less  than 
3,000  inhabitants,  and  all  towns  ex- 
isting imder  special  law  having  leas 
than  500  inhabitants,  which  shall 
elect  to  become  cities  of  the  fourth 
class;  all  towns  not  incorporated  and 
having  less  than  500  inhabitants  are 
declared  to  be  villages  (Rev.  Stat. 
Mo.,  1899,  55  5252-5256).  Codified 
charters  for  each  of  these  classes 
have  been  adopted  (/&.  55  526^-6066). 
General  laws  have  also  been  enacted 
applicable  to  cities  having  special 
charters  as  an  additional  class  (Ih. 
55  6252-6336). 

Montana,  —  In  this  State  cities  and 
towns  are  municipal  corporations  (Po- 
Utical  Code  1895,  5  4700).  aties  are 
divided  into  classes  as  follows,  viz.: 
first  class,  those  having  a  population 
of  10,000  inhabitants  or  more ;  second 
class,  those  having  less  than  10,000 
and  more  than  5,000  inhal>itant8 ; 
third  class,  those  having  less  than 
5,000,  and  more  than  1,000  mhabitants. 
Every  municipal  corporation  having  a 
population  of  300  or  less  than  1,000  is 
a  town  (Political  Code,  1895,  5  4710). 
The  laws  for  the  government  of  cities 
are  codified  (Political  Code,  1895,  Title 
III.  §5  4700-5080). 

NAraska,  —  In  this  State  the  legis- 
lature is  prohibited  from  passing  local 
or  special  laws  'incorporating  cities, 
towns,  and  villages  or  chimging  or 
amending  the  charter  of  any  town, 
city,  or  village"  (Const.,  1875,  art.  iii. 
5  15).  By  statute  originally  enacted  in 
1879  (Laws  of  1879,  chap.  179),  but 
since  amended,  all  cities,  towns,  and 
villages  containing  more  than  1,000 
and  less  than  25,000  inhabitants  are 
declared  to  be  cities  of  the  second 
class  and  governed  by  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  unless  they  adopt  a  vil- 
lage government  as  therein  provided 
(Cobbey's  Anno.  Stat.  Neb.,  1903, 
5  8600).  This  classification  of  necessity 
left  all  cities  having  more  than  25,000 
inhabitants  members  of  the  first  class, 
but  this  division  of  cities  of  the  first 
class  has  not  been  adhered  to.  Thus 
in  1897  all  cities  having  a  population 
of  80,000  inhabitants  or  more  were  de- 
clared to  be  cities  of  the  "Metropolitan 
Class,"  and  governed  by  the  statute 
enacted  in  that  year  (Laws  of  1897, 
chap.  10;  Cobbey's  Anno.  Stat.  Neb., 
1903,55  7450-7688).   According  to  the 


61 


GENERAL   INCORPORATING    ACTS 


101 


people  in  the  management  of  municipal  affairs,  and  no  treatise  on 
the  law  of  municipal  corporations' is  complete  which  lacks  some 


Federal  cenaus  of  1900,  Omaha,  Neb., 
had  then  a  population  of  102,000.  By 
a  statute  enacted  in  1901,  cities  having 
more  than  40,000  and  leas  than  100,000 
inhabitants  were  declared  to  be  cities 
of  the  first  class  (Laws  of  1901,  chap. 
16  ;  Cobbey's  Anno.  Stat.  Neb., 
1903,  §S  7700-7891).  According  to  the 
Fedeial  census  of  1900,  Lincoln,  Neb., 
had  a  oopulation  of  40,169.  It  has 
been  held  that  the  charter  of  cities  of 
the  first  class  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
special  legislation.  State  v.  Aitken,  62 
Neb.  428.  By  a  statute  enacted  in 
1903,  all  cities  having  less  than  40,000 
and  more  than  25,000  inhabitants  are 
declared  to  be  "cities  of  the  first  class 
having  \eaa  than  40,000  inhabitants'' 
and  are  governed  by  the  provisions  of 
that  statute  (Laws  of  1903,  chap.  17 ; 
Cobbey's  Anno.  St.  Neb.,  1903,  §§  8000- 
8214).  According  to  the  census  of 
1900,  South  Omaha  then  had  a  popu- 
lation of  26,000.  B^  a  statute  enacted 
in  1901,  all  cities  havmgmore  than  5,000, 
and  less  than  25^000  inhabitants  are 
declared  to  be  "cities  of  the  first  class 
having  more  than  5,000  and  less  than 
25,000  inhabitants, "  and  are  governed 
bv  the  provisions  of  the  act  (Laws 
of  1901,  chap.  18;  Cobbey's  Anno. 
Stat.  Neb.,  1903,  §{  8300-8475).  Ac- 
cording to  the  census  of  1900,  Beatrice, 
Neb.  (population  7,875),  Hastings,  Neb. 
(popuhUon  7,188),  and  several  other 
cities  come  within  this  description. 
It  will  be  seen  from  these  enactments 
that  the  legislature  has  divided  the 
original  general  classification  into  sep- 
arate grades  apparently  for  the  pur- 
pose of  adapting  le^lation  to  the 
wants  of  single  mumcipalities.  The 
courts  have  not  yet  condemned  this 
l^Lslation,  but  it  may  be  pointed  out 
that  its  tendency  and  nature  seem  not 
unlike  the  division  of  classes  into 
grades  which  resulted  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio  overturning  in  1902  the 
entire  scheme  of  legislation  of  that 
State. 

New  Jersey.  —  In  this  State  by 
constitutional  provision  the  legislature 
is  prohibited  from  passing  private, 
local,  or  special  laws  regulating  the  in- 
ternal affairs  of  towns  and  counties. 
A  city  is  a  "town"  within  the  meaning 
of  tms  provision  and  the  legislature 
cannot  regulate  its  internal  affairs  by 
a  speeial  law.     State  v.  Parsons,  40 


N.  J.  L.  1.  But  as  construed  by  the 
courts,  this  constitutional  provision 
does  not  prevent  the  legislature  from 
effecting  incorporation  by  a  special  law. 
Van  Cleve  v,  Passaic  Valley  Sewerage 
Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183,  193 ;  s.  c. 
on  appeal,  71  N.  J.  L.  574 ;  Miller  v. 
Greenwalt,  64  N.  J.  L.  197;  Riccio 
V.  Hoboken,  69  N.  J.  L.  649,  662. 
For  the  purposes  of  municipal  legis- 
lation cities  are  divided  into  four  ciassies, 
viz. :  first  class,  those  having  a  popu- 
lation exceeding  150,000  inhabitants; 
second  class,  those  having  a  popula- 
tion of  not  less  than  12,0KX)  or  more 
than  150,000;  third  class,  those  cities 
not  embraced  within  either  the  first  or 
second  class,  except  cities  upon  the 
Atlantic  Ocean;  fourth  class,  cities 
binding  upon  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and 
being  seaside  or  summer  resorts  (1 
Gen.  Stat.  N.  J.,  1895,  p.  458;  Laws, 
N.  J.,  1901,  chap.  46).  A  series  of  gen- 
eral laws  applicable  to  each  of  these 
classes  has  been  enacted  {lb.  pp.  458 
et  seq.).  In  legislation,  however,  these 
classes  have  not  been  rigidly  adhered 
to  and  statutes  are  to  be  found  appli- 
cable to  classes  determined  upon  a 
different  basis  of  population.  In  this 
State  there  is  also  a  class  of  municipal 
corporations  known  as  boroughs.  See 
1  Gen.  Stat.  N.  J.,  1895^  pp.  179  et  se^. 

New  York.  —  In  this  State  munici- 
pal corporations  proper  are  cities  and 
villages.  Until  recently  cities  have 
been  uniformly  organized  and  governed 
by  special  charters  enacted  by  the 
legislature.  By  the  Constitution  of 
1894  (art.  xii.  §  2),  cities  are  now 
divided  into  three  classes,  according 
to  the  latest  State  enumeration,  as 
from  time  to  time  made,  viz. :  first 
class,  250,000  inhabitants  or  more; 
second  class,  50,000  inhabitants  and 
less  than  250,000 ;  third  class,  all  other 
cities.  Laws  relating  to  the  property, 
affairs,  or  government  of  cities  are 
divided  into  general  and  special  city 
laws ;  general  city  laws  are  those  whicn 
relate  to  all  the  cities  of  one  or  more 
classes;  special  city  laws  are  those 
which  relate  to  a  single  city  or  to  less 
than  all  the  cities  of  a  class.  When 
special  city  laws  are  enacted,  the  biU, 
alter  passage  by  the  legislature,  is 
transmitted  to  the  mayor,  who  within 
fifteen  days  therefrom  returns  the  same 
to  the  legislature,  or,  if  the  session  has 
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account  at  least  of  this  I^sladon.     A  knowledge  of  its  tenor  and 
tendency  is  essential  to  a  proper  understanding  of  municipal  law, 


tenninatedy  to  the  governor,  with  his 
certificate  thereon  stating  whether  the 
city  has  or  has  not  accepted  the  same. 
If  returned  without  acceptance,  it  may 


be  again  passed  bv  both  branches  of 
the  l^slature,  ana  it  is  then  subject, 
as  are  other  bills,  to  the  action  of  the 


governor  (Const.,  1894,  art.  xiii.  {  2). 
A  uniform  charter  for  the  govern- 
ment of  cities  of  the  second  class  was 
enacted  in  1898  (Laws,  1898,  ^chap. 
182).  Cities  of  other  classes  have 
invariably  charters  granted  by  special 
legislation,  although  they  are  subject 
in  many  respects  to  the  ^neral  legislar 
tion  r^ulatmg  all  municipalities.  Vil- 
lages can  only  be  incorporated  by  gen- 
eral laws  (Const.,  1894,  art.  iii.  {  18). 
The  incorporation  of  villages  is  now 

fovemed  oy  the  Village  Law  (Laws, 
897,  chap.  414),  which  also  con- 
tains general  provisions  for  the  rela- 
tion of  thdr  municipal  affairs.  Each 
coufUy  in  this  State  is  also  by  statute 
declaifed  to  be  "a  municipal  corporar 
tion,  comprising  the  inhabitants  within 
its  boundaries,  and  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exercising  the  powers  and  dis- 
chaiging  the  duties  of  local  government 
and  tne  administration  of  public  affairs, 
conferred  upon  it  by  law  "  (The  Countv 
Law,  Laws  of  1892,  chap.  686).  In  this 
State  also  "a  town  is  a  mimicipal 
corporation  comprising  the  inhabituits 
witniit  its  boundaries  and  formed  for 
the  purpose  of  exercising  such  powers 
and  discharging  such  duties  of  local 
government  and  administration  of 
public  affairs  as  have  been  or  may  be 
conferred  or  imposed  upon  it  by  law  " 
(Town  Law,  Laws  of  1890,  chap.  569). 
But  while  the  legislature  has  aeclared 
counties  and  towns  to  be  municipal 
corporations,  and  has  thereb>r  given 
them  a  recognized  corporate  existence, 
it  has  only  done  so  for  the  purpose  of 
facilitating  their  government  and  en- 
abling them  to  be  sued  and  to  sue  with 
less  circuity.  For  the  eeneral  purposes 
of  .local  government  their  powers  and 
duties  are  still  similar  in  extent  to 
those  which  they  had  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  statutes  declaring 
them  to  be  municipal  corporations. 
"The  several  towns  in  tliis  State," 
said  Denio,  J.,  in  Lorillard  v.  Town 
of  Monroe.  11  N.  Y.  392,  "are  cor- 
porations for  certain  special  and  very 
umited  purposes,   or,  to  speak  more 


accurately,  they  have  a  certain  limited 
corporate  capacity.  They  may  pur- 
chase and  hold  lands  within  tneir 
own  limits  for  the  use  of  their  inhabit- 
ants. They  may,  as  a  corporation, 
make  such  contracts  and  hold  such 
personal  property  as  may  be  necessary 
to  the  exercise  of  their  corporate  or 
administrative  powers,  and,  as  a  neces- 
sary incident,  may  sue  and  be  sued, 
where  the  assertion  of  their  corporate 
rights,  or  the  enforcement  against  them 
of  their  corporate  liabihties,  shall  re- 
quire such  proceedinss  (1  Rev.  Stats. 
337,§{  le<se^.).  In  all  other  reipects— 
for  instance,  in  everything  which  con- 
cerns the  administration  of  civil  or 
criminal  justice,  the  preservation  of 
the  public  health  and  monds,  the  con- 
servation of  highwavs,  roads,  and 
bridges,  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  taxes  — 
the  several  towns  are  political  divisions, 
oiganized  for  the  convenient  exercise 
of  portions  of  the  political  power  of  the 
State,  and  are  no  more  corporations 
than  the  judicial,  or  the  senate  and  as- 
sembly districts  (76.  §  2).  The  functions 
and  duties  of  the  several  town  officers 
respecting  these  tubjeds  are  judicial  and 
administrative,  and  not  in  any  sense 
corporate  functions  or  duties,"  and 
hence,  as  to  8uch  tybjeds,  the  towns  as 
corporations  are  not,  in  the  absence  of 
a  statutory  provision  to  the  contrary, 
liable  for  any  default  or  malfeasance  of 
these  officers.  See,  as  to  the  corporate 
capacity  of  towns  in  New  York,  Den- 
ton V.  Jackson,  2  Johns.  (^.  R.  320; 
North  Hempstead  v.  Hempstead,  2 
Wend.  109;  affirming  8.  c.  Hopk.  288; 
Cornell  v.  Guilford,  1  Denio,  510. 

NcTth  Carolina,  — In  this  SUte 
eveiy  incorporated  city  or  town  b  a 
body  politic  and  corporate  (N.  Car. 
Rev.,  1905,  {  2915).  A  codification  has 
been  made  of  the  laws  applicable  to 
cities  and  towns  (Ih.  §{  2881-3011). 
This  codification  applies  to  all  incorpo- 
rated cities  and  towns  where  not  incon- 
sistent with  special  acts  of  incorpora- 
tion or  special  laws  in  reference  thereto 
(/&.  §  2918).  The  corporate  powers  are 
exercised  by  a  board  of  commiarionerB, 
or  in  pursuance  of  resolutions  adopted 
by  them,  imless  otherwise  speciaUy 
provided  by  law  (lb,  §  2917).  Not  lees 
than  three  nor  more  than  seven  oom- 
missionerB  are  elected  biennially  (/b. 
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whether  the  subject  be  approached  from  the  standpoint  of  the  stu- 
dent, of  the  practising  lawyer,  or  of  the  jurist    These  acts  are  gen- 


§{  2917,  2919.  2922).  The  board  of 
commissioneTs  has  power  to  make  ordi- 
nances, rulea,  and  regulations ;  to  levy 
taxes;  to  appoint  a  constable,  and 
other  officers ;  to  fix  the  salary  of  the 
nuiyor;  to  appoint  town  watch  or 
pohce ;  to  establish  and  r^^late  mar- 
kets; to  abate  nuisances  and  to  keep 
streets  and  bridges  in  repair  (/o. 
i  {  292^-2930).  At  the  same  time  when 
the  commissioners  are  elected,  a  mayor 
is  elected  who  presides  at  the  meetings 
of  the  commissioners,  but  has  no  vote 
except  in  case  of  a  tie  (lb.  {§  2931- 
2933).  The  mayor  of  every  city  or 
incoiporated  town  is  consUtutea  an 
inferior  court  and  as  such  is  a  magi&- 
trate  and  conservator  of  the  peace, 
and,  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  or  town,  has  jurisdiction  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace  in  all  criminal  matters 
arising  under  the  laws  of  the  State,  or 
under  the  ordinances  of  such  city  or 
town  (76.  §  2934). 

North  Dakota,  —  The  legislature  in 
this  State  is  prohibited  from  passing 
any  spedal  or  local  law  incorrorating 
cities,  towns,  or  villages,  or  cnanging 
or  amending  the  charter  of  any  town, 
city,  or  village  (N.  Dak.  Const.,  1889, 
{{  69,  130).  A  general  law  for  organisa- 
tion and  government  was  first  enacted 
in  1887  (Laws,  1887,  chap.  73).  This 
law  was  incorporated  into  the  Revised 
Codes  of  1895  (Political  Code,  chap. 
28).  In  1905  this  statute  and  all 
subsequent  amendments  were  revised 
and  codified  in  a  statute  entitled  "An 
act  for  the  organization  and  govern- 
ment of  cities  and  to  provide  for  limita- 
tion of  actions  to  vacate  special  assess- 
ments heretofore  made  "  (Laws,  1^5, 
chap.  62).  C}omparison  of  this  statute 
with  the  law  previously  in  force  shows 
that  it  repeals  all  former  laws  on  the 
subject  and  re-enacts  them  with  some 
changes,  most  of  which  are  in  minor 
particulan.  The  most  important 
changes  made  are  in  relation  to  pro- 
cedure in  levying  and  collecting  special 
assessments  for  local  improvements. 
In  all  its  main  features  the  general  law 
relating  to  the  organization  and  gov- 
ernment of  cities  remains  the  same  as 
it  was  before.  The  statute  is  both  upon 
general  principle  and  by  express  pro- 
vision a  contmuation  of  the  law  as 
previously  existing,  with  niinor  amend- 
ments, and    as    such   it    applies   to 


cities  which  were  oiiganized  under  the 
general  law  in  force  prior  to  its  enact- 
ment and  is  operative  therein  without 
any  action  by  such  cities.  State  v. 
Mayo,  15  N.  Dak.  327;  108  N.  W.  Rep. 
36. 

Ohio.  —  By  the  Towns,  Cities,  and 
Villages  Act  of  May  3,  1852  (Swan's 
Stat.  954),  all  corporations  existing  for 
the  purposes  of  municipal  government 
were  organized  into  dtua  and  incorpo- 
rated yiUages  (§  1 ).  In  respect  to  the 
exercise  of  certain  corporate  powers, 
municipal  corporations  were  divided 
into  classes,  thus :  1.  Gties  of  the  first 
class,  which  comprise  all  cities  having 
a  population  exceeding  twenty  thou- 
sand inhabitants;  2.  Cities  of  the 
second  class,  which  comprise  all  cities 
not  embraced  in  the  first  class ;  3.  In- 
corporated villages;  and  4.  Incorpo- 
rated villages  for  special  purposes  (lb. 
§  39  et  seq.).  These  were  "  aeclared  to  be 
bodies  politic  and  corporate,  under  the 

name  and  style  of  the  city  of ,  or 

the  incorporated  village  of ,  as  the 

case  may  be,  —  capable  to  sue  and  be 
sued;  to  contract  and  be  contracted 
with;  to  acquire,  hold,  and  possess 
property,  real  lina  personal ;  to  have 
a  common  seal;  and  to  exercise  such 
other  powers,  and  to  have  such  other 
privileges,  as  are  incident  to  municipal 
corporations  of  like  character  or  degree, 
not  inconsistent  with  this  act  or  the 
general  laws  of  the  State"  (/6.  {  18). 
These  powers  and  privileges  were  then 
specified  with  great  minuteness,  twenty 
sections  of  the  act  being  devoted  to  this 
purpose.  Incorporated  villages  were 
governed  by  one  mayor,  one  recorder, 
and  five  trustees,  elected  annually ;  the 
mayor,  recorder,  and  trustees  constitut- 
ing the  village  council,  any  five  of  whom 
make  a  auorum  (lb,  {  43).  The  corpo- 
rate autnority  of  cities  was  vested  in 
the  mayor,  one  board  of  trustees  (two 
from  each  ward),  who  composed  the 
city  council,  together  with  such  officers 
as  were  mentioned  in  the  act,  or  as 
might  be  created  under  its  authority 
(lb,  {§  52  et  seq,). 

''The  governing  all  cities  and  vil- 
lages under  one  general  law  was  a  new 
experiment,  supposed  to  be  required 
by  the  present  Constitution.  It  was 
to  be  expected  that,  in  the  working  of 
the  experiment,  omissions,  if  not  mis- 
takes, would  be  discovered,  to  be  cor- 
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eraily  held  not  to  violate  constitutional  provisions  against  local  or 
special  legislation.^    Oeneral  incorporation  acts,  rather  than  special 


reeled  by  additional  legislation.  It  will 
be  a  work  of  care  and  time  to  perfect 
an  orderly  and  harmonious  system." 
Per  GhoUon,  J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Ashland, 
12  Ohio  St.  124,  130.  The  expectation 
or  hope  of  ''an  orderly  and  harmonious 
system"  referred  to  was  not  realized. 
In  1902  the  number  of  classes  into 
which  successive  acts  of  the  legislature 
had  divided  the  municipalities  of  the 
State  to  make  them  the  recipients  of 
corporate  power  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained upon  any  practicable  inquiry. 
The  subject  of  classification  was  dealt 
with  by  the  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  {{  1546- 
1552.  The  first  of  these  sections  pro- 
vided that  cities  of  the  first  class  should 
be  of  three  grades,  and  cities  of  the 
second  class  snould  be  of  eight  grades. 
In  these  eleven  classes  the  eleven  prin- 
cipal cities  of  the  State  were  isolated, 
so  that  an  act  conferring  corporate 
power  upon  one  of  them  by  classified 
description  conferred  it  upon  no  other. 
The  classification  was  also  so  framed  as 
to  prevent  a  citv  from  advancing  to  a 
higner  class  in  the  event  of  an  increase 
of  population.  Thus,  there  was  a  pro- 
vision that  cities  of  the  second  class 
which  should  thereafter  become  cities 
of  the  first  class  should  constitute  the 
fourth  grade  of  the  latter  class.  There 
was  no  city  of  the  fourth  grade  of  the 
first  class,  but  the  class  was  specified 
to  the  end  that  it  might  receive  any 
city  of  the  second  class  which  might 
be  advanced  and  should  thereby  be 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  acts 
relating  to  cities  of  the  second  and  third 
erade.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio 
held  that  in  view  of  the  trivial  differ 
ences  in  population,  and  in  the  nature 
of  the  powers  conferred,  that  the  clas- 
sification could  not  be  regarded  as 
based  upon  difference  in  population  or 
upon  any  other  real  or  supposed  differ- 
ence in  local  requirements.  State  v, 
Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453,  487;  State  v. 
Beacom,  66  Ohio  St.  491.  As  a  result 
of  this  decision,  which  completely  over- 
turned the  existing  organization  of 
cities  in  Ohio,  a  special  session  of  the 
legislature  was  called  in  1902  at  which 


a  new  statute  was  adopted  known  as 
the  Municipal  Ck>de  of  1902.  By  this 
act,  all  municipal  corporations  wliich 
at  the  last  Federal  census  had  a  popu- 
lation of  5,000  or  more  were  declared  to 
be  cities.  All  other  municipal  corpora- 
tions were  declared  to  be  villages.  All 
cities  which  at  any  future  Federal 
census  shall  have  a  population  of  less 
than  5,000  shall  become  villages.  All 
villages  which  at  any  future  Federal 
census  shall  have  a  population  of  5,000 
or  more  shall  become  cities.  A  com- 
plete revision  of  the  statutes  relating 
to  cities  and  villages  was  effected  and 
provision  made  for  their  oiganization, 
powers,  and  duties. 

Oklahoma.  —  Cities  of  the  first  class 
are  those  which  have  2.500  inhabitants 
or  over  (Rev.  Stat.  Okla.,  1903,  $  346). 
A  statute  applicable  to  this  class  of 
cities  has  been  codified  (/&.  §{  34^-479). 

Oregon,  —  In  this  State  corporations 
may  be  formed  under  general  laws,  but 
shall  not  be  created  oy  special  laws 
except  for  municipal  purposes  (Const. 
Oreg.,  1859,  art.  xi.  §  2).  Consequently 
municipal  corporations  may  be  created 
under  special  acts.  See  East  Portland  v. 
Multnomah  County,  6  Oreg.  62,  64. 
A  general  statute  was  passed  in  1897 
regulating  the  incorporation  and  gov- 
ernment of  cities  and  towns  (Laws 
Oreg.,  1893,  p.  119;  2  Bellinger  A  C. 
Oi^.  Stat.  1902,  §§  2687-2735). 

Pennsylvania.  —  In  this  State  there 
is  a  prohibition  aeainst  local  or  special 
legislation  "regulating  the  affairs  of 
counties,  cities,  townships,  wards,  bor- 
oughs, orjschool  districts  "  (Pa.  C)c>nst., 
1874,  art.  iii.  §  7).  A  general  act  for 
the  incorporation  and  regulation  of 
municipal  corporations,  dividing  them 
into  three  clai^es,  was  adopteoMay  3. 
1874.  This  statute  has  been  revised 
and  axnended.  For  the  purposes  of 
legislation,  cities  now  in  existence  and 
those  hereafter  created  are  now  divided 
into  three  classes:  first  class,  those 
containing  a  population  of  1,000,000 
or  over;  second  class,  those  contain- 
ing a  population  of  100,000  and  under 
1,000,000;    third  class,  those  contain- 


^  State  V.  Graham,  16  Neb.  74;  Ex  held  not  to  be  a  "general  law"  for  the 

parte  Wells,  21  Fla.  280;    Pritchett  incorporation  of  cities  under  the  Con- 

V.  Stanislaus  Co.,  73  Cal.  310.     An  stitution  of  CaUfomia.     Desmond  v. 

act  known  as  the  f'McClure  charter,"  Dunn,  55  Cal.  242. 
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charters,  would  seem  clearly  to  be  the  best  method  of  creating  and 
organizing  municipal  corporations.     1.    Such  acts  tend  to  prevent 


lag  a  population  under  100,000  (Bright- 
ley's  Diffest  Pa.  Laws,  1903,  p.  484). 
For  le^pslation  affecting  each  of  these 
respective  classes,  see  lb,  pp.  505-637. 
A  general  act  was  passed  m  1851  de- 
signed to  form  a  system  for  the  regula- 
tion of  boroughs  incorporated  there- 
after. Commonwealth  v.  Montrose, 
52  Pa.  St.  391.  For  general  provisions 
r^^latinff  the  incorporation  of  bor- 
oughs ana  their  organization  and  gov- 
ernment, see  Brightley's  Digest  Pa. 
Laws,  1903,  pp.  77  et  »eq. 

Tennessee.  —  In  this  State  there  is 
no  check  upon  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  create  a  municipal  corporation 
by  special  act.  State  v.  Wilson,  12  Lea 
(Tenn.)»  246;  Muse  v.  Lexington,  110 
Tenn.  655,  665.  In  1849  provision 
was  made  by  general  act  for  the  incor- 
poration of  towns,  cities,  and  villages 
(Acts,  1849,  chap.  17).  In  State  v. 
Armstrong,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.),  634,  it 
was  held  that  the  Act  of  1856,  by  which 
full  power  to  create  corporcUionSf  and 
determine  the  extent  of  their  powers, 
was  given  to  the  circuit  courts,  was 
unconstitutional,  on  the  ground  that 
the  le^lature  could  not  delegate  its 
authority  to  the  courts.  But  in  Mor- 
ristown  V.  Shelton,  1  Head  (Tenn.),  24, 
it^ras  held  that  the  Act  of  1849  — 
which  was  a  general  statute  for  the  in- 
corporation of  towns  and  cities,  and  by 
which  a  petition  was  to  be  presented  by 
the  inhabitants  of  a  place  proposing  to 
organise  under  the  act  to  the  county 
court,  which  had  power  simply  to 
record  the  petition  and  designate  the 
boundaries  of  the  corporation  —  was 
not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution, 
as  the  statute,  and  not  the  court,  de- 
termined the  extent  and  nature  of  the 
powers  of  the  corporation.  In  Ex  parte 
Chadwell,  3  Bax.  98,  s.  c.  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
95,  and  Ex  parte  Bums,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
83,  the  Act  of  1871,  under  the  Con- 
stitution of  1870,  was  declared  void  in 
so  far  as  it  undertook  to  confer  upon 
the  Court  of  Chancer^r  the  power  to 
grant  corporate  franchises.  See  also 
WiUettr.  Bellville,  11  Lea  (Tenn.),  1. 
For  abstract  of  Ic^slation  in  this  State 
establishing  Taxing  DistrictSy  see  post^ 
chap.  ix.  in  1875  a  statute  was  passed 
regulating  the  formation,  oiganization, 
aiul  powers  of  municipal  corporations. 
Laws.  1875,  chap.  92,  f  1 ;  Code  Tenn., 
1896,  II  1881-1997. 


Souih  Dakota.  —  In  this  State  the 
legislature  is  prohibited  from  enacting 
any  private  or  special  laws  incorporat- 
ing cities,  towns,  and  villages,  or  cnang- 
ing  or  amendinjE  the  clukrter  of  any 
town,  city,  or  vulage  (Const.  S.  Dak., 
1889,  art.  iii.  {  23).  The  Constitution 
also  provides  that  the  legislature  shall 
provide  by  general  laws  for  the  organ- 
ization sind  classification  of  municipal 
corporations,  the  number  of  classes  not 
to  exceed  four,  and  the  powers  of  each 
class  to  be  defined  by  general  laws,  so 
that  all  corporations  ofthe  same  class 
shall  be  subject  to  the  same  restrictions 
and  have  the  same  powers  (76.  art.  x. 
{1).  By  a  statute  passed  in  1890  all 
cities  or^nized  under  general  laws  are 
divided  into  three  classes  according  to 
population  as  follows,  viz. :  first  class, 
cities  havinff  10,000  inhabitants  or 
more ;  second  class,  cities  having  2,000 
inhabitants  and  not  more  than  10,000 
inhabitants;  third  class,  cities  having 
less  than  2,000  inhabitants  (Laws  S. 
Dak.,  1899,  chap.  61 ;  S.  Dak.  Anno. 
Stat.,  1899,  §1265).  Any  city  oiganized 
under  a  special  charter  may  reorganize 
under  the  general  statute  {lb.  §  1266). 
The  incorporation  and  government  of 
cities  is  regulated  by  general  laws  {lb. 
{§  1256-1683). 

Texas.  —  In  this  State  the  legislature 
cannot,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  the  Constitution,  pass  any  local  or 
special  law  regulating  the  affairs  of 
counties,  cities,  tpwns,  wards,  or  school 
districts,  or  incorporating  cities,  towns, 
or  villages,  or  changing  their  charters 
(Const.  Texas,  1876,  art.  iii.  §  56). 
Cities  and  towns  having  a  population 
of  10,000  inhabitants  or  less  may  be 
chartered  only  by  general  law  {lb. 
art.  xi.  {  4).  Cities  having  more  than 
10,000  inhabitants  may  have  their 
charter  granted  or  amended  by  special 
act  {lb.  §  5) .  By  general  statute  any 
incorporated  city,  town,  or  village 
containing  1,000  inhabitants  or  over 
may  accept  the  provisions  of  the  act  by 
two-thirds  vote  of  the  council  (Rev. 
Stat.  Tex.,  1895,  art.  381).  Provision  is 
also  made  for  incorporation  under  the 
statute  {lb.  art.  385).  Provision  is 
made  for  the  organization  and  govern- 
ment of  such  cities,  towns,  and  villages 
{lb.  arts.  381-578  d).  A  general  statute 
has  also  been  passed  by  which  a  town 
or  village  containing  more  than  200  or 
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favoritism  and  abuse  in  procuring  extraordinary  grants  of  special 
powers.     2.    They  secure  uniformity  of  rule  and  of  construction. 

less  than  10,000  inhabitants  may  be  ing    oorporationB    may    retain    their 

incorporated  as  town  or  village  in  the  special  cnarters,  except  so  far  as  they 

manner  provided  for  by  the  act    (lb,  may  be  repealed  or  amended  (Const, 

art.  579-617).  Va.,  1902,  {  117).     The  Constitution 

Utah.  —  In  this  State  the  legislature  also    declares    that    all    incorporated 

is  prohibited  from  enacting  any  private  communities    having    within    defined 

or    special    law    incorporating    cities,  boundaries  a  population  of  5,000  or 

towns,    or   villages,    or   changing    or  more  shall  be   kaown  as  cities,  and 

amending  the  charter  of  any  city,  town,  all  incorporated  communities   having 

or  village  (Const.  Utah,  1895,  art.  vi.  within  defined  boundaries  a  population 

§    26).       Municipal   corporations   are  of  less  than  5,000  shall  be  known  as 

divided  into  three  classes:  first  class,  towns  (/6.  {  116.     See  also  Va.  Code 

cities    having    30,000    inhabitants    or  1904,  §  1013  a).  For  the  purposes  of  the 

upwards ;    second  class,  cities  having  judicial  system,  the  cities  of  the  State 

more  than  5,000  and  less  than  30,000 ;  are  divided  into  two  classes  as  follows, 

and  third  class,  all  other  cities  (Utah  viz. :  first  class,  those  having  10,000 

Rev.  Stat.,  1898,  §  174,  as  amended  by  inhabitants    or    more;    second  class, 

Laws  of  1905,  chap.  99).     A  general  those  having  less  than   10,000  inhab- 

statute    r^ulating    the    incorporation  itants  (Const.  Va.,  1902,  {  98).     The 

and  powers  of  cities  has  been  passed  Constitution  makes  specific  provision 

(/6.  {§  169-313).     The  powers  of  the  for  the  election  and  duties  of  the  follow- 

city  council  are  carefully  enumerated  ing  city  officers,  viz.,  ma^^or,  clerk  of 

and  defined  {lb.  {  206,  as  amended  by  city  court,  city  treasurer,  city  sergeant, 

Laws  of  1905,  chap.  42).  and    city    council,  composed    of  two 

IFasAin^ton.  —  In  this  State  any  city  branches  (lb.    {{    118-122).     It   also 

containing  a  population  of  20,000  may  r^ulates  the  manner  in  which  ordi- 

frame  its  own  charter  (Wash.  Const.,  nances  or  resolutions  having  the  effect 

1889,  art.  xi.  §  10).    Municipal  corpora-  of  ordinances  shall  be  paraed  by  the 

tions  cannot  be  created  by  special  laws,  council  (lb.  {  123).    Provision  has  been 

but    the    legislature    is    required    by  made   by   statute   for  the   transition 

^neral  laws  to  provide  for  mcorpora-  of  cities  from  the  second  to  the  first 

tion,  oi^anization,  and  classification  in  class  (Laws  Va.,  1906,  chap.  32). 

proportion  to  population  (76.).  Munici-  West  Virginia. — ^^In  this  State  the 

pal  corporations  are  by  statute  divided  legislature  is  prohibited  from  pasBing 

mto  cities  and  towns,  and  cities  are  local    or    special    laws    incorporating 

divided  into  three  classes  as  follows :  cities,  towns,  or  villages,  or  amending 

viz.  first  class,  those  having  a  popula-  the  charter  of  any  cit}r,  town,  or  village 

tion  of  20,000  inhabitants  or  more;  containing  a  population  of  less  than 

second  class,  those  having  a  population  2,000    (Const.  W.  Va.,  1872,   art.  vi. 

of  10,000  and  less  than  20,000;   third  §  39).    By  statute  provision  has  been 

class,   those  having  a   population  of  made  for  the  incorporation  of  cities, 

more  than  1,500  and  less  than  10,000  towns,   and   villages    without    special 

(Ballinger's  Wash.  Stat.  1897,  §§  714,  charter,  and    amending    the    charters 

715).  Separate  provision  is  made  for  the  thereof  where  the  population  is  less 

organization  and  government  of  cities  than  2,000.    This  act  is  not  appUcable 

of   the  first   class    (lb.    {{   734-837),  to  cities,  towns,  and  villa^  previously 

second  class  (lb.  §§841-919),  andthiiti  incorporated  which  remain  subject  to 

class  (lb.  §§  925-970).  the  laws  in  force  and  applicable  thereto. 

Virginia. —  In  this  State  the  0>nsti-  It  applies  to  cities,  towns,  and  villayges 
tution  directs  that  general  laws  for  the  afterwards  established,  and  any  city, 
organization  and  government  of  cities  town,  or  village  incorporated  by  special 
and  towns  shall  oe  enacted  by  the  act  may  bv  ordinance  adopt  the  pro- 
general  assembly,  and  no  special  act  visions  of  the  general  law  (Code  W.  Va., 
shall  be  passeci  in  relation  thereto,  1906,  §{  1841-1910). 
except  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  Wisconsin.  —  In  this  State  the 
the  Constitution  for  the  enactment  of  legislature  is  prohibited  from  enacting 
special  legislation,  and  then  only  by  any  special  or  private  laws  for  incor- 
a  recorded  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  porating  anv  citv,  town,  or  villaffe,  or 
members  elected  to  each  house.    Exist-  to  amend  tne  charter  thereof  (Const. 
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All  being  created  and  endowed  alike,  real  wants  are  the  sooner 
felt  and  provided  for,  and  real  grievances  the  sooner  redressed.' 
But  the  experience  of  the  past  thirty  years  leads  to  doubt  how  far 
a  system  of  exclusively  general  legislation  is  adapted  to  municipal 
needs  and  the  varying  needs,  requirements,  and  demands  of  dif- 
ferent localities.  In  any  event,  it  is  of  no  avail  if  it  be  not  rigidly 
adhered  to  by  the  legislature,  and,  as  we  shall  see,  the  qualifications 
and  limitations  adopted  by  the  courts  in  determining  what  are 
general  laws  and  what  are  special,  and  the  inconsistencies  and 
intricacies  involved  in  the  practical  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
classification  have  caused  such  diflSculty  in  determining  the  validity 
of  legislation  closely  affecting  the  well-being  of  municipalities  as  to 
raise  serious  doubts  whether  exclusively  general  legislation  can 
adequately  solve  the  difficult  and  peculiar  problems,  in  municipal 
affairs,  which  are  constantly  arising.' 


§  62.     Power  of   Legislature  to   delegate   to   Judiciary  Authority 
to  Incoxporate.  —  On  the  question  whether  the  legislature  may  devolve 


Wis.,  1848,  art.  iv.  {  31).  In  1889  a 
general  statute  was  passed  for  the 
organisation  and  govenunent  of  cities 
wQch  is  still  in  force  with  amendments 
(Laws  Wis.,  1889,  chap.  326;  Laws 
Wis.,  1893,  chap.  312 ;  Wis.  Stat.,  1898, 
1 925).  By  this  statute  cities  are  divided 
mto  four  classes,  viz. :  first  class,  those 
having  a  population  of  150,000  inhab- 
itants or  over;  second  class,  those 
having  a  population  of  40,000  and  less 
than  150,000;  third  class,  those  con- 
tainii^  10,000  and  less  than  40,000 
inhabitants;  fourth  class,  cities  con- 
taining less  than  10,000  inhabitants. 
CSties  previously  incorporated  are  not 
made  subject  to  this  statute  unless 
they  adopt  the  same  in  the  method 
preseiibea  by  the  act. 

Wyoming.  —  In  this  State  the  legisla- 
ture is  prohibited  from  passing  local  or 
special  laws  for  the  incorporation  of 
cities,  towns,  or  villages,  or  changing 
or  amending  the  charters  thereof 
(Const.  Wyo.,  1889,  art.  iii.  {  27).  The 
legislature  is  also  directed  to  provide 
bv  general  law  for  the  organization  and 
cfanifieation  of  municipal  corporations, 
the  number  of  classes  not  to  exceed  four, 
and  the  powers  of  each  class  to  be 
defined  by  general  laws.  Oities  exist- 
ing under  special  charters  may  abandon 
such  charter  and  organize  under  the 
general  laws  (/&.  art.  xiii.  {1).  By 
statute  passed  in  1895,  all  cities  having 


more  than  4,000  inhabitants  were 
declared  to  be  cities  of  the  first  class 
and  governed  by  the  provisions  of  that 
act  (Rev.  Stat.  Wyo.,  1899,  §§  1587- 
1672).  By  a  statute,  passed  in  1897. 
for  the  purposes  of  its  provisions  all 
incorporated  cities,  whether  incorpo- 
rated under  general  law  or  special  act, 
having  a  population  of  6,000  and  less 
than  9,000,  were  declared  to  be  cities  of 
the  second  class  and  governed  by  the 
provisions  of  that  act  (Laws  Wyo., 
1897,  chap.  28;  Rev.  Stat.  Wyo., 
1899,  SS  1673,  1699,  as  amended  by 
Laws  Wyo.,  1901,  chap.  15).  This  later 
statute  seems  to  be  merely  a  qualifica- 
tion of  the  earlier  and  more  general 
act  in  certain  respects  relating  to  the 
form  of  government  and  powers. 

^  Cairo  v.  Bross,  101  IlL  475,  quoting 
text ;  post,  §  71  and  note. 

This  section  thus  stood  in  the  last 
and  previous  editions,  but  the  sreat 
advantages  which  were  expected  Irom 
general  incorporating  acts  and  the 
prohibition  against  special  legislation 
nave  not,  in  the  author's  judgment, 
been  fully  realized^  and  the  sweeping 

Srohibition  of  special  legislation  in  the 
bnstitutions  has  probably  occasioned 
more  evils  and  mischiefs  than  it  has 
prevented  or  remedied.  Post,  chap.  v. 
'  On  the  subject  of  general  legisla- 
tion see  post,  chap,  v.,  Constitutional 
Prohibitiona  of  Special  Legislation, 
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jxrwer  upon  the  courts  to  cany  into  effect  a  general  law  for  the  incor- 
poration of  municipalities,  tliere  is  a  marked  diversity  of  opinion. 
Some  decisions  hold  that  such  authority  may  be  conferred  upon  the 
court  upon  the  theory  that  the  legislature  determines  by  statute  the 
conditions  which  shall  exist  precedent  to  incorporatiop,  and  that 
the  duty  which  is  devolved  upon  the  courts  is  judicial  in  its  nature 
and  is  merely  to  determine  whether  these  conditions  exist.  Hence,, 
proceedings  by  petition  to  the  court  for  incorporation,  or  on  appeal 
to  the  court  from  the  determination  of  a  board  or  body  authorized 
to  consider  the  petition  in  the  first  instance,  have  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions been  sustained.^     Other  courts  have  held  that  statutes  involv- 

^  BurUngton  v.  Leebrick,  43  Iowa,  many  cases  without  raiang  any'  ques- 

253 ;    Ford  v.  North  Des  Moines,  80  tion  as  to  the  power  of  the  legislature 

Iowa,  626 ;   Winfield  v,  Linn,  60  Kan.  to  give  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  court, 

859 ;  Callen  v.  Junction  City,  43  Kan.  that  such  right  of  appeal  existed.    See 

627 ;   Huling  v.  Topeka,  44  Kan.  577 ;  Grusenmeyer  v,  Loganport,  76  Ind.  549 ; 

Hurla  V.  Kansas  City,  46  Kan.  738;  Indiana  Imp.  Co.  v.  Wagner,  134  Ind. 

Emporia  v.  Randolph,  56  Kan.   117;  698;  TerreHautev.  Beach,  96  Ind.  143. 

Kayser  v.  Trustees  of  Bremen,  16  Mo.  In  Forsyth  v,  Hanunond,  142  Ind.  505, 

88;    State  v.  Weatherby,  45  Mo.  17;  the  court  held  under  these  statutes 

State   V.   Wilcox,   45   Mo.    458,   463;  that  the  legislative  character  of  the 

Lammert    v.    Lid  well,    62    Mo.    188 ;  function  of  annexation  of  territory  to  a 

Wahoo  V.  Dickinson,  23  Neb.  426.    See  citjr  does  not  preclude  judicial  exami- 

also  infrOf  S  353.    There  is  nothing  in  nation  and  decision  on  questions  as 

the  Federal  Constitution  to   prevent  to  the  preliminary  steps  and  the  truth 

the  people  of  the  State  from  giving  and   sufficiency   of   tne   petition    for 

to  toe  courts,  if  they  see  fit,  full  ju-  annexation,   and  that  a  statute   ex> 

risdiction    over    the  incorporation  of  pressly  ^vin^  a  right  of  appeal  was 

municipalities  and  the  determination  constitutional    and    gave    tne    courts 

of  the  boundaries  thereof  and  taking  jurisdiction  of  the  question.    The  court 

it  entirely  away  from  the  legblature.  quoted  with  approval  the  language  of 

Forsyth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  S.  506.  Bakery   J.,   in   Forsyth  v.  Hammond, 

The  determination  of  the  boundaries  68  Fed.  Rep.  774,  where  he  said :   "The 

of  an  existing  municipality  may  be  a  power  to  hear  and  determine  whether 

judicial  question  to  be  determined  by  the  conditions  prescribed  by  law  for  the 

the  courts  and  not  by  the  legislature,  creation,  enlargement,  or  contraction  of 

when  the  latter  is  prohibited  from  the  a  municipal  body  exist,  is  judicial  in 

enactment  of  special  legislation  with  its  nature,  and  may  be  appropriately 

reference  thereto.     Hence,  when  such  conferred  upon  the  courts.     The  crea- 

prohibition  exists,  a  statute  defining  tion,  enlaigement,  or  contraction  of  a 

the  boundary  of  such  a  city  is  upcon*  municipal  Dodv  b  not  the  act  of  the 

stitutional.    Little  Rock  v.  Parish,  36  court,  out  is  tne  act  and  result  of  the 

Ark.  166.    It  has  been  held  that  when  Law.      The    court    simply    determines 

the    l^slature    is    prohibited    from  whether   the    conditions    are    present 

passing   any   special   law    creating   a  which    authorise    the    creation    of    a 

municipal  corporation,   the   fixing  of  municipal  body,   or  the  enlaigement 

the    boundaries    of    a    municipality  or  contraction  of  its  limits ;  and,  when 

ceases   to   be   a   legislative   function,  these  conditions  are  judicially  asoer- 

People  V,  Ontario,  148  Cal.  625.     In  tained,  the  law,  ex  proprio  viaore,  cre- 

Indiana,  incorporation  acts  have  long  ates  the  municipal  body,  or  eniaiges  or 

been  in  force  which  provide  for  the  contracts  its  bounclanes.y     Upon  an 

presentation  of  a  petition  to  the  board  appeal  from  the  decision  in  which  this 

of  county  commissioners  setting  forth  laziguage  was  used  the  United  States 

the  boundaries,  quantity  of  land,  and  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the 

the  population  of  the  territoiy  pro-  statute  conferred  authority  upon  the 

posea  to  be  incorporated  and  praving  board    of    county    conmuffiioners    to 

tor   incorporation.      It    was    held    in  determine  legislative  questions;    that 
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ing  substantially  the  same  general  scheme  of  procedure  delegate  to 
the  courts  the  power  to  determine  whether  territory  ought  to  be  in- 
corporated or  ought  to  be  annexed  to  a  municipality  or  disconnected 
therefrom,  and  are  unconstitutional  as  attempts  to  devolve  legisla- 
tive functions  upon  the  judiciaiy.^  In  this  conflict  of  the  decisions 
there  is  no  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  legal  principle  involved,  but 
the  courts  have  differed  in  its  application.  The  courts  all  recognize 
the  fact  that  legislative  powers  cannot  be  devolved  upon  the  judici- 
ary, and  that  the  creation  of  a  municipally,  of  the  extension  of  its 
boundaries,  or  the  disconnection  of  territory  therefrom,  are  essen- 
tially legislative  acts;  but  the  disagreement  has  arisen  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  acts  of  the  judiciaiy  under  the  schemes  adopted.  The 
cases  which  have  sustained  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  have  done 
so  on  the  principle  that  they  were  merely  called  upon  to  judicially 
ascertain  and  determine  the  facts  upon  which  the  legislature  de- 
clared incorporation  should  be  effected,  and  that  the  act  of  incor- 
poration was  effected  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  and  not  as  the 
result  of  a  legislative  act  on  the  part  of  the  courts  in  declaring  the 
incorporation,  while  the  cases  denying  the  power  of  the  courts  to 

this  determination  was  a  legislative  tivein  their  character  and  not  judicial, 
function  which  cotdd  not  be  performed  Galesbui^  v.  Hawkinson,  75  111.  152. 
by  the  courts ;  and,  hence,  that  the  But  a  statute  giving  the  Circuit  Court 
provisions  of  the  statute  giving  a  right  power  to  appoint  commissioners  for 
of  appeal  to  the  courts  from  such  the  South  Park  was  held  to  be  consti- 
detennination  were  unconstitutional  .tutional.  People  v.  Williams,  51  111. 
and  void,  refusing  to  be  bound  by  or  63 ;  People  v.  Morgan,  90  111.  558.  The 
follow  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  provisions  of  the  drainage  law  giving 
Court  of  Indiana  in  the  case  above  the  county  courts  power  to  appoint 
cited.  See  Forsyth  v,  Hammond,  71  drainage  commissioners  held  valid. 
Fed.  Rep.  443,  rev'g  68  Fed.  Rep.  774.  Moore  v.  People,  106  111.  376;  Blake  v. 
But  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  People,  109  111.  504 :  Kilgour  v.  Drain- 
States  in  reviewing  the  decision  of  the  age  Com'rs,  111  111.  342;  Huston  v. 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  CLark,  112  111.  344 ;  Owners  of  land  v. 
on  certiorari,  held  that  the  matter  of  People,  113  111.  296.  Provisions  of  an 
the  territorial  boundaries  of  a  municipal  election  law  ^ving  the  county  court 
corporation  is  local  in  its  nature,  and,  power  to  appomt  election  commissioners 
as  a  rule,  is  to  be  finally  and  absolutely  nave  also  been  sustained.  People  v. 
determined  by  the  authorities  of  the  Hoffman,  116  111.  587.  Provisions  of  a 
State,  and  the  decision  of  the  lower  statute  delegating  to  the  county  judge 
court  was  thereupon  reversed.  See  166  and  two  circuit  judges  to  be  selected  by 
U.  S.  506.  him  the  power  to  fix  the  territory  to  be 
'  State  V.  Simons,  32  Minn.  540.  In  embraced  in  a  sanitary  district,  prior  to 
lUinois,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  au-  submitting  the  question  to  a  vote  are 
thorixing  the  Circuit  Court  to  determine  not  repugnant  to  the  constitutional 
whether  territory  ought  to  be  annexed  to  a  provision  which  distributes  the  power 
mumcipaliiy,  or  disconnected  there-  of  the  government  into  three  classes, 
from,  and  to  order  the  same  to  be. an-  and  prohibits  either  branch  from  exer- 
nexed,  or  disconnected  accordingly  cising  any  powers  of  the  others.  Peo- 
was  an  attempt  to  confer  upon  the  pie  v.  Nelson,  133  III.  565,  601.  See 
courts  power  to  change  the  boundaries  also  on  the  general  subject  of  dele^a- 
of  municipal  bodies  by  annexing  or  tion  of  power  to  the  courts  affecting 
disconnecting  territory,  and  was  un-  mimicipal  omnizations,  Whittaker  v. 
constitutional,  such  acts  being  legisla-  Venice,   150  III.    195,  201 ;   Young  v. 
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act  have  adopted  the  contrary  view  that  the  action  of  the  courts  b 
inherently  le^ative.^ 

§  63.  Oonttitatioiial  Provisions  anthorising  Oitios  to  fmno  tli«lr 
Oharters.  —  In  many  of  the  States  are  to  be  found  constitutional 
provisions  granting  or  guaranteeing  to  cities  and  other  municipalities 
some  degree  of  autonomy.  So  far  has  the  principle  of  self-govern- 
ment been  carried  that  the  Constitutions  of  some  States  authorize 
and  permit  localities  of  a  certain  population  to  frame  their  own  char- 
ters, popularly  known  as  FreehMers*  Charters.^    In  California  this 


Carey,  184  111.  613,  rev'g  80  111.  App. 
601. 

Tennessee,  —  In  the  application  of 
the  principles  stated  in  the  text,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  this  State  has  held 
statutes  conferring  on  the  courts  t^ 
povoer  to  incorporate  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional. See  State  v.  Armstrong,  3 
Sneed  (Tenn.),  634;  Ex  parU  Chad- 
well,  3  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  98;  8.  c.  1  Tenn. 
chap.  xcv. ;  Ex  pcarte  Bums,  1  Tenn. 
Chan.  83.  But  a  statute  simply  con- 
ferring power  to  record  the  petition 
and  designate  the  boundaries  of  the 
corporation  is  constitutional,  as  the 
State,  and  not  the  court,  determined 
the  extent  and  nature  of  the  powers  of 
the  corporation.  Mayor,  &c.  Morris- 
town  V.  Shelton,  1  Head  (Tenn.),  24. 
See  also  note  to  §  61.  In  Washington, 
it  is  held  that  a  statute  which  authorizes 
a  majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  town 
or  village  to  present  a  petition  to  the 
court  setting  forth  the  metes  and  bounds 
thereof  and  praying  that  thev  be  incor- 
porated and  directs  the  judge  of  the 
court,  upon  being  satisfied  that  the 
petition  is  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
taxable  inhabitants,  to  record  an  order 
declaring  such  town  or  village  duly  in- 
corporated, authorizes  the  creation  of 
a  municipal  corporation  by  a  judicial 
court,  and  is  unconstitutional  as  dele- 
gating legislative  functions  to  the  court. 
Territory  v,  Stewart,  1  Wash.  98. 

In  Wisconsin,  it  is  held  that  the 
creation  of  municipal  corporations  is 
the  exercise  of  legislative  power  and 
cannot  be  delegated  save  as  authorized 
by  the  Constitution  itself ;  and  that  the 
act  of  determining,  either  tentatively 
or  finally,  whether  it  is  for  the  best 
interest  of  the  people  that  they  should 
be  incoiporatea  into  a  village  and  fix- 
ing the  Doundaries  is  not  the  determi- 
nation of  a  mere  question  of  fact,  but  is 
the  exercise  of  legislative  discretion,  and 


a  statute  attempting;  to  delegate  such 
power  to  the  Ciremt  Court  —  a  court 
provided  for  by  the  Constitution  — 
IS  invalid.  In  re  North  Milwaukee,  93 
Wis.  616.  A  statute  declarinj^  valid 
the  incorporation  of  municipalities 
under  an  unconstitutional  delegation 
of  authority  to  the  courts,  is  not  un- 
constitutional as  a  special  law.  It  ai>- 
plies  to  a  legitimate  class  of  munici- 
palities. State  V.  Spaude,  37  Minn. 
322 

»'  In  Kelly  v.  Pittsbuig,  104  U.  S.  78, 
80,  where  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  held  that  the  annexation 
of  a  tract  of  land  to  a  city  against  the 
consent  of  the  owner  thereof  did  not 
involve  any  Federal  question  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  Af  ti- 
ler, J,,  said :  "  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
legislature  could  rightfully  enlarge  the 
boundary  of  the  city  of  Pittsburg,  so 
as  to  include  the  land.  If  this  power 
were  denied  we  are  unable  to  see  how 
such  denial  could  be  sustained.    What 

gortion  of  a  State  shall  be  within  the 
mits  of  a  city  and  be  governed  bv  its 
authority  and  its  laws  has  always  been 
considered  to  be  a  proper  subject  of 
legislation.  How  thickly  or  how 
sparsely  the  territory  within  a  city 
must  be  settled  is  one  of  the  matters 
within  legislative  discretion.  W^hether 
territoiy  shall  be  governed  for  local  pur- 
poses by  a  coimty,  a  city,  or  a  town- 
ship organization,  is  one  of  the  most 
usual  and  ordinary  subjects  of  State 
legislation.'' 

»  Cal.  Const.,  1879,  ait.  xi.  J  8,  as 
amended  in  1892  and  1896;  Colo. 
Const,  art.  xx  adopted  in  1902 ;  Minn. 
Const,  art.  iv.  {  36,  adopted  in  1898 ; 
Mo.  Const.,  1875,  art.  ix.  §§16,  17; 
Wash.^Const.,  1889,  art.  xi.  §  11.  The 
language  of  these  provisions  is  not 
in  all  respects  the  same,  and  the  pre^ 
cise    words   of   the   several   constitu- 
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li^t  was  at  first  conferred  on  cities  containing  a  population  of  more 
than  100,000  inhabitants,  but  it  was  afterwards  extended  to  all  cities 
containing  a  population  of  more  than  3,500  inhabitants.  These  con- 
stitutional provisions  are  framed  on  the  same  general  plan.  Provi- 
aon  is  made  for  the  appointment  of  a  board  of  freeholders  of  the 
city  to  whom  is  entrusted  the  duty  of  preparing  a  charter.^  When 
the  proposed  charter  has  been  prepared,  it  is  published  in  one  or  more 
newspapers  in  the  city.  After  publication  for  the  prescribed  period, 
it  is  submitted  to  the  electors  at  a  general  or  special  election.  In 
California  and  Washington  a  majority  of  the  qualified  electors  is 
sufficient  for  adoption;  in  Missouri  and  Minnesota  it  must  be  ap- 
proved by  four-sevenths  of  the  qualified  voters.  In  Missouri,  Min- 
nesota, and  Washington,  upon  approval  by  the  requisite  popular 
vote,  the  charter  takes  effect  and  supersedes  any  existing  charter 
and  amendments  thereof.  In  California,  after  the  popular  vote,  it 
b  submitted  to  the  legislature  for  its  approval  or  rejection  as  a  whole, 
without  power  of  alteration  or  amendment  Upon  approval  by  the 
l^;blature  by  concurrent  resolution,  it  becomes  the  organic  law  of 
the  dty,  and  supersedes  any  existing  charter,  and  all  amendments 
thereof,  and  all  laws  inconsistent  with  the  new  charter.  The  charter 
thus  adopted  may  be  amended  by  proposal  submitted  to  the  popular 
vote,  but  in  California  amendments  can  only  be  made  at  intervals 
of  not  less  than  two  years.  In  Missouri  all  popular  charters  must 
provide,  among  other  things,  a  mayor  or  chief  magistrate,  and  two 
houses  of  legislation,  one  of  which  at  least  shall  be  elected  by  general 
ticket'  In  California  popular  charters  may,  in  addition  to  other 
matters,  provide  for  police  courts,  boards  of  education,  boards  of 
police  commissioners  and  a  municipal  police  force,  and  boards  of 
election.  These  provisions  must  be  regarded  as  an  indication  of  the 
popular  demand  that  municipalities  should  be  allowed  to  govern 
themselves  with  greater  freedom  from  legislative  interference  than 

tional  provisions  must  be  kept  in  mind  App.  96;  People  v.  Adams,  31  Colo. 

in  the  study  of  the  judicial  aecisions  of  476. 

the  different  States.  *  The  board  of  freeholders  cannot 

In  Afinneeota,  the  constitutional  employ  one  of  its  own  members  as 
provision  applies  to  all  cities  existing  counsel  for  the  board  to  advise  it,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  con-  draw  a  charter.  Young  v,  Mai^to, 
stitutional  amendment,  and  does  not  97  Minn.  4. 

apply  to  cities  thereafter  incorporated.  '  In  Minnesota^  popular  or  free- 
State  V.  O'Connor,  81  Minn.  79.  holders'  charters  must  provide,  among 

As  to  validity  and  effect  of  consti-  other  things,  for  a  mayor  or  chi^ 
tutional  amendment  providing  for  a  magistrate,  and  a  legislative  body  of 
pc^mlar  charter  for  Denver,  see  People  either  one  or  two  houses;  if  of  two 
V.  Sours,  31  Colo.  369;  Denver  v,  houses,  at  least  one  of  them  shall  be 
Adams  County,  33  Colo.  1;  Boston  elected  by  general  vote  (Minn  Const. 
A  C.  Smelting  Co.  v.  Elder,  20  Colo.  art.  iv.  §  36> 
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heretofore,^  but  it  is  unfortunate  that  the  demand  should  find  expres- 
sion in  this  form.  A  prompt,  frank,  and  sincere  recognition  of  local 
requirements  by  the  legislature  will  usually  render  unnecessary  any 
resort  to  a  referendum  such  as  is  here  provided  for,  and  it  may  be 
questioned,  upon  experience  up  to  the  present,  whether  freeholders' 
charters  will  prove  to  be  so  satisfactory  as  to  come  into  general  use 
throughout  the  country.  A  series  of  novel  and  difficult  questions 
has  arisen  under  these  provisions.  A  city  framing  its  own  charter 
under  the  Missouri  Constitution  has  been  declared  by  the  highest 
judicial  authority  to  be  in  a  very  just  sense  an  imperium  in  imperio,^ 
and  to  the  prescribed  extent  this  is  true.  But  a  charter  so  framed,  so 
far  from  being  a  departure  from  a  republican  form  of  government,  is 
republican  in  essence  and  form.'    The  constitutional  provisions  in 

>  In  Ex  parU  Braun,  141  Cal.  204, 
the  court  referred  to  the  providonfl  of 
the  California  Constitution  as  adopted 
by  the  people  under  "a  temporaiy  im- 
pulse (not  yet  entirely  abated),  to 
carry  the  notion  of  what  is  termed 
'local  self-government'  to  extremes." 
In  State  v.  O'Connor,  81  Minn.  79,  83, 
Brown,  J.,  explained  the  origin  of  the 
amendment  to  the  Minnesota  Con- 
stitution thus:  ''By  a  constitutional 
amendment  in  1891  special  legislation 
as  to  cities  and  villages  was  wholly 
prohibited.  Thereafter  all  incorporated 
cities  and  villages  were  limited  in  the 
conduct  and  management  of  municipal 
affairs  to  the  power  and  authority  there- 
tofore contained  in  and  conferred  by 
their  charters  to  which  no  amendments 
or  additions  could  be  made.  The  result 
of  this  was  to  hamper  and  embarrass 
such  cities  in  the  conduct  of  their 
affairs.  Exigencies  and  new  condi- 
tions arose,  which  demanded  and  re- 
Quired  the  exercise  of  greater  power 
tnan  was  conferred  upon  them;  but 
the  legislature  was  powerless  to  act, 
except  perhaps  by  ^neral  legislation, 
which  was^  impracticable,  because  of 
the  varied  interests,  duties,  and  respon- 
sibilities of  different  cities.  The  Con- 
stitution prohibited  granting  any  fur- 
ther privileges  to  such  cities,  sind  as 
a  conseouence  the  administration  of 
public  affairs  thus  became  very  much 
embarrassed  and  involved.  To  obviate 
all  these  difficulties,  and  to  place  such 
cities  on  a  broader  basis,  ana  in  a  posi- 
tion prepared  to  meet  and  deal  with 
new  conditions  sure  to  follow  their  ad- 
vancement and  growth,  it  was  deemed 
wise  and  advisable  to  authorize  them 
to  frame  and  adopt  their  own  charters. 


Cities  in  existence  at  this  time  were 
for  the  most  part  incorporated  by  spe- 
cial charters  and,  by  reason  of  the  Coz»- 
stitutional  Amendment  of  1891,  were 
absolutely  helpless  when  confronted 
with  new  conditions  requiring  the  ex- 
ercise of  additional  power." 

'  St.  Louis  V,  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.,  149  U.  S.  465,  468,  oer  Breujer,  J. 
The  later  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Missouri,  referred  to  infra,  upon  the 
subiect  of  the  relation  between  a  free- 
holders' charter  and  the  general  leg- 
islative power  of  the  State,  nave  wis^ 
limited  the  exclusive  power  of  the  city 
to  matters  purely,  clearly,  and  indi»- 
putably  local  and  municipal,  leaving 
the  citv  in  all  other  matters  under  the 

feneral  legislative  power  of  the  State, 
tate  V.  Missouri  &  K.  leL  Co.,  189  Mo. 
83. 

But  what  is  a  ''local"  or  "internal" 
or  "municipal"  affair  as  distinguished 
from  a  "general"  or  "State"  affair  has 
proved  to  be  a  source  of  much  contro- 
versy, and  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
in  the  several  States  have  left  the  sub- 
ject in  such  a  condition  of  chaos  and 
uncertainty  that  the  question  can,  in 
many  instances,  only  be  settled  by  the 
highest  tribunal  of  the  State  in  each 
individual  case  as  it  arises.  See  Good- 
now,  Munic.  Home  Rule,  pp.  77  et  seo., 
95—93, 

*  People  V.  Sours,  31  Colo.  369; 
Hopkins  v.  Duluth,  81  Minn.  189.  In 
these  cases  it  was  urged  that  the  Amend- 
ments to  the  Constitutions  of  Minne- 
sota and  Colorado  violated  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Federal  Constitution 
guaranteeing  to  every  State  in  the 
Union  a  republican  form  of  government, 
but  this  contention  was  overruled.    It 
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CaUIoTnia  are  self-executing  and  do  not  require  legislation  to  give 
them  effect.*  The  authority  to  provide  a  municipal  government 
for  a  city  is  referable  to  the  law-making  power  of  the  State,  and  the 
enactment  of  a  charter  for  a  municipality  is  a  legislative  act.  By 
the  constitutional  provisions  in  California,  authorizing  cities  to 
frame  their  own  charters,  the  people  have  withdrawn  from  the  legis- 
lature the  legislative  authority  of  the  State  in  reference  to  municipal 
government  for  cities  to  the  extent  that  it  cannot  exercise  any  legis- 
lative authority  in  the  enactment  of  a  charter  for  a  municipality 
until  after  its  provisions  have  been  formulated  and  approved  by  the 
city  itself  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Constitution ;  and  in  that 

has,  however,  been  said  that  even  in  statutes  furthering  the  exercise  of  the 
the  case  of  municipal  charters  adopted  constitutional  right  conferred  upon  the 
by  the  people  pursuant  to  constitutional  cities  and  making  such  right  available, 
provision,  there  are  certain  things  which  In  Minnesota^  it  is  expressly  declared 
the  people  cannot  do,  even  by  consti-  that  before  any  city  shall  incorporate 
tutional  amendment;  viz.:  (1)  free  under  the  constitutional  amendment 
any  portion  of  the  State  from  the  oper-  "the  legislature  shall  prescribe  bv 
ation  of  the  State  Constitution;  (2)  law  the  general  limits  within  which 
dele^te  to  a  charter  convention  the  such  charter  shall  be  framed ''  (Minn. 
makmg  of  constitutional  amendments ;  Const,  art.  iv.  §  36).  This  proviso 
(3)  give  to  a  charter  convention  the  simply  requires  the  le^slature  to  pro- 
power  to  prescribe  the  jurisdiction  and  vide  such  general  Hmitations  and  re- 
duty  of  public  officers  with  respect  to  strictions  as  it  shall  deem  proper.  It 
State  government  as  distinguished  is  not  required  to  lay  out  a  broad 
from  the  municipal  or  city  government,  framework  for  each  topic,  oc  a  general 
People  V,  Sours,  31  Colo.  369;  People  plan  of  a  charter.  But  the  general 
9.  Johnson,  34  Colo.  143.  The  reason  power  and  authority  to  frame  city 
assigned  for  this  conclusion  is  that  charters  granted  to  the  cities  by  the 
even  the  people  of  the  State  cannot  by  constitutional  amendment  ex  necessi- 
constitutional  amendment  set  apart  tate  extends  to  all  powers  properly  be- 
any portion  of  the  State  in  such  manner  lon^ng  to  the  government  or  munici- 
that  that  portion  of  the  State  shall  be  palities,  and  the  requirement  that  the 
freed  from  the  Constitution;  if  any  t^islature  shall  prescribe  limitations 
one  of  these  three  things  may  be  done  within  which  such  charter  may  be 
by  constitutional  amendment,  a  por-  framed^  must  be  construed  to  mean 
tion  of  the  State  would  be  freed  from  limitations  beyond  which  the  charter 
the  Constitution  and  the  State  would  may  not  go.  In  other  words  it  is  made 
no  longer  have  any  right  to  legislate  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  provide 
for  it.  It  would,  in  short,  be  an  impe-  such  general  limitations  and  restric- 
Hum  in  imperio,  a  condition  which  can-  tions  as  that  body  may  deem  expedient 
not  be  brought  about  or  exist  even  by  and  proper;  and  tne  court  cannot 
constitutional  amendment,  for  the  hold  a  statute  enacted  pursuant  to 
leaaon  that  such  a  result  would  be  sub-  this  requirement  to  be  unconstitu- 
verdve  of  a  republican  form  of  gov-  tional  because  of  any  omission  there- 
emment  and  repuenant  to  the  Con-  from.  State  v.  O'Conuor,  81  Minn.  79. 
ititution  of  the  United  States,  and  The  legislature  may,  by  statute,  per- 
violative  of  the  compact  existing  be-  mit  the  charter  to  be  submitted  to  the 
tween  the  State  and  the  Federal  gov-  voters  at  a  special  election.  The  lan- 
enunent.  guage  of  the  constitutional  amendment 

'  People  V.  H<»e,  55  Cal.  612.  But  that  the  charter  shall  be  submitted  to 
in  Beeves  v.  Anoerson,  13  Wash.  17.  the  voters  "at  the  next  election  there- 
the  ooiurt  held  that  the  constitutional  after"  does  not  preclude  submission 
Pfoviflion  of  that  State  was  not  self-  at  a  special  election.  State  v.  IQewel, 
ececatiii^  in  0uch  a  sense  as  to  pre-  86  Minn.  136. 
dude    the     legialature    from    passing 
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State  have  limited  their  legislative  authority  to  the  mere  approval 
or  rejection  of  the  charter  so  formulated.  The  authority  thus  with- 
drawn from  the  legislature  and  given  to  the  city  is  none  the  less  a 
part  of  the  law-making  power  of  the  State  because  it  is  conferred 
upon  the  city  in  conjunction  with  the  legislature.  The  act  of  the 
city  in  formulating  the  charter  and  determining  the  provisions  to  be 
included  therein  has  the  same  force  and  authority  as  a  charter  with 
the  same  provisions  enacted  by  a  legislature  that  is  not  restrained  by 
any  constitutional  limitations.^  The  requirements  of  the  Constitu- 
tion are  mandatory  and  peremptory,  and  a  failure  to  comply  with 
them  will  invalidate  the  charter.'  The  purpose  of  these  provisions 
is  to  free  city  governments  from  the  authority  and  control  formerly 
exercised  over  them  by  the  legislature,^  and  the  legislature  cannot 
curtail  the  rights  conferred  upon  municipalities  to  frame  their  own 
charters.*  The  power  and  authority  conferred  by  the  Constitution 
upon  cities  to  frame  their  own  charters  extend  to  all  subjects  and 
matters  properly  belonging  to  the  government  of  municipalities,  and 
this  necessarily  includes  any  subject  appropriate  to  the  orderly 
conduct  of  municipal  affairs.^    In  Missouri  and  Washington  the 


*  People  V,  Guirn,  85  Cal.  238; 
Sheehan  v.  Scott,  145  Cal.  684.  But 
in  approving  a  charter  under  the  pro- 
visionB  of  the  California  Constitution, 
the  legislature  is  not  exercising  the  law- 
makinjg  power  in  the  same  sense  as 
when  it  enacts  a  statute  upon  a  subject 
which  is  entirely  within  its  power,  and 
its  approval  of  a  charter  does  not  pre- 
vent judicial  inquiry  into  the  question 
whether  the  constitutional  require- 
ments as  to  the  enactment  of  the  laws 
have  been  met  when  the  validity  of 
different  provisions  of  the  charter  are 
drawn  in  question.  People  v,  Gunn, 
85  Cal.  238.  That  the  approval  of  a 
freeholders'  charter  by  the  legislature 
is  not  in  itself  an  exercise  of  the  general 
law-making  power  of  passing  a  statute 
is  illustrated  by  Peoples.  Toal,  85  Cal. 
333.  Another  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution, as  then  in  force,  declared 
that  the  judicial  power  of  the  State 
should  be  vested  in  certain  enumerated 
courts  "and  such  inferior  courts  as  the 
legislature  may  establish  in  any  incor- 
porated city  or  town,  or  city  and 
county.''  It  was  held  that  this  pro- 
vision entrusted  the  establishing  of 
inferior  courts  to  the  legislature,  wnich 
must  act  by  regularly  passing  a  statute. 
Consequently,  police  courts  for  a  city 
could  not  be  established  by  a  freehold- 


ers' charter  and  adopted  by  a  vote  of 
the  electors  of  the  city,  and  approved 
by  the  legislature.  Since  this  decision 
was  rendered  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  has  been  adopted,  which 
makes  it  competent  for  freeholders' 
charters  to  provide  for  the  constitution, 
regulation,  government,  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  police  courts  (Cal.  Const,  art. 
xi.  §  8i). 

«  Peoples. Gunn, 85 Cal. 238.  Under 
the  provision  of  the  California  Consti- 
tution requiring  the  suomission  of  a 
freeholders'  charter  "  to  the  qualified 
electors  of  said  city,"  "and  if  a  ma- 
jority of  such  qualified  electors  voting 
thereat  shall  ratify  the  same,"  it  shaU 
thereupon  be  submitted  to  the  legisla- 
ture for  approval,  the  charter  is  not 
adopted  if  it  does  not  receive  a  ma- 
jority of  all  the  votes  cast  at  the  munici- 
pal election,  but  merely  a  majority  of 
the  votes  cast  thereon.  Santa  Rosa  v. 
Bower,  142  Cal.  299. 

•  People  V.  Hoge,  55  Cal.  612. 

*  People  V.  Bagley,  85  CaL  343; 
Kansas  City  v.  Marsh  Oil  Co.,  140  Mo. 
458,  467. 

»  State  ».  O'Connor,  81  Minn.  79; 
State  V.  District  Court  of  St.  Louis  Co., 
90  Minn.  457 ;  In  re  Cloherty,  2  Wash. 
137,  140.  See  State  v.  Mo.  &  K.  TeL 
Co.,  189  Mo.  83,  cited  infra. 
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power  granted  by  the  Constitutions  of  these  States  to  cities  to  frame 
and  adopt  their  own  charters  has  been  construed  as  in  its  nature 
legislative  and  therefore  continuing;  and,  on  the  principle  that  each 
succeeding  legislature  possesses  the  same  jurisdiction  and  power  in 
reference  to  legislation  that  its  predecessors  did,  cities  have  a  con- 
tinuing right  to  exercise  the  legislative  power  given  to  them  to  frame 
their  own  charters,  and  the  fact  that  this  right  has  once  been  exer- 
cised does  not  limit  the  action  of  municipality  to  the  adoption  of 
amendments  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Constitutions.^  But 
the  direct  method  of  amendment  by  submission  to  the  popular  vote 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution  is  exclusive,  and  an  amendment  can- 
not be  made  in  any  other  form.'  The  legislature  may,  by  a  general 
enabling  act,  permit  a  city  having  a  freeholders'  charter,  to  amend  it 
by  popular  vote  in  the  prescribed  manner  so  as  to  absorb  an  adjoin- 
ing city  which  has  on  its  part  complied  with  the  enabling  act.^  But 
under  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  the  legislature  has  no  authority 
to  pass  a  statute  conferring  upon  cities  which  have  framed  their  own 


1  Morrow  v.  Kansas  City,  186  Mo. 
675 ;  Reeves  v.  Anderson,  13  Wash.  17. 

>  Blanchard  v.  HartweU,  131  Cal. 
263;  St.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo.  466. 
An  ordinance,  adopted  under  a  general 
law  <^  the  State,  extending  the  limits 
of  a  dtv  is  an  amendment  of  the  citv 
freeholders'  charter,  and  is  invalia, 
if  it  has  not  been  submitted  to  the  vote 
of  the  electors.  Westport  v,  Kansas 
aty,  103  Mo.  141. 

But  in  California,  neither  the  an- 
nexation of  additional  territory  (People 
V.  Oakland,  123  Cal.  598)  nor  the  cut- 
ting off  or  exclusion  of  territory  from 
the  dty  Umits  (People  v,  Coronado,  100 
CaL  571),  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  a  general  act,  works  an  amendment 
of  the  charter  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution.  As  to  method  of 
computing  ^^^  period  of  two  years 
which  must  elaose  between  the  sub- 
mission of  amenaments  under  the  Cali- 
fornia Constitution,  see  Harison  v. 
Roberts,  145  Cal.  173. 

In  Cali/amia,  when  amendments  to 
the  municipal  charter  are  petitioned  for 
by  fifteen  per  cent  of  the  qualified  voters 
of  the  people,  the  citjr  council  or  other 
legislative  Dody  may  either  call  a  special 
election  to  vote  thereon  or  wait  until 
the  next  ^neral  election.  The  time 
of  submission  is,  to  that  extent,  dis- 
cretionary with  the  l^slative  body. 
JUibliner  v.  Alpers,  145  Cal.  291. 

Sufficiency   and  regularity  of  pro- 


ceedings to  amend  cit^  charter  under 
Constitution  of  Washington,  see  Ehr- 
hardt  v.  Seattle,  33  Wash.  664;  Pierce 
V.  Spokane,  7  Wash.  132.  As  to  svb- 
mission  to  vote  of  a  charter  amendment, 
see  State  v,  Riplinger,  30  Wash.  281, 
or  of  a  proposed  new  charter  for  ratifi- 
cation at  a  general  or  special  election, 
State  V,  Kiewel,  86  Minn.  136;  Hop- 
kins v.  Duluth,  81  Minn.  189;  Rhrhardt 
V.  Seattle,  33  Wash.  664;  State  v. 
Doherty,  16  Wash.  382. 

In  Calif omia,  the  ratification  of  a  mu- 
nicipal charter  submitted  to  the  voters 
at  a  general  municipal  election  must 
receive  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  at 
such  election  and  not  merely  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  upon  the  ratification  of 
the  charter.  Santa  Rosa  v.  Bower,  142 
Cal.  299,  following  People  v,  Sausalito, 
106  Cal.  500,  where,  toe  ouestion  of 
incorporation  being  requirea  to  be  sub- 
mitted at  an  election  "to  be  held  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  same  shall  become  incorporated," 
it  was  held  that  a  majority  of  the  votes 
cast  at  such  election  were  essential  to 
incorporation.  In  Martin  v.  Election 
Commissioners,  126  Cal.  404,  it  was 
held  that  it  is  not  unconstitutional  for 
the  lesislature  to  provide  by  general, 
instead  of  special,  legislation  Tot  sub- 
mitting constitutional  amendments  of 
a  charter  to  the  people. 

'  Kansas  (Dity  v.  Stegmuller,  151 
Mo.  189. 


116 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS 


§63 


charters,  powers  in  respect  to  a  matter  of  local  and  municipal  gov- 
ernment, e,  g.y  to  establish  a  system  of  parks  and  boulevards;  the 
Constitution  having  declared  how  amendments  of  these  charters 
may  be  made,  the  legislature  cannot  effect  an  amendment  by  direct 
legislation  operating  only  upon  cities  that  have  freeholders'  charters/ 
A  charter  framed  by  a  city  for  itself  under  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion has,  within  the  limits  therein  contemplated,  the  force  and  effect 
of  one  granted  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  when  unrestrained  by 
constitutional  provision,^  and  by  express  provision  it  supersedes  the 
old  charter  and  all  amendments  thereto.^  Provisions  of  the  free- 
holders' charter  which  are  purely  municipal  in  their  character,  super- 
sede provisions  of  the  general  laws  which  are  inconsistent  there- 
with/   But  freeholders'  charters  in  Missouri,  in  matters  which  are 


■  Kansas  City  v.  Scarritt,  127  Mo. 
642.  The  act  involved  in  this  case 
authorized  every  city  in  the  State  then 
or  thereafter  to  be  oiiganized  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  author- 
izing cities  to  frame  their  own  char- 
ters, to  establish  for  such  city  a  system 
of  parks  and  boulevards.  This  stat- 
ute was  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the 
Constitution. 

'  State  V,  Missouri  &  K.  Tel.  Co., 
189  Mo.  83,  99;  Sheehan  v.  Scott,  145 
Cat  684,  688.  See  also  Morrow  v. 
Kansas  City,  186  Mo.  675. 

•  People  V.  Oakland,  92  Cal.  611; 
Ex  parte  Sparks,  120  Cal.  395;  State 
V.  Field,  99  Mo.  352.  It  abolishes  a 
police  court  established  by  the  old 
charter,  although  none  is  provided  for 
by  the  new.  ax  forte  Sparks,  120  Cal. 
395.  Similarly,  it  supersedes  the  pro- 
vision of  an  existing  charter  establish- 
ing a  justice's  court.  Miner  v.  Justices' 
Court,  121  Cal.  264.  But  while  the 
freeholders'  charter  of  the  city  of  Eu- 
reka susperseded  the  provisions  of  the 
former  charter  creating  the  office  of 
harbor  master,  by  failing  to  make  any 
provision  for  such  officer,  it  did  not 
supersede  the  provisions  of  the  general 
law  providing  for  the  performance  of 
certain  duties  by  the  haroor  master.  No 
provision  being  made  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  harbor  master,  the  appoint- 
ment devolved  on  the  governor  under 
the  provision  of  the  Constitution  author- 
izing him  to  fill  vacant  offices,  when  no 
provision  therefor  is  made.  Quigg  v. 
Evans,  121  Cal.  546. 

«  Fragley  v.  Phelan,  126  Cal.  383. 
In  State  v.  Field.  99  Mo.  352,  it  was 
held  that  the  freeholders'  charter  of 
Kansas  City  operated  to  supersede  a 


prior  general  statute  in  respect  to  street- 
opening  proceedings.  See  also  Kansas 
aty  V,  Marsh  Oil  Co.,  140  Mo.  458; 
Kansas  Citv  v.  Bacon,  147  Mo.  259. 

In  California,  the  provisions  of  a 
freeholders'  charter  are,  so  far  as  "mu- 
nicipal affairs"  are  concerned,  supreme 
and  beyond  the  reach  of  legislative 
enactment.  See  Ex  parte  Braun,  141 
Cal.  204.  By  California  Const.,  1879, 
art.  xi.  §  6  (as  amended  in  1896),  it 
is  declared  that  "all  charters  thereof 
(t.  e.f  of  cities  and  towns)  framed  or 
adopted  by  authority  of  this  Constitu- 
tion, except  in  municipal  affairs,  shall 
be  subject  to  and  controlled  by  general 
laws."  The  amendment  of  18%  con- 
sisted in  the  insertion  of  the  words 
"except  in  municipal  affairs."  Prior 
to  that  amendment,  freeholders'  char- 
ters were  subject  to  general  laws  on  the 
same  subject,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  were  suspenaed  during  the 
paramount  operation  of  the  general 
provisions.  The  amendment  of  1896 
operated  on  idl  charters  and  laws  in 
force  at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  as 
well  as  upon  charters  afterwards 
adopted  and  laws  subsequently  enacted. 
After  the  amendment,  the  general  laws 
were  no  longer  paramount  "in  munici- 
pal affairs,"  and  the  provisions  of  the 
freeholders'  charters  on  such  affairs 
became  operative.  Byrne  v.  Drain, 
127  Cal.  663.  It  has  been  held  that  the 
following  are  "  municipal  affairs  "  within 
the  meaning  of  this  provision  of  the 
California  Constitution:  Opening  and 
widening  streets.  Byrne  v.  Drain,  127 
Cal.  663;  Sinton  v.  Ashbury,  41  Cal. 
525.  Taxation  (including  license  taxes) 
for  purposes  of  municipal  revenue. 
Ex  paru  Braun,  141  (}aL  204.    In  SL 
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not  mere  matters  of  local  municipal  government,  are  under  the 
l^islative  control,  and  subject  to  the  legislative  will  of  the  State, 
but  this  authority  must  be  exercised  in  a  manner  which  is  consist- 
ent with  the  Constitution.*  These  charters  do  not  prevent  legislation 
upon  matters  not  municipal  in  their  character,  but  affecting  the  State 
at  large,  although  such  legislation  necessarily  applies  to  cities  that 
have  framed  their  own  charters,  and  overrides  express  provisions 
contained  therein.'    The  words  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  declar- 

Louis  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  149  cannot  regulate  the  number  of  judges 
U.  S.  465,  it  was  held  that  St.  Louis  of  the  county  court,  change  the  time 
had,  by  virtue  of  the  i)rovi8ion  of  its  of  election  of  county  judges,  county 
freeholders'  charters  giving  it  power  to  treasurer,  county  clerk  and  ex  officio 
op^  and  establish  streets  and  regulate  recorder,  county  treasurer,  constable, 
their  use,  the  power  to  impose  upon  a  sheriff,  county  commissioners,  ana 
telegraph  company  putting  its  poles  justices  of  the  peace  who  are  State 
in  the  streets  of  the  city,  a  reasonable  officers.  People  v.  Johnson,  34  Colo, 
charge  in  the  nature  of  rental  for  the  143.  Nor  can  it  change  the  time  of 
exclusive  use  of  the  parts  so  used.  election  of  a  person  to  nil  the  office  of 

In  Minneaota,  it  has  been  held  that  coroner  of  the  county  who  is  a  county 
freeholders'  charters  may  properly  officer.  People  v.  Horan,  34  Colo.  304. 
make  provision  for  the  exercise  by  the  '  Ewing  v.  Hoblitzelle,  85  Mo.  64 ; 
city  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  State  v.  ^eld,  99  Mo.  352 ;  Westport 
in  laying  out,  opening,  and  improving  v.  Kansas  City,  103  Mo.  141 ;  State  v. 
streets  (State  v.  District  Court  of  Mo.  &  K.  Tel.  Co.,  189  Mo.  83,  cited 
Ramsey  County,  87  Minn.   146);  the  infra, 

presentation,  audit,  and  allowance  of  '  Kansas  City  v.  Scarritt,  127  Mo. 
claimsagainst  the  city  and  proceedings  642;  Ex  parte  Loving,  178  Mo.  194. 
to  review  the  action  of  the  auditing  In  Ewing  v,  Hoblitzelle,  85  Mo.  64,  an 
body  (State  v.  District  Court  of  St.  act  regulating  the  registration  of  voters 
Louis  (>>.,  90  Minn.  457) ;  the  subiect  and  the  conduct  of  elections  in  cities 
of  contractors'  bonds  to  secure  tneir  of  over  100,000  population  was  held 
performance  of  contracts  with  the  city  valid  and  applicaole  to  the  city  of  St. 
and  the  payment  of  laborers  and  ma-  Louis,  although  it  overrode  charter 
teriabnen,  mcluding  the  conditions  of  provisions  of  different  import.  In  State 
the  bonds  and  conditions  and  limitar-  v.  Railroad,  117  Mo.  1,  provisions  of  a 
tions  as  to  their  enforcement  (Grant  v.  law  (general  throughout  the  State) 
Berrisford,  94  Minn.  45) ;  the  oi^ganiza-  reflating  the  mode  of  assessment  of 
tion  of  a  police  force  and  the  appoint-  railroads  for  the  purpose  of  taxation 
ment  of  its  chief  (State  v,  0'(Jonnor,  were  held  paramount  to  the  terms  of 
81  Minn.  79).  the  freeholders'  charter  of  St.  Louis. 

In  TTasAtnatcm,  a  freeholders' charter  Statutes  applicable  to  cities  having 
cannot  proviae  for  the  creation  of  mu-  special  freeholders'  charters  have  been 
nicipal  or  police  courts  (In  re  C!loherty,  sustained  because  of  the  topics  dealt 
2  Wash.  137) ;  nor  for  the  exercise  of  with  in  those  statutes.  For  instance, 
the  right  of  eminent  domain  for  street  an  act  regulating  the  publication  of 
or  other  purposes,  in  the  absence  of  an  legal  advertisements  in  cities  was  held 
act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  cities  to  apply  to  St.  Louis  in  State  v.  ToUe, 
to  exercise  that  right  (Tacomav.  State,  71  Mo.  645;  an  act  providing  for  the 
4  Wash.  64) ;  nor  for  ordinances  regu-  management  and  government  of  the 
lating  the  price  of  gas,  when  the  only  public  schools  in  the  lai^e  cities  was 
statutory  authority  the  city  has  is  to  sustained  in  State  v.  MiUer,  100  Mo. 
"regulate  and  control  the  use  thereof  "  606 ;  an  act  regulating  the  mode  of  col- 
(Tacoma  Gas  &  El.  L.  Co.  v.  Tacoma,  lecting  revenue  from  licenses  was  held 
14  Wash.  288).  to  be  applicable  in  State  v.  Bell,  1 19  Mo. 

In  C(^orado,  the  charter  of  the  city  70 ;  ancf  the  law  regulating  the  regis- 
and  county  of  Denver  framed  by  the  tration  of  voters  was  held  to  apply  to 
municipality  for  itself  pursuant  to  the  Kansas  City  in  State  v.  Owsley,  122  Mo. 
constitutioiial    amendment,    art.    xx.,   68;  State  v.  Slover,  126  Mo.  652.    The 
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ing  that  a  city  of  a  prescribed  population  "may  frame  a  charter  for 
its  own  government"  do  not  confer  on  the  city  the  right,  in  framing 
its  charter,  to  assume  all  the  powers  that  die  State  may  exercise 
within  the  city  limits,  but  only  powers  incident  to  its  municipality. 
These  words  mean  that  the  city  may  frame  a  charter  for  the  gov- 
ernment of  itself  as  a  city,  including  all  that  is  necessary  or  incident 
to  the  government  of  the  municipality,  but  not  all  the  power  that 
the  State  has  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  the  regulation 
of  the  duties  of  the  inhabitants  in  the  city,  as  between  themselves.^ 
But  the  legislature  may,  if  it  should  see  fit,  confer  on  a  city  having  a 
freeholders'  charter  powers  not  necessary  or  incident  to  the  city 
government.  There  are  governmental  powers  the  just  exercise  of 
which  IS  essential  to  happiness  and  well-being  of  the  people  of  a  par- 
ticular city,  yet  which  are  not  of  a  character  essentially  appertaining 
to  the  city  government.  Such  powers  the  State  may  reserve  to  be 
exercised  by  itself,  or  it  may  delegate  them  to  the  city,  but  until  so 
delegated  they  are  reserved.' 

Creation  by  Implication 

§  64  (42).  Mo  Predse  Form  of  Words  EssentUO.  —  It  is  well 
settled  in  England  that,  while  a  corporation  must  commence  or  be 
instituted  by  the  proper  authority,  yet  no  fixed,  prescribed,  or  precise 
form  of  words  is  necessary  in  order  to  create  a  corporation.    While 

duty  of  providing  courts  of  justice  is  a  189  Mo.  83.  In  this  case  the  general 
governmental  function  which  belongs  nature  and  effect  of  a  freeholders' 
to  the  State  alone,  and  cannot  be  exer-  charter  under  the  Constitution  of  Mis- 
cised  under  a  freeholders'  charter,  souri,  and  the  prior  decisions  of  the 
Young  V.  Kansas  City,  152  Mo.  661 ;  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  on  the  sub- 
State  V.  Wofford,  121  Mo.  61 ;  In  re  ject,  are  carefully  considered,  but  the 
Cloherty,  2  Wash.  137.  See  also  People  difficulty  and  doubt  which  surround 
V.  Toal,  85  Cal.  333.  The  protection  of  the  questions  of  boundary  between 
life,  liberty,  and  property,  and  the  pres-  State  and  local  powers  and  jurisdictions 
ervation  of  the  public  peace  and  order  are  not  cleared  away.  The  regulation 
in  every  part,  division,  and  subdivision  of  prices  to  be  charged  by  a  corporation 
of  the  State  is  a  governmental  duty  entrusted  with  the  franchise  of  a  pub- 
which  devolves  upon  the  State  and  not  Uc  utility,  e,  •^.,  a  telephone  company, 
upon  its  municipa^ties  any  further  than  is  within  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
the  State  in  its  sovereignty  may  see  fit  State,  and  is  not  a  power  appertaining 
to  impose  upon  or  delegate  it  to  the  to  the  government  of  the  city,  and  does 
municipalities.  State  v.  Mason,  153  not  follow  as  an  incident  to  a  grant  of 
Mo.  23.  The  police  system  of  a  city,  power  to  frame  a  charter  for  a  city 
being  an  agency  for  the  performance  of  Government.  The  legislature  may, 
a  governmental  duty  of  the  State,  is  however,  properly  confer  it  on  the  city 
governed  by  the  general  statutes  of  the  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion.  State  v. 
State,  and  a  freeholders'  charter  cannot  Missouri  &  K.  Tel.  Co.,  189  Mo.  83, 101, 
confer  upon  police  officers  of  the  city  See  also  Tacoma  Gas  &  El.  L.  Co.  v. 
powers  inconsistent  with  the  general  Tacoma,  14  Wash.  288. 
laws  of  the  State  relative  to  the  police  '  State  v.  Missouri  &  K.  TeL  Co., 
force.  State  v.  Stobie,  194  Mo.  14.  189  Mo.  83,  100. 
^  State  17.  Missouri  &  K.  Tel.  Co., 
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the  words  "to  found,"  "to  erect  or  establish,"  or  "to  incorporate," 
are  commonly  used  to  evince  the  intention  to  erect  or  create  a  body 
politic,  they  are  not  necessary.*  The  king  grants  a  charter  to  the 
men  of  Dale,  that  they  may  annually  elect  a  mayor,  and  plead  and 
be  impleaded  by  the  name  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty.  This  is 
considered  to  be  sufficient  to  incorporate  them.'  So  a  grant  by  a 
charter  containing  no  direct  clause  of  incorporation  to  the  inhab- 
itants of  a  town,  "that  their  town  shall  be  a  free  borotigh"  incorpo- 
rates it.^  So,  also,  a  grant  by  the  king  to  the  men  of  Dale  that  they 
be  discharged  of  tolls  incorporates  them  for  this  particular  purpose, 
but  does  not  enable  them  to  purchase.*  The  settled  doctrine  is  that 
a  eorporaiion  may  be  created  by  implicaiion,  as  well  as  by  the  use  of 
words.  But  this  implication,  to  be  sufficient,  must  clearly  manifest 
or  express  the  intention  to  establish  or  constitute  a  body  politic  or 
corporate,  that  is,  to  invest  it  with  corporate  powers  and  privileges. 
But  the  absence  of  express  provision  respecting  the  incidents  which  the 
law  tacitly  annexes  to  corporations  is  considered  immaterial.  Thus 
the  omission  in  the  charter  or  act  of  the  words  "to  plead  and  be  im- 
pleaded," or  "to  have  a  seal,"  or  "to  make  by-laws,"  would  not 
make  it  essentially  defective.^  So  it  would  not  be  essentially  de- 
fective were  the  narne  omitted^  if  the  name  could  be  ascertained  from 
the  terms  of  the  charter  or  act,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  or 
matters  granted.*    Certain  attributes  or  powers  are  absolutely  essen- 

*  10  Co.  27a,  28a,  296,  30;  1  Kyd,  city,  which,  being  an  old  grant,  should 
62 ;  2  Kent  Conl.  27.  be  favorably  construed,  was  gocxl  with- 

*  21  Edw.  IV.  56.  The  doctrine  of  a  out  the  words  **  their  successors/'  And 
corporation  by  implication  originated  see,  on  this  subject,  the  learned  opinion 
in  the  time  of  Ekiward  IV.  lb.  8  Edw.  of  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Overseers  of  Poor,  &c. 
IV.  28;  fosi,  §  974.  v.  Sears,  22  Pick.  122,  130.    He  says: 

'  Kya,  62,  ciles  Firm.  Burg.  chap.  ''The  niode  of  perpetuating  the  exist- 

ii. ;  Madox,  Hist.  Exch.  402.  ence  of  a  corporate  body  is  not  essen- 

*  Vin.  Abr.  Corp.  F.  pi.  6 ;  lb.  pi.  4 ;  tial ;  all  that  is  essential  is  that  some 
Bagot's  Case,  7  Edw.  I V.  29 ;  Grant  on  mode  be  provided  by  the  charter  or 
Corp.  43,  note  e,  and  cases  cited.  act  by  which  it  is  constituted,  or  by 

^  RoL  Abr.  513 ;    1  Kyd,  63.    Con-   the  general  laws  of  the  government,  by 

servators,    &c.   v.   Ash,    10    Bam.    &  means  of  which  it  shall  be  so  perpet- 

Cress.  349.    "It  is  not  necessary,"  says  uated."    Ante,  §  50;  post,  §  232. 

Mr.   Kyd,    "that   the   charter  should        "Trustees  v.   Parks,    10  Me.  441; 

expresdy  confer  those  powers  without  School  Com.  v.  Dean,  2  Stew.  &  Port. 

which  a  collective  body  of  men  cannot    (Ala.)  190.    Grievances  arising  through 

be  a  corporation,  such  as  the  power  of  a  railroad  company  giving  to  two  places 

suing  and  being  sued,  and  to  take  and   on  its  line  the  name  of  a  municipality, 

^rant  property,  though  such  powers  are  causing  confusion  to  travellers  and  in 

in  generaJ  expressly  given.'      1    Kyd   the  shipment  of  goods,  do  not  g[ive  the 

Corp.  63.      Thus,  in  the  case  of  the   municipality    a    cause    of    action    to 

Boxt>ugb   of    Yarmouth,   2    Brownlow   restrain  the  use  of  the  corporate  name 

&  Golosb.  292,  part  ii.,  it  was  decided  in    places    not    within    the   corporate 

by  the  Common  Bench,  per  Lord  Coke,   limits.     The  legal  rights  of  travellers 

that  a  grant  of  incorporation  to  the  and  shippers  only  are  affected.     Gulf 

buq^eases  or  citizens  of  a  borough  or  &  S.  I.  K.  Co.  v.  Seminaiy,  81  Miss.  237. 
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tial  to  constitute  a  body  corporate,  such  as  perpetual  succession,  the 
right  to  contract,  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  corporation,  &c.  Now  if 
the  charter  or  act  which  is  relied  upon  as  creating  a  body  corporate 
by  implication,  instead  of  simply  omiUing  to  express  these  essential 
"properties,  negatives  and  excludes  them,  it  is  plain  that  the  body 
would  not  be  deemed  to  be  incorporated.* 

§  65  (43).  Legislative  Intent.  —  Although  corporations  in  this 
country  are  created  by  statute,  still  the  rule  is  here  also  settled  that 
not  only  private  corporations  aggregate,  but  municipal  or  public  cor- 
porations, may  be  established  withovt  any  partumlar  form  of  words  or 
technical  mode  of  expression,  though  such  words  are  commonly 
employed.^  If  powers  and  privileges  are  conferred  upon  a  body  of 
men,  or  upon  the  residents  or  inhabitants  of  a  town  or  dbtrict,  and  if 
these  cannot  be  exercised  and  enjoyed,  and  if  the  purposes  intended 
cannot  be  carried  into  effect,  without  acting  in  a  corporate  capacity, 
a  corporation  is,  to  this  extent,  created  by  implication.  The  ques- 
tion turns  upon  the  intent  of  the  legislature,  and  this  can  be  shown 
constructively  as  well  as  expressly.^  This  is  well  illustrated  in  a  case 
in  Massachusetts,*  where  the  question  was  whether  the  plaintiffs 
were  a  corporate  body  with  power  to  sue.  They  were  not  incorpo- 
rated expressly.  But,  by  statute,  the  inhabitants  of  the  several  school 
districts  were  empowered,  at  any  meeting  properly  called,  to  raise 
money  to  erect,  repair,  or  purchase  a  school  house,  to  determine  its 
site,  &c.,  the  majority  binding  the  minority.  The  cause  was  argued 
by  able  counsel,  and,  after  several  consultations,  the  judges  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  finally  agreed  in  the  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiffs possessed  sufficient  corporate  powers  to  maintain  an  action  on 
a  contract  to  build  a  school  house,  and  to  make  to  them  a  lease  of 

'  Grant  on  Corp.  30.  '  Same  cases  last  cited. 

»  Thomas  v.  Dakin,  22  Wend.  9,  84,        *  Rumford  School  Dist.  v.  Wood, 

per  Cowen,  J.,  and  authorities  cited ;  13  Mass.  193.      Mr.  Fessenden  for  the 

Bow  V.  Allenstown,  34  N.  H.  351,  372 ;  plaintiff,  and  Mr.   Greenleaf  for  the 

Stebbins  v,  Jennings,    10  Pick.    172 ;  defendant.     In  Bow  v.  Allenstown,  34 

Benton  v.  Jackson,  2  Johns.  Ch.  325,  N.  H.  351,  it  was  held  that  the  annexa- 

326;    Mahoney  v.  The   Bank  of  the  tion  by  the  legislature  of  other  territory 

State,  4  Ark.  620 ;  s.  c.  well  digested  in  to  t^  tortm  of  Allenstown  made  that 

Aiigell  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  77 ;  North  a  corporate  town  by  implication,  if  it 

Hempstead  v.  Hempstead,  2  Wend.  109,  was  not  'so  before ;'   and  such  also  was 

133,  opinion  by  Savage^  C.  J.;    Con-  the  effect,  under  the  Constitution  of 

servators  of  River  Tone  v.  Ash,    10  New  Hampshire,  of  a  grant  to  a  place 

Bam.  &  Cress.  349 ;   Jefferys  v.  Gurr,  having  less  than  one  hundred  and  fiftr 

2  B.  &  Adol.  841 ;   Newport  Trustees,  polls    to   send    a   representative.     A 

In  re,  16  Sim.  346;  2  Kent  Com.  27 ;  legislative  grant  gives  capacity  to  hold 

Dean   v.    Davis,    51    Cal.    406,    411;  the  thing  granted.    Lord  v.  Bigelow,  6 

Sessions  v.  State,  1 15  Ga.  18 ;  Savannah,  Vt.  465. 
F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V,  Jordan,  113  Ga.  687. 
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land.  But  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  where  It  is  sought  to  show 
that  a  corporation  has  been  created  by  implication,  must  satisfac- 
torily appear/ 


§  66  (43  a).  Corporate  Existence  not  Open  to  Oollateral  Attack. 
—  VSThere  a  municipal  corporation  is  acting  under  color  of  law, 
and  its  existence  is  not  questioned  by  the  State,  it  cannot  be  collate 
erally  dravm  in  question  by  private  parties;  and  the  rule  is  not 
different  although  the  Constitution  may  prescribe  the  manner  of 
incorporation.^ 


'  Medical  Institute  v.  Patterson,  1 
Denio,  61;  a.  c.  a£rd  in  Court  of. 
Errors,  5  Denio,  618;  Myers  v.  Irwin, 
2  Qerg,  dc  Rawle,  368 ;  Angell  &  Ames, 
{  79,  and  cases  cited ;  Wells  v.  Burbank, 
17  N.  H.  393 ;  Society,  Ac.  v.  Town  of 
Pawlet,  4  Pet.  (U.  S.  )  480,  502.  To 
establish  a  corporation  by  implication, 
says  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Stebbins  v.  Jennings, 
10  Pick.  172,  it  must  appear  that  tne 
rights  and  powers  conferred  can  only 
be  enjoyed  by  the  exercise  of  corporate 
powers,  and,  therefore,  if  such  powers 
are  not  necessary,  they  are  not  impliedly 
fdven.  Text  quoted  and  approved: 
Board  of  Levee  Inspectors  v,  Critten- 
den, 94  Fed.  Rep.  613. 

'  Shaplek^h  v,  San  Angelo,  167  U.  S. 
646,  655;  Tulare  Irrigation  Dist.  v. 
Shepard,  185  U.  S.  1 ;  Austrian  v,  Guy, 
21  Fed.  Hep.  500;  Ashley  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors,  60  Fed.  Rep.  55,  63 ;  Na- 
tional L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Huron  Board  of 
Education,  62  Fed.  Rep.  778,  787; 
Miller  v.  Perris  Irrigation  Dist.,  85  Fed. 
Rep.  693 ;  Ex  parte  Moore,  62  Ala.  471 ; 
Searcy  v.  Yamell,  47  Ark.  269;  Recla- 
mation Dist.  V.  Gray,  95  Cal.  601; 
Swamp  Land  Dist.  v.  Silver,  98  Cal.  51 ; 
Hamilton  v.  County  of  San  Diego,  108 
CaL  273 ;  Quint  v.  Hoffman.  103  Cal. 
506;  Kittenng  v.  Jacksonville,  50  III. 
39 ;  Geneva  v.  Cole,  61  III.  397 ;  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  A  C.  R.  Co. «.  Shires,  108  111. 
617;  People  r.  Pedersen,  220  111.  554; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunn, 
61  IlL  App.  227;  Worley  v,  Harris, 
82  Ind.  493;  Powell  v.  Greensbuig, 
150  Ind.  148;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Wilson,  33  Kan.  223 ;  Menden- 
hall  V.  Burton,  42  Kan.  570;  Raihx)ad 
Co.  V.  Kent  wood,  49  La.  Ann.  931; 
Clement  v.  Everest,  29  Mich.  19;  Coe 
V.  Gregory,  53  Mich.  19;  People  v. 
Smith,  131  Mich.  70;  St.  Paul  Gas 
Light  Co.  V.  Sandstone,  73  Minn.  225; 
Kayser  v.  Bremen,  16  Mo.  88;   State 


V.  Rich,  20  Mo.  393 ;  St.  Louis  v.  Shields, 
62  Mo.  247;  Fredericktown  v.  Fox,  84 
Mo.  59,  65;  State  v.  FuUer,  96  Mo. 
165;  Flynn  ».  Neosho,  114  Mo.  567; 
Kansas  City  v,  Stespiiller,  151  Mo.  189 ; 
School  District  vl  Hodgin,  180  Mo.  70; 
State  V.  Birch,  186  Mo.  205,  219; 
Trenton  v,  Devorss,  70  Mo.  App.  8; 
State  V.  Whitney,  41  Neb.  613; 
Rellstab  v.  Belmar,  58  N.  J.  L.  489; 
Attorney-General  v.  Town  of  Dover, 
62  N.  J.  L.  138;  Street  Lighting 
District  V.  Drummond,  63  N.  J.  L. 
493;  Guthrie  v,  Wylie,  6  Okla.  61; 
Graham  v.  Greenville,  67  Tex.  62; 
City  of  El  Paso  v.  Ruckman,  92  Tex. 
86;  Troutman  v.  McClesky,  7  Tex.  Gv. 
App.  561;  Agner  v.  Commonwealth, 
103  Va.  811 ;  Kuhn  v.  Port  Townsend, 
12  Wash.  605 ;  Gilkey  v.  How,  105  Wis. 
41;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  180,  254. 
Hence,  in  an  action  by  such  a  corpora- 
tion to  recover  penalties  imposed  by  its 
ordinances,  niil  iid  corporation  is  not 
a  good  plea.  Mendota  v.  Thompson, 
20  III.  197 ;  Hamilton  v,  Carthage,  24 
III.  22;  Kettering  v.  JacksonviUe,  50 
III.  39;  Geneva  v.  Cole  (action  to 
recover  a  tax),  61  III.  397;  Burt  v, 
Winona  &  St.  Peter  Ry.  Co.,  31  Minn. 
472 ;  Fredericktown  v.  Fox,  84  Mo.  59 ; 
Austrian  v.  Guy,  21  Fed.  Rep.  500. 

In  State  v.  Leatherman,  38  Ark.  81, 
Eakin.  J.,  said:  "We  are  emboldened 
to  declare  in  behalf  of  the  public  good, 
that  the  State  herself  may,  by  Ions 
acquiescence,  and  by  the  continued 
recognition  through  her  officers,  State 
and  county,  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
be  precluded  from  an  information  to 
deprive  it  of  franchises  long  exercised 
in  accordance  with  the  general  law.'' 
In  this  case  the  proceedings  to  incorpo- 
rate the  city  were  had  in  a  court  not 
empowered  to  entertain  them.  People 
V.  Maynard,  15  Mich.  463,  470.  See 
post,  chapter  on  Quo  Warranto.    Enter- 
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§  67.  De  Facto  OorporationB.  —  In  public  affairs  where  the 
people  have  organized  themselves,  under  color  of  law,  into  the  ordi- 
nary municipal  bodies,  and  have  gone  on,  year  after  year,  raising 
taxes,  making  improvements,  and  exercising  their  usual  franchises 
their  rights  are  properly  regarded  as  dependent  quite  as  much  on 
acquiescence  as  on  the  regularity  of  their  origin.  Where  a  reputed 
corporation  is  acting  under  forms  of  law,  unchallenged  by  the  State, 
neither  the  nature  nor  the  extent  of  any  illegality  in  the  organization 
can  affect  the  existence  of  the  reputed  corporation.  Where  these 
requisites  occur  there  is  a  de  facto  corporation.  General  acqui- 
escence by  the  inhabitants  of  the  political  subdivision  so  organized, 
and  by  the  departments  and  officers  of  the  State  having  official  re- 
lations with  it,  gives  to  the  acts  and  contracts  of  the  municipal  or 
quasi  municipal  corporation  de  facto  all  the  force  and  validity  of  the 
acts  of  a  corporation  de  jure.  The  interests  of  the  public  which 
depend  upon  such  municipalities,  the  rights  and  relations  of  private 
citizens  which  become  vested  and  fixed  in  reliance  upon  their  exist- 
ence, and  the  intolerable  injustice  and  confusion  which  must  result 
from  an  ex  post  facto  avoidance  of  their  acts,  require  that  when  a 
municipal  body  has  assumed,  under  color  of  authority,  and  exercised 
for  any  considerable  period  of  time,  with  the  consent  of  the  State, 
the  powers  of  a  public  corporation,  of  a  kind  recognized  by  the  or- 
ganic law,  that  its  acts  and  contracts  shall  be  regarded  as  valid  and 
effectual  and  binding  upon  the  municipality.'  Even  if  the  illegality 
in  the  organization  arises  from  the  unconstitutional  character  of  the 
statute  purporting  to  authorize  the  organization,  it  is  nevertheless 

ing  into  an  obligation  with  a  corpora-  declared  that  the  requisites  to  con- 

tion  admits  the  corporate  capacity,  and  stitute  a  municipal  corporation  defado 

precludes  a  plea  of  nul  tid  corporation,  are  three :    (1)  a  charter  or  general  law 

St.  Louis  V.  Shields,  62  Mo.  247,  251,  under  which  such  a  corporation  as  it 

and  cases  cited ;  post^  §  783.  purports   to    be,    might    lawfully   be 

*  Tulare  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Shepard,  185  organized ;    (2)  an  attempt  to  oiganixe 

U.  S.  1 ;  Ashley  V.  Board  of  Supervisors,  thereunder;  and  (3)  an  actual  user  of 

60  Fed.  Rep.  55 ;  Miller  v.  Ferris  Irrig.  the  corporate  franchise.    Tulare  Irriga- 

Dist.,  85  Fed.  Rep.  693;  s.  c.  99  Fed.  tion  Dist.  v.  Shepard,  185  U.  S.  1,  13. 

Rep.  143;    Speer  v.  Board  of  County  In  this  case  there  was  a  valid  law 

Commissioners,    88    Fed.    Rep.    749 ;  providing  for  the  formation  of  corporar 

People  V.  Pedersen,  220  111.  554 ;  State  tions  such  as  defendant,  and  the  ques- 

V,  Dea  Moines,  96  Iowa,  521;    School  tion  whether  there  can  be  a  corpora- 

Dist.    V.    State,    29    Kan.    57 ;    Riley  tion  de  facto  under  an  unconstitutional 

V.   Garfield  Township,   58  Kan.  299 ;  law  did  not  arise.    To  the  effect  that 

People   V.    Mavnard,    15    Mich.    463;  there  can  be  no  corporation  de  factOy 

Clement    v,    Everest,    29    Mich.    19;  when  there  is  no  law  authorizing  a 

State  V.  Honerud,  66  Minn.  32 ;   State  corporation   de   jure,    see    Guthrie   v. 

V.  Crow  Wing  Counter,  66  Minn.  519,  W^lie,  6  Okla.  61,   66;    and   see  on 

528 ;   St.  Paid  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Sand-  this  point,  post,  chap.  xiii.  (Corporate 

stone,  73  Minn.  225,  232:    Gilkey  v.  Meetings)  and  Index,  Municipot  Bonds 

How,  105  Wis.  41.    See  also  Rumsey  —Office  and  Offlcer. 
V,  People,  19  N.  Y.  41.     It  has  been 
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a  coTpoTation  de  facto  if  its  nature  be  such  as  is  recognized  by  the 
general  system  of  law  of  the  State.  ^  It  has  also  been  held  that  by 
laches  and  acquiescence  in  the  exercise  of  corporate  powers  by  a 
de  facto  corporation,  and  because  of  the  uncertainty  and  irretrievable 
confusion  into  which  a  judgment  of  ouster  would  throw  the  public 
and  private  rights  and  interests  which  have  been  created  by  the 
assumption  of  corporate  powers,  even  the  State  may  be  estopped 

*  Ashley  v.  Board  of  Supervisors, 
16  U.  S.  App.  656,  666;  60  Fed.  Rep. 
55 ;  Speer  v.  B(nux1  of  County  Com'rs, 

55  Fed.  Rep.  749,  765;  State  v.  Des 
Moines,  96  Iowa,  521;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Town  of  Dover,  62  N.  J. 
Law,   138;  Coast  Co.  v.  Spring  Lake, 

56  N.  J.  Eq.  615,  620;  but  see  Town 
of  Winneconne  v.  Village  of  Winne- 
conne.  111  Wis.  11. 

"The  supreme  law  of  the  State 
recognizes  counties  as  political  bodies 
•ccMporate.  Their  existence  is  not  only 
pennitted,  but  is  essential  to  the  gov- 
ernment which  is  oiganized.  Their 
corporate  character  is  not  ^ven  by  the 
legislature.  That  body,  if  it  deems  the 
oraanisaiion  consistent  with  public 
pohcy,  prescribes  a  method  of  oigani- 
aation  m  form.  This  law,  whether 
operative  or  not,  signified  the  approval 
of  the  legislature  of  the  formation  of 
the  new  county,  and  in  so  far  was  in 
execution  of  its  authority  under  the 
Constitution;  and  we  apprehend  the 
rule  to  be  that  an  unconstitutional  and 
void  law  may  yet  be  color  of  author- 
ity to  support,  as  against  anybody 
but  the  State,  a  public  or  private 
corporation  de  factOf  when  such  corpo- 
ration is  of  a  kind  which  is  recognized 
by,  and  its  existence  is  consistent  with, 
the  paramount  law,  and  the  general 
system  of  law  in  the  State.''  Ashley 
V.  Board  of  Com'rs,  60  Fed.  Rep.  55, 64. 
In  Speer  v.  Board  of  County  Commis- 
sioners,  88  Fed.  Rep.  749,  the  court  said : 
**  We  are  unable  to  yield  our  assent  to 
the  broad  proposition  that  there  can  be 
no  die /octo  corporation  under  an  uncon- 
stitutional law.  Such  a  law  passes  the 
scrutiny  and  receives  the  approval  of 
the  Attomey-Creneral,  of  the  lawyers 
who  compose  the  judicial  committees 
of  the  State  l^islative  bodies,  of  the 
legislature  and  of  the  governor  before 
it  reaches  the  statute  book.  When  it 
18  ^read  upon  that  book  it  comes  to  the 
people  of  a  State  with  the  presumption 
of  validity.  Courto  declare  its  in- 
validity with  hesitation  and  after  long 
deKbeiation   and   much  consideration, 


even  when  its  violation  of  the  oiganic 
law  is  clear,  and  never  when  it  is  doubt- 
ful. Until  the  judiciary  has  declared 
it  void,  men  act  and  contract,  and 
they  ought  to  act  and  contract,  on  the 
presumption  that  it  is  vahd;  and 
where,  before  such  a  declaration  is 
made,  their  acts  and  contracts  have 
affected  public  interest  or  private 
rights,  they  must  be  treated  as  valid 
and  lawful.  The  acts  of  the  de  facto 
corporation  or  officer  under  an  uncon- 
stitutional law  before  its  validity  is 
challenged  in,  or  declared  by  the 
judiciafdepartment  of  the  government 
cannot  be  avoided  as  against  the 
interests  of  the  public  or  of  third 
parties,  who  have  acted  or  invested  in 
good  faith  in  reliance  upon  their 
validity,  by  any  ex  post  facto  declara- 
tion or  decision  that  the  law  under 
which  they  acted  was  void."  The 
case  of  Norton  v.  Shelby  County,  118 
U.  S.  425,  in  which  the  court  held  that 
the  l^slature  of  Tennessee  had  no 
power  to  create  a  board  of  county 
commissioners  and  that  the  acts  of 
these  commissioners  were  absolutely 
void  is  distinguished  in  these  cases 
upon  the  ground  that  the  principle 
involved  in  that  decision  was  that  the 
corporate  body  whose  acts  were  in 
question,  and  the  offices  filled  by  its 
officers,  were  unknown  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  Tennessee  and  constituted  an 
anomaly  in  its  system  of  government 
as  under  that  constitution  there  could 
not  be  a  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners. This  distinction  illustrates 
the  limits  bevond  which  the  courts  will 
not  go  in  holding  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion de  facto  to  exist  under  an  un- 
constitutional statute.  In  Attorney- 
General  V.  Town  of  Dover,  62  N.  J.  L. 
138,  the  Attorney-General  had  obtained 
a  judgment  of  ouster  in  ^uo  warranto 
against  the  officers  of  the  city  of  Dover 
on  the  ^und  that  the  statute  attempt- 
ing to  mcorporate  the  city  was  uncon- 
stitutional. Execution  of  this  judg- 
ment was  stayed  pending  the  detenm- 
nation  of  a  writ  of  error  to  the  court  of 
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from  attacking  the  validity  of  the  organization  in  a  direct  proceeding 
for  the  purpose.^  If  a  municipal  corporation  has  obtained  a  de  facto 
organization,  valid  as  against  everybody  except  the  State  acting  by 
direct  proceedings  and  if,  whilst  it  acts  as  a  corporation  de  facto, 
it  creates  debts,  the  obligation  of  these  debts  is  not  destroyed  by  a 
dissolution  of  the  corporation  in  a  proceeding  by  the  State,  but  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  State  intended  that  they  should  be  de- 
volved upon  the  new  corporation  which  succeeds  by  op^ution  of 
Jaw  to  the  property  and  improvements  of  its  predecessor.^    If,  at  the 

last  resort.     Whilst  the  judgment  of  and  its  inhabitants;  the  court  saying 

ouster  was  stayed  the  Attorney-General  (p.  530) :  "The  foundation  for  the  ap- 

applied  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  plication  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is 

town  officers  to  exercise  their  functions  the  consequence  to  result  from  a  judg- 

on  the  ground  that  the  city  officers  ment  denvuig  to  the  city  of  Des  Moines 

had  no  right  to  exclude  them  from  municipal  authority  over  the  territory 

authority.     The  court  held,  however,  annex^,  after  the  lapse  of  four  yean, 

that  the  municipal  government  of  the  during  which  time  such  authori^  has 

city  having  been  organized  under  an  been  exercised  and  the  changed  condi- 

act  of  the  legislature,  although  such  tion  involving  extensive  public  and  pri- 

act  had  been  subsequently  i^judged  vate  interests.  ...  In  brief,  with  the 

to  be  unconstitutional,  the  city  was  a  statement    that    for   four    years    the 

government  de  facto  and  its  officers  entire  machinery  of  city  government 

were  officers  de  facto,  and  its  authority  has  been  in  operation,  the  situation  mi^ 

must  prevail  and  be  respected  until  be  better  imagined  than  expressed,    ft 

the  Attorney-General  secured  an  actual  is  hardly  possible  to  contemplate  the 

ouster  and  removal  of  the  incumbents  situation  to  result  from^  a  judgment 

in  office  b}r  quo  warranto,  and  that  until  dissolving  the  present  city  oiganiza- 

the    vacating   or  termination   of   the  tion.   and   leaving^  the   territory   for- 

stay,  mandamus  to  compel  the  town  merly  embraced  within  corporate  lines 

officers  to  act  must  be  renised.  as  it  would  be  left."     The  Supreme 

'  State  v.  Leatherman,  38  Ark.  81 ;  Court  of  the  United  States  held  that 

Moore  v.  Turner,  43  Ark.  243,  266;  no  rights  guaranteed  to  the  inhabit- 

Black  V.  Brinklev,  54  Ark.  372,  375;  ants  of  the  annexed  territory  by  the 

Jameson  v.  People,  16  111.  257 ;  People  Federal  Constitution  or  statutes  were 

V.  Hanker,  197  111.  409 ;  Soule  v.  People,  affected  by  this  decision,  and  that  a 

205  III.  618;   State  v.  Des  Moines,  96  bill  in  equity  for  relief  broujE^ht  in  a 

Iowa,  521 ;   State  v,  Mansfield,  99  Mo.  Federal  court  was  property  dismissed. 

App.  146.    An  act  annexing  territory  McCain  v.  Des  Moines,  174  U.  S.  168, 

to  a  city  was  held  to  be  unconstitu-  aff'g  84  Fed.  Rep.  726. 

tional  as  special  legislation  in  quo  war^  '  Shapleiffh  v.  San  Angelo,  167  U.  S. 

ranto  by  the  State  to  test  the  validity  646,  655;    Uvalde  v.  Spier,  91   Fed. 

of    the  annexation.     In  the  annexed  Rep.  594;   Miller  v.  Perns  Irri^.  Dist., 

territory   there    were    eight  separate  99  Fed.  Rep.  143 ;  Riley  v.  Gar&ld  Tp., 

municipal  corporations,  whose  corpo-  58  Kan.  299 ;   Bradford  v,  Westbrook* 

rate  existence  had  been  abandoned  and  (Tex.    Civ.    App.),    88    S.    W.    Rep. 

extinguished.    Thecity  exercised  juris-  382.     See  also  Comanche  County  v. 

diction  over  the  annexed  territory  for  Lewis,  133  U.  S.  198.    A  portion  of  the 

four  years,  levying  taxes,  making  im-  territory  of  an  unoiganised  county  was 

grovements,  &c.    It  was  held  that  the  set  off  and  annexed  to  another,  and 

tate  was  estopped  bv  laches  and  ac-  out  of  this  territory  a  school  district 

quiescence  from  attacking  the  validity  was  formed  and  oiganised.     Shortly 

of  the  annexation,  and  that  the  wnt  afterwards  school-district  bonds  were 

must  be  dismissed.   State  v.  Des  Moines,  voted  and  issued.    The  Supreme  Court 

96  Iowa,  521.    This  decision  was  practi-  of  Kansas  held  that  the  act  detaching 

cally  compelled    by  the   irretrievable  the     territory     from     the     organized 

confusion  mto  which  a  contrary  deci-  county  to  which  it  originally  belonged 

sion  would  have  thrown  the  public  and  was  unconstitutional,   and   the  terri- 

private  affairs  of  the  annexed  territory  tory  was  therefore  restored   to  thai 
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time  when  a  debt  is  incurred  hj  sl  de  facto  municipal  corporation, 
there  is  no  statute  or  law  declaring  that  a  debt  so  incurred  shall  not 
be  binding  upon  its  de  jure  successor,  a  statute  enacted  subsequently 
to  the  creation  of  such  debt,  declaring  that  the  de  jure  corporation 
shall  not  be  liable  for  it,  or  that  it  shall  only  be  liable  for  it  on  the 
vote  of  the  inhabitants  assuming  the  debt,  impairs  the  obligation 
of  the  contract  and  violates  the  contract  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.^ 

§  68.  Statutes  vattdating  Incorporation.  —  The  legislature,  hav- 
ing the  pK>wer  to  create  a  municipal  corporation,  may  validate  an 
attempted  organization  of  the  municipality,  —  provided  the  vali- 
dating statute  be  enacted  in  conformity  with  any  constitutional 
restrictions  placed  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  incorporation  of 
dties  and  odier  municipalities  shall  be  effected.'  This  is  simply  the 

county.  For  some  time  after  the  corporatioii,  it  would  plainljr  not  be  a 
school  district  was  continued  without  legitimate  exercise  of  legislative  power, 
change  and  without  being  disoiigan-  as  affecting  such  prior  obl^ations,  to 
ixed.  The  county  was  thereafter  substitute  an  obligation  contingent 
r^larly  origanixed,  and  a  school  dis-  upon  the  vote  of  the  taxpayers." 
tnct  containing  the  same  territory  was  '  Allen  v.  Archer,  49  Me.  346 ;  Muse 
organized.  An  action  was  brought  v.  Lexington,  110  Tenn.  655;  State  v. 
a^nst  the  newly  organized  school  ai»-  Larkin,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  253;  90  S. 
tnct  on  the  bonds,  and  the  court  held  W.  Rep.  912.  But  compare  Dayton  v, 
that  the  first  formed  school  district  was  Dayton  C.  &  I.  Co.  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.), 
a  corporation  de  facto,  that  all  its  acts  43  S.  W.  Rep.  740.  In  Indiana,  the 
were  binding  not  only  on  the  district  legislature  may  validate  and  ratify 
itself,  but  abo  upon  the  newly  organ-  the  incorporation  of  a  municipality  as 
ized  school  district  containing  the  same  a^^ainst  all  infirmities  in  the  incorpora- 
territory  and  inhabitants  as  the  sue-  tion  proceedings  which  are  matters  of 
ceasor  of  the  de  facto  corporation,  detail  and  that  might  have  been  dis- 
School  Dist.  V.  State,  29  Kan.  57.  pensed  with  by  the  legislature  in  pro- 
'  Sbapleigh  v.  San  Angelo,  167  U.  S.  ceedings  for  oiqganization,  but  not 
646, 657.  In  this  case  the  legislature  of  against  jurisdictional  defects.  Stros- 
Texas  enacted  a  statute  providing  for  ser  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  100  Ind.  443,  454; 
the  reincorporation  of  de  facto  corpora-  Johnson  v.  Wells  County,  107  Ind.  15, 
tioos  d^lared  void  by  any  court  upon  20 ;  Schneck  v,  Jeffersonville,  152  Ind. 
a  majority  vote  of  the  taxpaying  prop-  204,  217;  Stembel  v.  Bell,  161  Ind. 
erty  owners  of  the  territory.  Tms  323.  Statutes  validating  all  corpora- 
statute  provided  for  the  assumption  of  tions  which  had  attempted  to  incor- 
all  the  legal  indebtedness,  contracts,  porate  under  a  general  law  and  had 
and  obligations  of  the  old  corpora-  exercised  the  functions  of  cities  or 
tion,  but,  as  construed  bv  the  Texas  other  municipalities  sustained.  Mc- 
court,  such  assumption  only  took  effect  Miclde  v.  Hardin,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
upon  the  vote  of  the  taxpaying  voters  222;  61  S.  W.  Rep.  322;  State  v. 
in  favor  of  assuming  the  debt.  The  Spaude,  37  Minn.  322 ;  State  v.  Thief 
Sopreme  Court  of  the  United  States  River  Falls,  76  Minn.  15;  Town  of 
held  that  the  statute,  as  construed,  Winneconne  v.  Village  of  Winnecoime, 
violated  the  obligation  of  an  existing  111  Wis.  13;  State  v.  McGovem,  100 
contract,  saying  (p-  657) :  "  If  the  law.  Wis.  666,  669.  A  statute  validating 
before  the  passage  of  the  act  in  1891,  municipal  corporations,  where,  in  at- 
was  that  by  a  voluntary  reincorpora-  tempting  to  incorporate,  there  was  a 
tion  and  a  taking  over  of  the  property  failure  'Ho  comply  with  all  the  re^quire- 
rights  of  the  old  corporation,  tne  exist-  ments  of  the  law, "  only  applies  to 
iiig  obligations  devolved  upon  the  new  defective  incorporations  within  the  pur- 
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application  of  the  principle  that  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  give  force  and  eifect  to  an  act  which,  but  for  irregularity, 
would  be  valid,  provided  it  could,  in  advance,  have  authorized  the 
act  to  be  done.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  legislature  should,  in 
express  terms,  validate  the  proceedings  for  incorporation;  if  the 
legislature  has  full  power  to  create  corporations,  a  statute  recog-> 
nizing  a  municipal  corporation  as  valid  and  existing  operates  to  cure 
all  defects  leading  up  to  the  organization,  and  makes  a  de  jure  out 
of  what  before  may  have  been  only  a  de  facto  corporation.^ 

Accejjiance  of  Charter 

§  69  (44).  Incorporatiiig  Act  may  be  made  Undinir  without 
OoDBent,  or  only  upon  Oonsant.  —  The  rule  which  applies  to  private 
corporations,  that  the  incorporating  act  is  ineifectual  to  constitute 
a  corporate  body  until  it  is  assented  to  or  accepted  by  the  corporators^ 
has  no  application  to  statutes  creating  municipal  corporations.' 
These  are  laws  and,  as  such,  are  imperative  and  binding,  according 
to  their  terms,  without  any  consent,  unless  the  act  is  expressly  made 
conditional.'  All  who  live  within  the  limits  of  the  incorporated  dis- 
trict are  bound  by  them,  and  can  withdraw  from  their  operation 
only  by  removal.  Over  such  corporations  the  legislature,  except 
as  restrained  by  the  Constitution,  has  entire  control;   and  unless 

view  and  intent  of  the  statute  author-  case,  and  not  by  a  general  act  which 
ising  incorporation,  and  does  not  apply  may  be  too  broad  or  too  narrow,  or  be 
to  attempts  to  incorporate  territory  dinerent  from  what  the  precise  aitua- 
which  is  not  within  the  operation  of  the  tion  requires. 

law.  Judd  V,  State,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^  Comanche  County  v.  Lewis,  133 
418.  In  TexoA,  it  has  been  held,  and  m  U.  S.  198,  202;  Harper  County  r. 
the  author's  judgment  properly  held,  Rose,  140  U.  S.  71 ;  Jameson  v.  People, 
that  a  special  statute  vahdatm^  the  16  111.  257 ;  People  v.  Famham,  35  IlL 
incorporation  of  a  city  is  not  within  the  562 ;  Catlett  v.  People,  151  IlL  16,  24 ; 
prohibition  of  the  Constitution  against  Soule  v.  People,  205  111.  618 ;  Atchison 
the  enactment  of  special  laws  incorpo-  v.  Butcher,  3  Kan.  104 ;  State  v.  Paw- 
rating  cities  or  changing  their  charters,  nee  County,  12  Kan.  426 ;  State  v. 
and  that  while  the  legislature  could  not,  Stevens,  21  Kan.  210;  State  v.  Hamil- 
under  the  Constitution,  by  special  act  ton,  40  Kan.  323,  330;  Swain  v.  Com* 
create  a  municipal  corporation,  never-  stock,  18  Wis.  463.  See  Index,  Cwra- 
theless  it  had  the  power  by  special  act  live  Acta,  as  to  validation  of  previous 
to  legalise  the  defective  incorporation  corporate  acts,  contracts,  bonds,  aasess- 
of  a  city  already  in  existence  under  the  ments,  by-laws,  &c.  Cooley,  Const, 
general  laws.  State  v.  Larkin,  41  Tex.  Lim.  370,  379 ;  post,  chapter  on 
Civ.  App.  253;  90  S.  W.  Rep.  912,  cit-  Contracte. 
ing  Read  v.  Plattsmouth,  107  U.  S.  *  Post,  §§  92,  232  note,  353. 
568 ;  Richman  v,  Muscatine  County,  *  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature 
77  Iowa,  513.  The  defects  needing  to  make  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of 
remedy  ma^  be  different  in  ever^r  case,  a  charter  dependent  upon  the  result  of 
and  the  rational  and  best  way  is,  we  an  election  oy  the  qualified  voters  of 
think,  to  cure  the  special  defects  by  the  territory  to  be  affected  by  it. 
a  special  act  applicaole  to  the   exact  Clarke  v.  Rogers,  81  Ky.  43. 
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otherwiae  provided  by  the  act  itself,  or  a  different  intention  be  mani- 
tested,  the  public  corporation  is  legally  constituted  as  soon  as  the 
incorporating  act  declaring  it  to  exist  goes  into  efiPect.^  But  while 
the  le^lature  is  not  bound  to  obtain  the  acceptance  or  assent  of  the 
municipal  corporation,  it  is  well  established  that  a  provision  in  a 
municipal  charter  that  it  shall  not  take  efiPect  unless  assented  to  or 
accepted  by  a  majority  of  the  inhabitants,  is  not  unconstitutional, 
it  being  in  no  just  sense  a  delegation  of  legislative  power,  but  merely 
a  question  as  to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  a  charter.^    So  a  pro- 


>  Berlin  v.  Gorham,  34  N.  H.  266. 
per  BeU,  J. .  where  it  is  accordingly  held 
that  to  maKe  an  incorporation  of  a  town 
effectual  it  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  a  legal  town  meeting  holden 
in  it.  See  also  People  v.  Wren,  5  111. 
209;  Warren  v.  Gharlestown,  2  Gray, 
84;  Mills  v.  Williams,  11  Ire.  558; 
State  V.  Curran,  12  Ark.  321 ;  Fire  De- 
partment V.  Kip,  10  Wend.  267;  Peo- 
ple 9.  Morris,  13  Wend.  325, 337 ;  Brou- 
wcr  ».  Appleby,  1  Sandf.  158;  People 
V.  Presicfent,  9  Wend.  351 ;  Wood  v. 
Bank,.  9  Cow.  194,  205;  Proprietors, 
Jbc  V.  Horton,  6  Hill,  501 ;  Gorham  v. 
Springfield,  21  Me.  58;  People  v. 
Stout,  23  Barb.  338;  Bristol  v.  New 
Gbester,  3  N.  H.  532 ;  State  v.  Canter- 
bury, 28  N.  H.  195;  People  v.  Butte,  4 
Mont.  174 ;  Redell  v,  Moores,  63  Neb. 
219;  State  v.  Haines,  35  Ores.  379; 
Sherman  v.  Benford,  10  R.  I.  559; 
Cole  V.  Fire  Engine  Co.,  12  R.  I.  202; 
Wood  V.  Quimby,  20  R.  I.  482.  Ac- 
ceptance, when  requisite,  may  doubt- 
len  be  implied  in  proper  cases,  as  where 
no  particular  mode  of  expressing  ac- 
ceptance is  prescribed,  from  corporate 
acts  and  conduct,  as  in  cases  of  private 
corporations.  Taylor  v.  Newbeme,  2 
Jones  Eq.  (N.  C.)  141.  See  Zabriskie  v . 
Qeveland,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  23  How. 
(U.  S.)  381,  397;  po8t,  §  511,  note. 

■  People  V.  Salomon,  51  111.  37; 
Aloom  V.  Horner,  38  Miss.  652;  Pat- 
erson  v.  Society,  &c.,  24  N.  J.  L.  385 ; 
Smith  V.  McCarthy,  56  Pa.  St.  359; 
Commonwealth  v.  Quarter  Sessions,  8 
Pa.  St.  391,  395;  Commonwealth  v. 
Painter,  10  Pa.  St.  214 ;  and  see  also 
Bull  V.  Read,  13  Gratt.  (Va.)  78;  Peo- 
ple V.  Reynolds,  10  III.  1;  State  v. 
Scott,  17  Mo.  521;  Hudson  Co.  v. 
State,  24  N.  J.  L.  716;  Dunn  v.  Court 
oi  Cminty  Revenues,  85  Ala.  144 ;  State 

9.  Cburt  of  Common  Pleas,  36  N.  J.  L. 

72;  Warner  v.  Hoagland,  51  N.  J.  L. 

52-  Paul  r.  Gloucester  County,  50  N. 

J   L    5S5;    /*»  •"«  Cleveland,  52  N.  J. 


L.  188;  Bank  v.  Brown,  26  N.  Y. 
467;  Call  v.  Chadboume,  46  Me., 
206;  State  v.  Wilcox,  45  Mo.  458; 
Hobart  v.  Supervisors,  17  Cal.  23; 
People  V.  Butte,  4  Mont.  174;  Lafay- 
ette, &c,  R.  R.  Co.  V,  Geiger,  34  Ind. 
185.  This  case  asserts  a  distinction 
between  a  bill  submitted  to  the  people 
of  the  whole  State  for  adoption  or 
rejection,  and  an  act  which  leaves  it 
to  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  local- 
itv  whether  they  will  avail  themselves 
of  its  provisions.  It  has  been  held  in 
New  Hampshire  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  legislature,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  State,  to  enact  a  penal  law 
which  shall  have  effect  only  in  those 
towns  which  adopt  it  by  vote.  State  v. 
Noyes,  309  N.  H.  292.  An  amendment 
to  a  city  cnarter  was  to  take  effect  only 
when  adopted  "by  a  majority  of  the 
voters  of  the  city."  This  was  consid- 
ered to  manifest  the  intention  to  pre- 
sent the  question  of  acceptance  to  the 
voters  at  a  regular  city  election.  The 
coimcil  ordered  the  vote  to  be  taken  at 
the  township  poUs;  the  voters  of  the 
two  organizations  possessing  different 
qualifications,  but  the  township  and 
city  occupied  precisely  the  same  ter- 
ritory. Held,  that  the  election  was  of 
no  validity,  and  that  the  amendment 
had  never  been  duly  accepted.  Foote 
V.  ancinnati,  11  Ohio,  408.  Whether 
acceptance  shall  be  by  a  popular  elec- 
tion, or  by  the  popular  elective  branch 
of  the  municipal  government,  is  a  mat- 
ter of  form  within  the  legislative  dis- 
cretion. De  Hart  v.  Atlantic  City,  62 
N.  J.  L.  586. 

Local  Option  Laws,  —  A  useful  article 
upon  the  constitutionality  of  Local  Op- 
tion Laws  will  be  found  in  12  Am.  Law 
Reg.  (n.  8.)  March,  1873,  p.  129.  Af- 
firming the  principle  that  municipal  or 
public  corporations  or  the  people  thereof 
mav  by  the  legislature  be  invested 
with  the  power  to  reflate  or  pro- 
hibit the  retail  of  intoxicating  drinks. 
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vision  in  a  charter,  or  the  constituent  act  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
by  which  the  right  to  make  certain  improvements  or  to  create  cer- 
tain liabilities  is  made  to  depend  upon  a  vote  of  the  people  interested, 
has  frequently  been  upheld  as  valid/  So  an  act  directing  an  election 
to  be  held  by  the  qualified  electors  interested  to  determine,  by  ballot, 
whether  a  newly  erected  township  should  be  continued,  b  consti- 
tutional.' On  the  same  principle  the  legislature  may  provide  that  a 
statute  shall  cease  to  exist  unless  the  municipal  corporation  to  be 


the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey  de- 
cided tne  Chatham  Local  Option  Law, 
which  declared  the  retail  of  ardent 
spirits  without  license  to  be  unlawful, 
and  which  provided  that  no  license 
should  be  granted  if  a  majority  of  the 
voters  of  a  township  voted  ''no  license/' 
to  be  constitutional.  State  v,  Morris 
Common  Pleas,  36  N.  J.  L.  72.  See 
also  Howe  v.  Plainfield  (intoxicating 
liquors),  37  N.  J.  L.  145;  Hudson 
County  V.  State  (power  of  local  body  to 
fix  rates  of  ferriage),  24  N.  J.  L.  716. 
Validity  of  Local  Option  Laws  denied, 
and  the  subject  fully  examined,  in 
Wall,  In  r«,  48  Cat  279;  People  v. 
Nally,  49  Cal.  478;  Anderson  v.  Com- 
monwealth, 14  Bush,  171;  State  v. 
Cook,  24  Minn.  247;  FeU  v.  State 
(Liquor  Law),  42  Md.  71.  See  also  in 
Pennsylvania  the  case  which  involved 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  Act 
of  May,  1871,  ''to  allow  the  voters  of 
the  22d  Ward  of  Philadelphia  to  vote 
on  the  question  of  granting  licenses 
to  sell  intoxicating  liquors."  Locke's 
Appeal,  72  Pa.  St.  491 ;  Gloversville  v. 
Howell  (intoxicating  liquors),  70  N.  Y. 
287:  State  v,  Wilcox,  42  Conn.  364; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  124,  125;  post, 
i  155. 

'  Clarke  v.  Rochester,  28  N.  Y.  605; 
Paterson  v.  Society,  Ac.,  24  N.  J.  L. 
385 ;  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Rome,  18  N.  Y. 
38 ;  Paris  Township  v.  Cherry,  8  Ohio  St. 
564 ;  Bumes  v.  Atchison,  2  Kan.  454 ; 
Bank  v.  Brown,  26  N.  Y.  467;  Ham- 
mond V.  Haines,  25  Md.  541 ;  Cincin- 
nati, W.  &  Z.  R.  Co.  V.  Clinton  County, 
1  Ohio  St.  77;  Foote  v,  Cincinnati,  11 
Ohio,  408;  St.  Louis  v.  Alexander,  23 
Mo.  483 ;  Blanding  v.  Burr,  13  CaL  343. 
These  cases  are  distinguishable  from 
Barto  V,  Himrod,  8  N.  Y.  483. 

'  Commonwealths. (Quarter Sessions, 
8  Pa.  St.  391,  distinguished  from 
Parker  v.  Commonwealth,  6  Pa.  St.  507 ; 
Commonwealth  v.  Painter,  10  Pa.  St. 
214;  Smith  v.  McCarthy.  56  Pa.  St. 
359.   So  the  question  may  be  submitted 


whether  a  nortion  of  an  adjoining 
coimty  shall  be  annexed.  People  v. 
Nally,  49  CaL  478.  Where  the  author- 
ity to  act  ^lepends  upon  the  prior 
sanction  of  "a  majority  of  the  qualified 
voters"  residing  in  the  corporation,  the 
presumption  is  that  all  who  vote  are 
legal  voters;  and  the  better  view 
probably  is,  that  those  who  do  not 
vote  acc^uiesce  in  the  result,  and  that 
a  majority  of  those  actually  voting  is 
sufficient,  though  in  point  of  fact  it 
may  not  be  a  majority  of  all  who  would 
be  entitled  to  vote.  State  v.  Binder, 
38  Mo.  450;  State  v.  St.  Joseph,  37 
Mo.  270i  Potter  v.  Lainhart,  44  Fla. 
647,  citing  note.  And  of  this  opinion  is 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  which,  in  an  action  on  municipal 
bonds,  the  phrase,  "a  majority  of  the 
legal  voters  of  the  township,"  was  held 
to  mean  a  majority  of  the  legal  voters 
of  the  township  voting  at  the  election. 
St.  Joseph  Township  v.  Rogers,  16 
Wall  644;  People  v.  Waifiel£  20  IlL 
163;  People  v.  Wiant,  48  IlL  263; 
LouisviUe  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Davidson 
County,  1  Sneed  (Tenn.),  637,  692; 
Talbot  V.  Dent, 9  B.  Mon.  526;  Angell & 
Ames,  Coit).  (9th  ed.)  }}  499^  500.  But 
compare  State  v.  Winkelmeier,  35  Mo. 
103,  which  construes  such  language  to 
require  a  "majority  of  all  the  legal 
voters  of  the  city,  and  not  merely  of  all 
who  might,  at  a  particular  time,  choose 
to  vote  upon  it."  See  Damon  v. 
Granby,  2  Pick.  345^  355,  and  chapter 
on  Corporate  Meetings,  post.  Infra, 
SS  72,  note,  520. 

The  authorities  on  the  question, 
What  constitutes  a  majority  of  the  votersf 
are  collated  post,  }  383.  In  dividing  a 
town  or  other  municipal  oorporatioii, 
the  legislature  nu^  obtain  the  consent 
of  the  people  to  be  a£Fected  or  not  as 
it  may  deem  best,  and  the  questkm 
whether  the  consent  of  a  majority  in 
the  territoiy  set  off  or  annexed,  or  tbe 
consent  of  the  whole  town,  shall  be 
required,  is  one  which  addreasea  itadf 
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affected  by  it  shall,  within  a  prescribed  period,  assent  to  it.*  Per- 
mitting the  voters  of  a  municipality  to  decide  upon  questions  of  local 
interest  or  expediency,  such  as  those  mentioned  in  this  section  and 
in  the  notes,  seems  to  the  author  to  be  conformable  to  those  ideas  of 
self-government  and  self-regulation  by  the  people  concerned,  which 
lie  at  the  basis  not  only  of  our  municipalities  but  of  our  institutions. 
The  only  limit  is  that  the  legislature  must  not  delegate  its  function 
as  the  law-making  branch  of  the  government. 

Special  Constitutional  Provisions  relating  to  Municipal 
Corporations 

§  70  (45).  Creation  by  Special  Act  and  by  General  Laws.  —  The 
Constitutions  of  many  of  the  States  contain  provisions  respecting 
the  creation  and  powers  of  municipal  corporations.  In  some  of  the 
G)nstitutions  the  legislature  is  in  terms  allowed  to  create  corpora- 
tions for  municipal  purpose  by  special  act,^  and  in  others  it  is  in 
terms  forbidden  to  do  this,  and  required  to  provide  a  general  law 
for  all  corporations,  public  and  private.'    So  far  as  municipal  cor- 

solely   to   the  legislature.     Cicero   v. 
Chicago,  1S2  111.  301,  309. 

*  Coming  v,  Greene,  23  Barb.  33. 

*  Post,  chap.  iv. ;  Oroville  &  V.  R. 
Co.  V.  Plumas  Co.,  37  Cal.  354 ;  Tlemey 
V.  Dodge,  9  Minn.  166;  12  Minn.  41; 
Vireinia  City  v.  Mining  Co.,  2  Nev.  86. 
Under  a  constitutioiiAl  provision  in 
Pennsylvania,  that  '*  the  General  Assem- 
bly sliall  not  pass  Any  local  or  special 
law  regulating  the  affairs  of  counties, 
cities,  townships,"  &c.,  it  was  held  that 
an  act  providing  that  in  counties  the 
population  of  which  exceeds  100,000 
and  is  less  than  150,000,  the  fees  that 
belong  to  certain  county  officers  shall 
be  turned  over  to  another,  is  uncon- 
stitutional, being  an  attempt  to  legis- 
late directly  for  certain  counties  fthere 
being  only  four  falling  within  the  limits 
mentioned  in  the  act)  selected  from  all 
others.  This  is  local  or  special  legisla- 
tion within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition.  McCarthy  v. 
Commonwealth,  110  Pa.  St.  243,  follow- 
ing previous  cases  in  the  same  State  to 
the  same  effect.  "Wherever  the  pro- 
visions of  an  act  are  compuborily  bmd- 
ing  upon  every  city  of  the  particular 
claasincation,  the  legislation  is  general 
and  constitutional.  Wherever  the 
provisions  are  binding  at  the  option  of 
the  local  authorities,  the  le^slation  is 
special,  local,  and  unconstitutional." 
Reading  v.  Savage,  120  Pa.  St.  198. 


As  to  the  validity  of  acts  conditioned 
upon  acceptance  bv  the  mimicipality, 
when  attacked  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  special  legislation,  see  also  post, }  155. 
What  is  a  special  actf  See  Goodnow, 
Munic.  Home  Rule,  pp.  53, 57, 63  et  seq., 
91-97.  What  are  municipal  affairs  <u 
distinguished  from  State  affairs?  lb. 
pp.  77  et  «cg..  chap.  vii. 

»  Von  Phul  V.  Ilammer,29  Iowa,  222 ; 
Attorney-General  v,  Chicago  &  N  W.  R. 
Co.,  35  Wis.  425;  Kimball  v,  Rosen- 
dale,  42  Wis.  407 ;  Stevens  Point  &  Co. 
V.  Reilly,  44  Wis.  295;  Karuas  Consti- 
tution, art.  xii.  §§  1,  5;  construed, 
Wyandotte  City  v.  Wood,  5  Kan.  603 ; 
Atchison  v.  Bartholow,  4  Kan.  124; 
Thomas  v,  Ashland,  12  Ohio  St.  124. 
An  act  applying  to  all  cities  of  the  first 
class  containing  less  than  100,000  in- 
habitants is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
provision  of  the  Constitution  which 
requires  all  laws  of  a  general  nature  to 
have  a  uniform  operation  throughout 
the  State.  Welker  v.  Potter,  18  Ohio 
St.  85.  See  also  Lafayette  v.  Jenners, 
10  Ind.  74,  80.  Construction  of  con- 
stitutional provilsion  that  there  shall 
be  "but  one  system  of  Unon  and  county 
government,"  which  ''shall  be  as  nearly 
uniform  as  practicable."  State  v, 
Dousman,  28  Wis.  541;  State  v. 
Riordan,  24  Wis.  484. 

In  Morawetz  on  Corp.  (2d  ed.),  J§  9- 
13,  the  cases  relating  to  constitutional 
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porations  and  their  rights  are  protected  by  constitutional  provisions, 
express  or  implied,  they  are  removed  from  legislative  control,  but  no 
further,  as  we  shall  see  in  a  subsequent  chapter.  But  the  provisions 
of  the  several  G>nstitutions  in  reference  to  municipal  institutions 
and  local  government  are  sufficient,  it  is  believed,  to  establish  that 
the  legislative  power  over  them  and  their  existence  is  not  transcen- 
dental and  unlimited.^  Although  the  Constitution  of  a  State  may 
recognize  the  municipal  corporation  of  an  important  city  by  fixing 
the  number  of  certain  officers,  and  providing  for  their  election,  &c., 
yet  this  does  not  make  the  charter  of  the  city  a  constitutional  charter 
conferring  powers  beyond  the  control  of  the  legislature.' 


§  71  (46).  Prohibition  of  Special  Acts  conferring  Oorpormte 
Powers.  —  The  G>nstitution  of  Kansas  as  well  as  of  Ohio,  in  the 
article  entitled  "  Corporations,"  contains  a  provision  that  "  the  legis- 
lature shall  pass  no  special  act  conferring  corporate  potoers"  '  and  the 


limitations  on  the  powers  of  the  States 
in  respect  of  the  mode  of  creating 
corporations  are  referred  to,  and  the 
judiciiJ  construction  of  special  con- 
stitutional provisions  on  this  subject 
stated 

»  People  V.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532. 
Brown f  J.,  says:  '*When  the  present 
Constitution  was  formed,  the  entire' 
territor^r  of  the  State  was  separated  and 
appropriated  by  its  civil  divisions,  its 
counties,  cities,  and  towns.  These 
civil  divisions  are  coeval  with  the 
government.  The  State  has  never 
existed  a  moment  without  them.  All 
our  thoughts  and  notions  of  civil  govern^ 
ment  are  inseparably  dissociated  with 
counties,  cities,  and  towns.  They  are 
permanent  elements  in  the  frame  of 
government;  they  are  institutions  of 
the  State,  durable  and  indestructible 
by  any  power  less  than  that  which  gave 
being  to  the  organic  law.  They  are, 
however,  subject  to  control  and  regu- 
lation by  the  legislature.  It  may  en- 
lai;^e  or  circumscribe  their  territorial 
limits,  increase  or  diminish  their  num- 
bers, separate  them  into  parts,  and 
annex  some  of  the  parts  to  parts  of 
others ;  but  they  must  still  assume  the 
form  and  be  known  and  governed  only 
as  counties,  cities,  or  towns.  The 
State  at  large  is,  and  ever  has  been,  an 
aggregate  of  these  local  bodies."  To 
same  effect  in  same  case,  15  N.  Y.  541, 
per  Denio,  C.  J.  And  see  also  opinion 
of  Allen,  J.,  in  People  v.  Albertson,  55 
N.  Y.  50.    See  also  People  v.  Morrell, 


21  Wend.  563  (division  of  counties); 
ante,  UlSet  sea.  In  People  v.  Hurlbut, 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Michigan,  m  1871,  24  Mich.  44,  this 
subject  is  largely  and  learnedly  ex* 
amined  by  Mr.  Justice  Cooley,  who, 
conceding  to  the  State  full  authority 
to  shape  and  control  municipal  orgam- 
zations  at  its  ^ill,  nevertheless  main- 
tained that  there  were,  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  that  State,  both  express  and 
implied  restrictions  upon  the  legisla^ 
tive  dominion  over  municipal  institu- 
tions, and  tliat  local  governments  and 
the  right  of  the  people  to  them  were 
secured  by  the  Constitution,  and  did 
not  exist  by  the  favor  and  at  the  mere 
pleasure  of  the  legislature.  And  in  the 
same  case  the  court  decided,  under  a 
special  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
tne  State,  elsewhere  noticed,  that  the 
legislature  could  not  anpoint,  for  a  city 
corporation,  officers  wnose.  duties  were 
purely  locsJ  and  strictly  municipaL 
The  discussions  hj  all  of  tne  judges  are 
unusually  interesting.  Ante,  §§  11-14, 
22 ;  post,  chap.  iv. 

'  Baltimore  v.  Board  of  Police,  15 
Md.  376.  See  also  Paterson  v.  Society, 
&c.,  24  N.  J.  L.  385. 

*  Constitution  of  Kansas,  art.  xiL 
§§1  and  2  of  art.  xiii.  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Ohio  are  the  same  as  §  1,  art.  xiL 
of  the  Constitution  of  Kansas.  §  6, 
art.  xiii.  of  the  Ohio  Constitution  is  the 
same  as  {  5,  art.  xii.  of  the  Kan«u 
Constitution.  There  is  a  similar  con- 
stitutional provision  in  Ndjfraska,  and 
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Supreme  Courts  of  those  States  have  decided  that  the  provision 
applied  to  municipal  as  well  as  private  corporations/  and  that  the 
effect  was  to  compel  the  legislatures  of  those  States  to  regulate  the 
grant  of  powers  to  municipal  corporations  by  general  laws.  Hence 
an  act  specially  amending  the  charter  of  a  city  in  respect  to  making 
local  improvements  or  assessments,^  or  specially  extending  the  Umits 
of  a  particular  city,'  is  unconstitutional ;  and  so,  it  seems,  is  an  act 
which  authorizes  a  city  by  name  to  issue  its  scrip  for  a  particular 
purpose,  and  to  levy  taxes  to  pay  it  in  aid  of  a  single  enterprise,  — 

perhaps  in  other  States.  This  provision  tax  levy,  held  to  be  unconstitutional 
construed  (Clegg  v.  Richardson  Co.,  8  because  it  granted  authority  to  such 
Neb.  178;  Dundy  v,  Richardson  Co.,  cities  to  api>oint  a  board  of  control, 
8  Neb.  508),  and  held  to  invalidate  cer-  thus  conferring  corporate  powers  by 
tain  bonds  issued  under  a  special  law.  special  act).  See  post^  §  129. 
8.  p.  School  District  v.  Insurance  Co.,  •  Wyandotte  v.  Wood,  5  Kan.  603; 
103  U.  S.  707.  The  Constitution  of  State  v.  ancinnati,  20  Ohio  St.  18.  In 
Calif amia  declares  that  "all  laws  of  a  the  cs^  last  cited,  the  Supreme  Court 
general  nature  shall  have  a  uniform  of  Ohio,  under  the  constitutional  pro- 
operation."  Under  this  clause  it  is  vision  quoted  in  the  text,  held  that  the 
held  that  an  act  exempting  particular  legislature  cannot  by  special  act  create 
cases  from  the  operation  of  a  general  a  corporation,  nor  by  special  act  <confer 
law  is  unconstitutional.  Omnibus  R.  R.  additional  powers  on  a  corporation  al- 
Co.  V,  Baldwin,  57  Cal.  160,  where  a  ready  existing;  and  that  in  these  re- 
special  ad  authorizing  the  construction  spects  there  was  no  difference  between 
of  a  street  railway  was  held  void  for  private  and  municipal  corporations, 
attempting  to  exempt  the  nulway  com-  since  the  Constitution  equally  embraced 
pany  trom  the  operation  of  the  general  and  eauallv  applies  to  both  classes; 
taiw  relating  to  street  railways.  Ante,  and,  tnerefore,  the  Act  of  April  16, 
}  70;  post,  §  73.  1870,  "to  prescribe  the  corporate  limits 
^  Atchison  v.  Bartholow,  4  Kan.  124 ;  of  Cincinnati,"  being  considered  a  spe- 
Wyandotte  City  v.  Wood,  5  Kan.  603 ;  cial  act,  was  adjudged  void.  See  also 
State  V.  Downs,  60  Kan.  788;  State  Atkinson  v.  Marietta  &  C.  R.  Co., 
V.  CHncinnati,  20  Ohio  St.  18,  following  15  Ohio  St.  21.  In  this  case  Ran- 
Atkinson  v.  Marietta  &  C.  R.  Co.,  15  ney,  J.,  thus  expounds  the  Constitution: 
Ohio  St.  21.  In  NeW  Jersey  a  similar  "These  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
provision  is  held  to  apply  exclusively  are  too  explicit  to  admit  of  the  least 
to  private  corporations.  State  v,  doubt  that  they  were  intended  to  dis- 
Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  550,  558 ;  State,  able  the  General  Assembly  from  either 
Board  of  Health  v.  Diamond  Mills  creating  corporations,  or  conferring 
Paper  Co.,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  HI ;  64  N.  J.  upon  them  corporate  powers  b^  special 
E!q.  793;  Van  Cleve  v,  Passaic  Valley  acts  of  legislation.  It  was  intended 
Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  18;  to  correct  an  existing  evil,  and  to  in- 
8.  c.  on  appeal,  71  N.  J.  L.  574.  In  augurate  the  policy  of  placing  all 
Garson  v.  St.  Francis  Levee  Dist.,  59  corporations  of  the  same  kind  upon  a 
Ark.  513,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkan-  perifect  equality  as  to  all  future  grants 
sas  expressed  the  opinion  that  a  simi-  of  power ;  of  makine  such  law  appli- 
lar  provision  apphed  exclusively  to  cable  to  all  parts  of  the  State,  and 
private  corporations,  although  the  thereby  securing  the  vigilance  and 
ground  of  decision  in  that  case  was  attention  of  its  whole  representation ; 
that,  whether  it  applied  to  public  and  finally,  of  making  all  judicial  Con- 
or private  corporations,  it  did  not  ap-  struction  of  their  powers,  or  the  restrict 
ply  to  qwui  corporations  such  as  levee  tions  imposed  upon  them,  equally  ap- 
districts.  ^  plicable  to  all  corporations  of  the  same 
'  Atchison    v.    Bartholow,   4    Kan.  class.    We  must  give  such  a  construc- 

124;  Gilmore  v.  Norton,  10  Kan.  491;  tion  to  the  Constitution  as  will  pre- 

State  V.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98  (an  act  serve     its    leading     objects    intact." 

to  reorganize  cities  of  the  first  grade  Supra,  §{61,  70. 

of  the  second  class,  and  to  reduce  their 
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the  court  inclining  to  hold  such  an  enactment  to  be  a  special  act, 
and  one  which  undertook  to  confer  corporate  powers,^ 

It  was  decided  that  while  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
Kansas  that  forbids  the  legislature  to  pass  "any  special  act  confer- 
ring corporate  powers"  includes  municipal  corporations  proper,  it 
does  not  embrace  quasi  corporations,  such  as  school  districts,  although 
the  latter  are  declared  by  statute  to  be  bodies  corporate.'    In  Cali- 

'  Commercial  National  Bank  v.  mainly  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
lola,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  353.  In  this  case  not  issued  for  a  public  purgose.  The 
DtUirn,  Circuit  Judge,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  CSrcmt  Court  was 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  referring  to  affirmed.  20  Wall.  655.  See  also  Sav- 
the  opinion  of  i^nn62/,  J.,  quoted  in  the  ings  Assoc,  v.  Topeka,  3  Dillon,  276; 
last  note,  observed:  "One  of  the  ob-  post,  §  319;  alsocnapter  on  Contracts, 
iects  of  the  constitutional  provision  in  Further,  as  to  the  constniction  of 
Kansas,  as  well  as  in  Ohio,  was  to  cut  the  provision  that  ''corporate  powers" 
up  by  the  roots  the  mischief  of  special  shall  not  be  conferred  i)y  spinal  act, 
Ic^Iation,  particularly  in  respect  to  see  School  Dist.  v.  Ins.  Co.,  103  U.  S. 
corporations,  both  public  and  private.  707 ;  State  v.  Cincinnati,  20  Ohio  Stw 
This  object  would  be  defeated  if  the  18;  Morawetz  on  Corp.  (2ded.),  }}  10- 
special  act  relating  to  the  city  of  lola  13,  and  cases  cited, 
could  stand.  If  imder  the  doctrine  of  Construction  of  constitutional  prt>- 
Butz  V,  Muscatine,  8  Wall.  575,  this  hibition  against  granting  right  **to  lay 
court  is  not  iJ^solutely  bound,  in  this  doum  railroad  tracks  in  streets  by  local 
class  of  cases,  to  follow  the  interpreta-  or  private  act"  see  post,  chapter  on 
tion  of  the  State  Constitution  given  b^   Streets. 

its  highest  court,  yet  it  seems  that  it  '  Beach  v.  Leahy,  11  Kan.  23. 
ought  to  follow  it  where  it  appears  to  Under  the  constitutional  provision  in 
rest  upon  solid  grounds,  and  was  made  question  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kan- 
in  cases  and  in  respect  to  questions  sas,  in  State  v.  Maloy,  20  Kan.  619, 
where  there  was  nothing  to  warp  the  ruled  the  following  pomts  as  stated  by 
judgment  of  its  judges,  and  where  the  the  judges:  The  act  of  the  legislature 
interpretation  was  settled  or  had  been  entitled  "An  act  authorizing  cities 
declared  at  the  time  the  act  in  contro-  therein  named  to  become  cities  of  the 
versy  was  passed.  In  a  recent  case  on  second  class,"  approved  February  29. 
this  subject,  decided  by  the  Supreme  1872,  is  a  special  act,  conferring  cor- 
Court  of  the  United  States,  it  is  not  porate  powers  upon  four  particular 
denied  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  municipal  corporations,  and  is  there- 
State  b  the  appointed  expodtor  of  its  fore  unconstitutional  and  void,  being 
Constitution  and  laws,  and  that  the  in  contravention  of  f  1  of  art.  xiL  3 
Federal  courts  will  adopt  as  rules  for  the  Constitution,  which  provides  that 
their  own  judgments  the  decisions  of  ''the  legislature  shaU  pass  no  special 
the  highest  courts  of  the  State  'respect-  axst  conferring  corporate  powers."  Tlie 
ing  local  questions  peculiar  to  itself,  or  city  of  Council  Grove  was  organized 
respecting  the  construction  of  its  own  as  a  cit^r  of  the  second  class,  under 
Constitution  and  laws.'  It  only  denies  said  special  act,  and  was  never  organ- 
the  binding  force  of  State  adiudications  ized  as  a  city  of  the  second  class  under 
which  rest  upon  the  general  principles  any  other  act,  and  has  never  had  a 
of  law,  and  not  upon  the  meaning  of  population  of  two  thousand  inhab* 
special  constitutional  or  legislativepro-  itants.  And  it  was  therefore  held  that 
visions.  Olcott  v.  Supervisors,  16  Wall,  said  city  is  not  legally  a  city  of  the 
678.  I  think  the  present  case  is  one  in  second  class.  See  also  State  v.  Board 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court  to  fol-  of  Com'rs  of  Shawnee  County,  57  Kan. 
low  the  decisions  of  the  State  Supreme  267.  In  Carson  v.  St.  Francis  Levee 
Court;  and  so  far  as  m}r  judgment  rests  Dist.,  59  Ark.  513,  the  court  held  that 
upon  the  special  provisions  of  the  Con-  under  a  similar  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution above  referred  to,  I  place  it  stitution  of  Arkansas  a  special  law 
upon  the  State  adjudications  without  creating  a  levee  district  luid  coztf erring 
an  inquiry  into  their  soundness."  The  special  powers  upon  it  did  not  violate 
bonds  in  this  case  were  held  invalid   tne  Constitutio/a  of  that  State.     The 
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fomia  an  act  of  the  legislature  which  grants  to  individuals  and  their 
as^gns  certain  powers  and  priyileges,  and  then  provides  that  the 
act  shall  not  take  efiPect  unless  such  persons  within  a  given  time  shall 
organize  themselves  under  existing  laws  into  a  corporation,  is  a 
grant,  not  to  the  iniividvala  as  persons,  but  to  the  corporation  when 
formed.^ 

§  72  (47).  "  Any  Body  Politic  or  Corporate  "  conatnied.  —  A 
constitutional  provision  thai  tvx>4hirds  of  the  Oeneral  Assembly  *'  shall 
be  requisite  to  every  bill  creating,  continuing,  altering,  or  renewing 
any  body  politic  or  corporate,'*  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Errors,  reversing  the  majority  view  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
same  case,  to  extend  to  public  and  municipal  as  well  as  private  cor- 
porations.' The  constitutional  provision,  however,  that  "no  bill 
shaU  contain  more  than  one  subject,  which  shall  be  clearly  ex- 
pressed in  its  title,"  is  limited  to  State  legislation  and  has  no  appli- 
cation to  municipal  ordinances.^ 

§  73  (49).  "  Municipal  Pnrpoaa,"  what?  —  The  Constitutions 
of  some  of  the  States  contain  a  provision  that  corporations  shall  not 

CoDfltitution  of   Wisconsin  prohibited  holdera  of  the  bonds,  and  providing 

tlM  legifllatuie  from  enacting  any  spe-  for  their  reincorporation,  was  held  to 

cial  or  private  law  granting  corporate  be  in  violation  of  this  provision  and 

powers  or  privileges  excent  to  cities,  void.    State  v.  Stark,  18  Fla.  255.    See 

In  State  v.  Stewart,  74  Wis.  620,  the  on  this  subject,  however,  chap,  ix.,  post. 

court  had  under  consideration  a  special  But  an  act  creating  a  new  doss  of 

act   creating   a  quasi  corporation  for  municipal  corporations,  imposing  upon 

drunage   purposes.     The   conclusions  all  the  cities  of  the  new  cUuss  the  same 

which  the  court  arrived  at  were  that  powers  and  duties,  is  lawful  under  the 

this  law  fell  within  the  police  power;  provision.     Lake  v.   Florida,   18  Fla. 

that  the  dramage  commissioners  exer-  501.    See  post,  chaps,  ix.  and  x. 
cised  under  it  a  police  authority  in-        »  Purdy  v.  People,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.), 

tended  to  promote  the  public  health  385;  rev'g  2  Bill,  31.     What  is  an 

and  welfare,  and  that  while  the  ques-  alteration  within  this  provision ;  Com- 

tioQ  was  not  free  from  doubt  it  was  of  ing  v.  Green,  23  Baro.  33 ;    Smith  v. 

the  opinion  that  the  legislature  had  Helmer,  7  Barb.  416;  Morris  v.  People, 

the  power  to  enact  the  law.  3  Denio  (N.  Y.),  381.    Where  a  Con- 

'  San  Francisco  v.  S.  V.  W.  W.,  48  stitution  requires  that  acts  of  incor- 

CaL  493.     Such  an  act  is  an  attempt  poration  shall  have  ''the  assent  of  at 

by  the  legblature  in  violation  of  tne  least  two-thirds  of  each  house,"  the 

Constitution    to    confer    ix)wer8    and  word    ''house"    means   the    members 

privileges  upon  a  corporation  by  spe-  present  doing  business,  —  these  beinf 

dal  act.    lb.;  post,  {  73.    The  Consti-  a  quorum,  —  and  not  a  majority  of  all 

tution  of  Florida  provides  that  "the  the  members  elected.     South  worth  v. 

Iq^blature   shall   establish   a  uniform  Railroad  Co.,  2  Mich.  287. 
system  of  county,  township,  and  mu-        '  Humboldt  v.  Af cCoy,  23  Kan.  249 ; 

nicipal  government."    An  act  author-  Green   v.   Indianapolis,  25  Ind.   490 ; 

iaog  the  dissolution  of  municipal  cor-  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

poraiians  having  a  bonded  indebted-  207  111.  544;    Ex  parte  Haskell,   112 

ne98,  the  bonds  being  due,  unpaid,  and  Cal.  412;    St.  Loms  v.  Weitzell,  130 

anpiovided  f or,  upon  the  written  appli-  Mo.  600;   Topeka  v.  Raynor,  61  Kan. 

cation  of  one-half  of  the  owners  or  10. 
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be  created  by  special  acta  except  for  municipal  purposes.  What  is  a 
municipal  purpose  within  this  provision  has  been  several  times  con- 
sidered.^ It  has  been  said  that  in  the  contemplation  of  this  pro- 
vision municipal  affairs  are  public  affairs,  and  municipal  purposes 
are  public  or  governmental  purposes  as  contradistinguished  from 
private  purposes.  A  corporation,  therefore,  created  for  municipal 
purposes  is  a  corporation  created  for  public  or  governmental  pur- 
poses, with  political  powers  to  be  exercised  for  the  public  good  in 
the  administration  of  civil  government,  whose  members  are  citizens, 
not  stockholders ;  it  is  an  instrument  of  the  government  with  certain 
delegated  powers,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature,  and  its 
members  are  officers  or  agents  of  the  government  for  the  administra- 
tion  or  discharge  of  public  duties.^  An  act  incorporating  a  board  of 
commissioners  for  filling  up  certain  slough  ponds  in  the  cily  of  St 
Louis  was  held  to  create  a  corporation  for  municipal  purposes  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.'  An  act  creating  a  board  of  park 
commissioners  was  considered  to  constitute  them  a  corporate  au- 
thority, the  object  of  their  creation  being  municipal  in  its  character.* 
So  a  corporation  to  cany  on  a  public  school  and  raise  funds  for  its 
support.*  A  separate  district,  with  defined  boundaries,  embracing 
certain  cities,  and  created  a  corporation  with  the  usual  corporate 
powers,  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  navigation  of  a  river,  has 
also  been  held  to  be  a  corporation  for  municipal  purposes.* 

§  74  (50).     Legislative  Duty  held  to  be  Discretionary.  —  The  Con- 
stitutions of  several  of  the  States  contain,  substantially,  this  pro- 

^  State,  ex  rd.  Choteau,  v.  Leffin^-  of  corporate  power,  and  therefore  can- 
well,  54  Mo.  458,  where  the  subject  is  not  be  made  to  a  private  corporation 
elaborately  discussed,  and  the  conclu-  by  special  act.  76.,  anUj  {71.  Aa  to 
sion  reached  was  that  Corporations  for  what  are  '"municipal  purposes"  under 
"municipal  purposes"  imder  the  Con-  the  provisions  of  theCo/t/omtaConsti- 
stitution  of  Missouri  must  be  connected  tution  relating  to  freeholders  or  " home- 
with  the  municipal  corporation  itself,  rule "  charters,  see  arUe^  §  63. 
and  be  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  '  Cook  v.  Port  of  Portland,  20  Greg. 
earring  out  some  of  the  objects  of  the   580,  583. 

municipality.  Under  the  Constitu-  '  St.  Louis  v.  Shields,  62  Mo.  247. 
tion  of  Calif omiat  which  provides  that  *  People  v.  Salomon,  51  111.  37. 
"corporations  may  be  formed  under  *  Horton  v.  Mobile  School  Com'rs, 
general  laws,  but  shall  not  be  created  43  Ala.  598.  See  comment  of  Wagner, 
by  special  act,  excei^t  for  municipal  J.,  on  this  decision  in  St.  Louis  v. 
purposes,"  a  corporation  cannot  exer-  Shields,  62  Mo.  247.  A  mAooI  diatrid 
cise  any  powers  except  those  conferred  is  a  corporation  for  municipal  pur- 
by  general  laws.  The  legislature  can-  poses  witnin  this  provision  of  the  New 
not  confer  on  private  corporations  any  York  Constitution.  Board  of  Edu- 
powers  or  grant  them  any  privileges  by  cation  v.  Board  of  Education,  76  N.  Y. 
special  act.    San  Francisco  v.  S.  V.  W.    App.  Div.  355. 

W.,  48  Cal.  493.    A  grant  of  an  ease-        ^  Cook  v.  Port  of  Portland,  20  Oreg. 
ment  in  a  street  made  by  the  legisla-   580. 
ture-  to  a  corporation,  is  purely  a  grant 
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vision,  derived  from  the  G>nstitution  of  New  York:  "It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  legislature  to  provide  for  the  organization  of  cities  and 
incorporaied  vilUiges,  and  to  restrict  their  power  of  taxation,  assess- 
ment,  borrowing  money,  contracting  debts,  and  loaning  their  credit,  so 
as  to  prevent  abuses  in  assessments,  and  in  contracting  debts  by  such 
municipal  corporations." '  This  obviously  enjoins  upon  the  legis- 
lature the  duty  of  providing  suitable  and  proper  restrictions  upon 
the  enumerated  powers;  but  in  what  these  restrictions  shall  consist 
and  how  they  shall  be  imposed  are  subjects  left  to  the  discretion  or 
sense  of  duty  of  the  legislative  department,  with  the  exercise  of  which 
the  courts  cannot  interfere.' 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,  in  the  case  cited  in  the  note, 
holds  to  some  extent  a  contrary  view,  but  its  judgment  was  in  efiFect, 
although  not  in  terms,  overruled  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and  it  b  not,  in  its  full  extent,  in  harmony  with  the  view  else- 
where taken  in  the  State  courts.' 


i, 


>  New  York  Const.,  1848,  art.  viii. 
{9;  76.  1895,  art.  xii.  {  8;  Ark.  Ck>Dst., 
1874,  art.  xiL  §  3;  Kan.  Const.,  1859, 
art.  xii.  f  5;  see  Paine  v,  Spratley,  5 
Kan.  525;  Mich.  Const.,  1859,  art. 
xiL  S  13;  Nev.  Const.,  1880,  art.  viii. 
'  8;  N.  Car.  Const.,  art.  viii.  {  4; 
Dak.  Const.,  1889,  §  130;  Ohio 
Const.,  1^351,  art.  xiii.  {  6;  Oreg. 
Const.,  1857,  art.  xi.  |  5;  S.  Car. 
Const.,  1895,  art.  viii.  S  3;  S.  Dak. 
Const.,  1889,  art.  x.  §  1 ;  Wis.  Const., 
1848,  art.  xi.  {3;  Wyo.  Const.,  1889, 
art.  xiii.  §  3.  It  is  important,  we  think, 
to  note  that  this  provision  recognizes 
"citaes  and  incorporated  villages"  as 
integral,  essential,  and  indestructible 
components  of  the  State. 

*  The  failure  of  the  legislature  to  per- 
form the  duty  relative  to  restricting 
the  power  of  taxation,  dx;.,  enjoined  bv 
the  constitutional  provision  above  cited, 
"may,"  aays  Ranney,  J.,  in  Hill  v.  Hi^- 
don,  5  Ohio  St.  243,  "be  of  very  sen- 
ous  import,  but  lays  no  foundation  for 
rudieiai  correction."  See  Maloy  v. 
ICarietta,  11  Ohio  St.  636,  638,  where 
this  view  is  left  open,  but  holding  that 
the  legislature  alone  has  the  power  to 
determine  the  mode  and  measure  of  the 
restriction  to  be  imposed.  It  was  also 
left  open  in  People  v.  Mahaney,  13 
Mich.  481;  but  this  case  illustrates 
what  is  a  sufficient  restriction  on  the 
|X)wer  of  taxation  to  meet  the  constitu- 
tional requirement.  See  also  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  518;  Northern  I.  R.  Co. 
r.  ConneUy,  10  Ohio  St.  165.    To  the 


effect  that  the  constitutional  provision 
quoted  in  the  text  does  not  take  away, 
but  recognizes,  the  discretion  of  the 
legislature  in  conferring  powers  of  the 
enumerated  character  upon  municipal 
corporations,  and  that  such  discretion 
is  not  reviewable  by  the  courts,  see 
Bank  of  Rome  v.  Rome,  18  N.  Y.  38; 
Benson  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Albany,  24 
Barb.  248;  Clarke  v.  Rochester,  24 
Barb.  446;  Grant  v,  Courter,  24  Barb. 
232 ;  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y. 
429;  Baltimore  v.  State,  15  Md.  376; 
People  V.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532;  White 
V.  Stamford,  37  Conn.  587 ;  Newton  v. 
Atchison,  31  Kan.  151  (quoting  the 
text) ;  Lyons  v.  Cooper,  39  Kan.  324 ; 
Hines  v.  Leavenworth,  3  Kan.  203. 

»  Foster  v.  Kenosha,  12  Wis.  616. 
The  le^slature  cannot,  consistently 
with  this  restriction,  confer  upon  a 
municipal  corporation  an  unhmited 
power  to  levy  taxes  and  raise  money  for 
extra-municipal  purposes,  such  as  aid- 
ing railroad  companies ;  and  an  amend- 
ment to  the  charter  of  a  city,  authoriz- 
ing its  council  "to  levy  and  collect 
special  taxes  for  any  purpose  (aside 
from  what  may  be  specialty  provided 
for  in  the  city  charter)  which  may  be 
considered  essential  to  promote  or 
secure  the  common  interests  of  the  city, 
or  borrow,  on  the  corporate  credit  of 
the  city,  any  sum  of  money  at  a  rate 
of  interest  not  exceeding  ten  per  cent," 
on  obtaining  the  previous  sanction  of  a 
majority  of  the  voters  of  the  city,  is 
void,  and  the  requirement  of  the  sane- 
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§  75  (51).  "Only  One  Object,  which  shaU  be  ezprasMd  in  the 
Title."  —  Many  of  the  State  Constitutions  contain  in  substance  a  pro- 
vision that  no  legislative  act  shcUl  embrace  more  than  one  object  or,  as 
some  of  them  phrase  it,  one  subject,  which  shall  be  expressed  in  its 
title.  In  some  of  the  Constitutions  this  prohibition  is  limited  to  local 
and  private  acts.  The  purpose  of  such  prohibitions  is  obvious.  The 
unity  of  object  or  subject  is  to  prevent  "log-rolling  legislation/'  by 
prohibiting  the  joining  of  distinct  measures  with  a  view  to  combine 
votes  for  all.  Requiring  such  subject  or  object  to  be  expressed  in 
the  title  is  to  prevent  deceptive  titles,  and  to  enable  members  of  the 
legislature,  and  the  people,  through  the  usual  publication  of  l^isla- 
tive  proceedings,  to  form  from  the  title  an  opinion  of  the  nature  and 
objects  of  the  bill.*  Subject  to  the  foregoing  fundamental  require- 
ments the  provision  has  been  frequently  and  properly  construed  to 
require  only  the  general  or  ultimate  object  to  be  stated  in  the  title, 
and  not  the  details  by  which  the  object  is  to  be  attained.  Any  pro- 
vision fairly  and  reasonably  connected  with  and  calculated  to  carry 
the  declared  object  into  efiFect  is  unobjectionable,  although  not 
specially  indicated  in  the  title.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  title  fairly 
expresses  or  plainly  gives  notice  or  warning  of  the  subject  dealt 
with  in  the  body  of  the  act.  Thus,  where  a  Constitution  provides 
that  no  bill  or  act  shall  pass  containing  any  matter  difiFerent  from 
what  is  expressed  in  the  title  thereof,  an  act  the  title  of  which  de- 
clares it  to  be  /or  the  better  regvlaticn  of  a  certain  town  (naming  it), 
Of  to  amend  or  enlarge  the  powers  of  the  corporation  thereof,  is  suffi- 
cient, without  enumerating  the  particulars  in  which  the  powers  are 
enlarged  or  extended.'    So  a  provision  in  an  act  entitled  merely  "  An 

tion  of  the  voters  is  not  a  restriction  on  Otoe  County  v.  Baldwin  (Const.  Neb.), 

the  power  to  levy  taxes  or  contract  HI  U.  S.   1;   Ackley  School   Dist.  v, 

debte,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con-  Hall  (Const.  Iowa),  113  U.  S.  135;  Re 

stitution,  the  court  being  of  opinion  PhoenixviUe,  109  Pa.  St.  44;    Re  Airy 

that  the  duty  of  imposing  the  limitation  Street,  113  Pa.  St.  281 ;  Cooley,  Const. 

rests  on  the  legislature,     lb.    But  see  Lim.  141-151,  and  authorities. 

Campbell  v.    Kenosha,   5   Wall.    194;  '  Green  v.  Mayor  of  Savannah,  R.  M. 

aty  V.  Lampson,  9  Wall.  477 ;  and  the  Charlt.  (Ga.)  368,  per  Law,  J. ;  Savan- 

authorities  cited  in  the  last  note.     See  nah  v.  State,  4  Ga.  26 ;  Hill  v.  Decatur, 

Rogan  V,  Watertown,  30  Wis.  259,  as  22  Ga.  203.    Text  affirmed.    Luehrman 

U>  haning  credit.  v.  Taxing  Dist.,  2  Lea  (Tenn.),  425; 

For    other    restrictions    upon    the  Murphy  v.  State,  9  Lea  (Tenn.),  373. 

power  to  contract  debts  and  limitations  An  act  which  in  effect  amended  the 

upon    such    power,    see    chapters    on  charters  of  cities  of  a  certain  class  held 

Cnarters ;  Constitutional  Debt  Limita-  void    because    this    purpose    did    not 

tions,  and  Contracts,  post.  appear  in  its  title.    State  v.  Wright,  14 

Carter  County  v.  Sinton   (Const.  Oreg.  365.     In  a  recent  important  < 


Ky.),  120  U.  S.  517 ;  Montclair  v.  Rams-  the  title  of  an  act  purported  to  be  an 

dell  (Const.  New  Jersey),  107  U.  S.  147 ;  amendment  of  the  charter  of  Memphis ; 

Jonesboro  v.  Cairo,  Sec.  R.  R.  (Const,  an  examination  of  the  bodv  of  the  act 

III ),  110  U.  S.  192 ;  Mahomet  V.  Quack-  showed  a  new  and  independent  schenoe 

enbush   (Const.   III.),   117  U.  S.  509;  of  city  government  covering  the  whole 
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act  to  amend  the  act  incorporating  the  city  of  M.,"  extending  the 
d^  limits,  does  not  conflict  with  the  constitutional  requirement 
that  ''every  law  shall  embrace  but  one  object,  which  shall  be  ex- 
pressed in  its  title."  ^    Many  illustrations  of  the  judicial  construction 


■ubject  and  thereby  if  valid  effecting 
an  implied  repeal  of  the  existing 
charteFp  and  the  court  held  that  inas- 
much as  the  title  purports  to  be  an 
amendmejU  and  its  body  purports  to 
be  a  repeal,  the  act  was,  by  reason  of 
the  conflict  between  the  caption  and 
the  body  of  the  act,  in  violation  of 
art.  iL  §  17  of  the  Constitution:  ''No 
bill  shaU  become  a  law  which  embraces 
more  than  one  subject,  that  subiect  to 
be  expressed  in  the  title."  Malone  v. 
Williams,  118  Tenn.  390. 

»  Morford  v,  Unger,  8  Iowa,  82; 
Davis  V.  Woolnough  (act  establishing 
dty  court),  9  Iowa,  104 ;  s.  p.  St.  Paul 
V.  Goiter,  12  Minn.  41,  50. 

The  subject  of  a  law  to  incorporate  a 
dty  or  town  is  the  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  the  title  need  not  enumerate 
all  the  powers  intended  to  be  conferred. 
Lockhart  v.  Troy,  48  Ala.  579.  Where 
the  title  to  an  act  is  "to  consolidate  and 
amend  the  several  acts  incorporating  the 
city  of  Brunswick,  and  for  other  purposes 
tharein  mentioned,"  and  the  act  contains 
a  provision  to  make  valid  and  confirm 
"all  the  ordinances  of  the  mayor  and 
city  council  of  the  city  of  Brunswick 
heretofore  passed,  and  not  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of 
Geoigia  or  of  the  United  States,''  it 
was  held  that  it  was  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  1868,  which  declares: 
"  Nor  ahali  any  law  or  ordinance  pass 
which  refers  to  more  than  one  subject- 
matter,  or  contains  matter  different 
from  what  is  expressed  in  the  title 
thereof."  Brieswick  v.  Brunswick,  51 
Ga.  639.  And  in  a  later  case  it  was 
held  that  the  act  of  1872,  entitled  "to 
prescribe  the  manner  of  incorporatinjg 
towns  and  viUages,"  not  having  indi- 
cated by  its  title  the  provision  making 
the  act  an  amendment  of  existing 
municipal  charters,  is  unconstitutional. 
Ayeridge  v.  Com'rs,  60  Ga.  404. 

A  statute  designated  in  its  tide  as  an 
amendment  to  a  city  charter,  but  which 
embraces  objects  foreign  to  the  charter, 
is  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  and 
void.  Williamson  v.  Keokuk,  44  Iowa, 
88.  The  judgment  in  the  case  last 
dted  would  seem  to  be  of  doubtful 
correctness  upon  the  facts. 

In  detennining  whether  a  law  be  in 


conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution, Uie  unity  of  the  object  is  to  be 
looked  for  in  the  ultimate  end  to  be 
attained,  and  not  in  the  details  leading 
to  that  end.  State  v.  Countv  Judge,  2 
Iowa,  280;  People  v.  Mahaney,  13 
Mich.  481,  holding  that  the  title  of  "an 
act  to  establish  a  police  government 
for  the  city  of  Detroit "  was  sufficiently 
specific;  approved  White  v.  Lincoln, 
5  Neb.  505 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Brad- 
ley, 36  Mich.  447;  Feople  v.  Hurlbut, 
24  Mich.  44. 

Construction  of  similar  constitutional 
provisions.  Amoult  v.  New  Orleans, 
11  La.  An.  54;  Kathman  v.  New 
Orleans,  11  La.  An.  145;  People  v. 
Mellen,  32  111.  181 ;  Belleville  &  l.  R. 
Go.  V.  Gregory,  15  111.  20 ;  Davis  v.  State 
(inspection  act  for  Baltimore),  7  Md. 
151;  Annapolis  v.  State,  30  Md.  212; 
Lafon  V.  Dufrocq,  9  La.  An.  350;  Re 
Airy  Street,  113  Pa.  St.  281;  Re 
Phoenixville,  109  Pa.  St.  44 ;  Ottawa  v. 
People,  48  111.  233 ;  Miles  v.  Charleton, 
29  Wis.  400;  Murdock  v.  Woodson, 
2  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  188;  Hubert  v. 
People,  49  N.  Y.  132;  State  v.  Union, 
33  N.  J.  L.  350,  where  the  subject  is 
fully  discussed ;  Montclair  v.  Ramsdell, 
107  U.  S.  147,  in  which  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan  quoted  the  opinion  in  State  v. 
Union,  supra,  and  aaded,  "The  objec- 
tions should  be  grave,  and  the  conflict 
between  the  statute  and  the  Constitu- 
tion palpable,  before  the  judiciary 
should  disregard  a  legislative  enact- 
ment upon  the  sole  ground  that  it 
embraced  more  than  one  object,  or,  if 
but  one  object,  that  it  was  not  suffi- 
ciently expressed  by  the  title."  Mont- 
clair V.  RamsdeU,  107  U.  S.  147;  fol- 
lowed in  State  v.  Com'rs  of  Duval  Co., 
23  Fla.  483.  See  also  State  v.  Elvins, 
32  N.  J.  L.  362 ;  State  v.  Newark,  34 
N.  J.  L.  236;  In  re  Com'rs  of  Eliza- 
beth, 49  N.  J.  L.  488;  Sedgwick  Co. 
V.  Bailey,  11  Kan.  600;  Com'rs  of 
Marion  Co.  v.  Com'rs  of  Harvey  Co., 
26  Kan.  181 ;  Devlin  v.  New  York,  63 
N.  Y.  8;  People  v.  Willsea,  60  N.  Y. 
507 ;  Tecumseh  v.  Phillips,  5  Neb.  305 ; 
Dows  V.  Town  of  Elmwood,  34  Fed. 
Rep.  114 ;  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Co. 
17.  County  of  Jefferson,  29  Fed.  Rep.  305. 
An  act  public  in  its  nature,  in  which 
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of  this  constitutional  provision  as  applicable  to  municipalities  are 
given  in  the  note. 

the  people  of  the  whole  State  have  an  a  city  court.  This  is  but  one  subject, 
interest,  but  which  specially  concerns  and  a  charter  with  such  a  title  does  not 
the  property  and  rights  of  a  portion  of  infringe  the  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
the  fieople  of  the  Staie^  is  a  local  act  tion  that  no  local  bill  shall  embrace 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Ck>nstitution  more  than  one  subject  which  shall  be 
of  Illinois,  1848  (art.  iii.  §  23),  requiring  expressed  in  its  title.  Harris  v.  People, 
the  subject  thereof  to  l>e  expressed  in  59  N.  Y.  599,  where  Folger,  J,,  en>liuns 
the  title  (citing  and  reviewing  various  the  object  of  this  constitutional  pro- 
cases  in  Illinois  and  elsewhere  on  this  vision  to  be  "to  prevent  the  joining  of 
subject).  Applying  these  principles  one  local  subiect  to  another  or  others 
to  an  act  of  the  Ilunois  legislature  of  of  the  same  Jdnd,  or  to  one  or  more 
April  16,  1869,  known  as  the  Lake  general  subjects,  so  that  each  should 
Front  Act,  entitled  ''An  act  in  relation  gather  votes  for  all ;  and  to  advise  the 
to  a  portion  of  the  submerged  lands  public  and  the  locality,  and  the  repre- 
and  Lake  Park  erounds  lyinc  on  and  sentatives  of  the  locality  and  of  other 
adjacent  to  the  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  parts,  of  the  general  purpose  of  the  bill, 
on  the  eastern  frontage  of  the  city  of  so  that  those  intcr^ted  might  be  on 
Chicago,"  it  was  held  that,  since  the  their  guard  as  to  the  whole  or  as  to  the 
general  subject  of  that  act  was  the  details."  People  v.  Supervisors  of 
disposal  of  lands  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Chautauqua  Co.,  43  N.  Y.  10.  See 
shore  of  Lake  Michigan  on  the  east-  also  Sidlivan  v.  New  York,  53  N.  Y.  652 ; 
em  frontage  of  Chicago,  the  subject  Volkening,  In  re,  52  N.  Y.  650 ;  Astor, 
was  sufficiently  expressied  in  the  title  In  re,  50  N.  Y.  363;  Mayer,  In  re, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  50  N.  Y.  504 ;  and  People  v.  Briggs, 
which  provides  that  all  local  laws  must  50  N.  Y.  553,  where  the  purpose  of 
contain  but  one  subject,  which  must  the  constitutional  provision  is  well 
be  expressed  in  the  title.  Illinois  v.  lU.  expounded  by  Churcn,  C.  J. ;  People  v. 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  (Lake  Front  Case),  33  Rochester,  50  N.  Y.  525.  The  word 
Fed.  Rep.  730  (Harlan  and  Blodgett,  "private"  (art.  iii,  §  16,  supra)  refers 
JJ.).  to  "persons,"  the  word  "IoobU"  to  "tcr- 

Where  the  act  has  but  one  ipneral  ritory."  People  v,  O'Brien,  38  N.  Y. 
object  it  is  sufficient  if  the  object  or  193;  People  v.  Supervisors  of  Chau- 
subiect  is  fairly  expressed  in  the  title,  tauqua  Co.,  43  N.  Y.  10;  People  v. 
White  V.  Lincoln,  5  Neb.  505 ;  Black  v.  Hills,  35  N.  Y.  449,  451. 
Cohen,  52  Ga.  621 ;  Lockport  v.  Gay-  The  constitutional  provision  in  New 
lord,  61  111.  276,  where  a  curative  act  York  as  to  the  ti&e  of  local  and  private 
legalizing  warrants  was  held  invalid  bills  (art.  iii.  §  16,  supra)  underwent 
because  it  did  not  set  forth  the  subject-  careful  consideration  in  the  Court  of 
matter  in  the  title.  In  Watertown  v.  Appeab  in  the  great  case  of  Astor  v. 
Fairbanks,  65  N.  Y.  588,  a  legislative  New  York  Arcade  R.  Co.,  113  N.  Y. 
act  validating  previous  illegal  assess-  93,  relating  to  the  right  of  the  defendant 
ments  was  held  to  conffict  with  the  con-  company  to  construct  an  underaround 
stitutional  requirement  (art.  iii.  i  16)  railway  in  Broadway  and  Madison 
that  "no  private  or  local  bill  shall  em-  Avenue  in  New  York  City.  It  was 
brace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that  incorporated  in  1868,  by  a  local  and 
shall  be  expressed  in  the  title."  An  act  private  act  to  transmit  packages  and 
entitled  "An  act  to  legalize  and  author-  merchandise  by  means  of  pneumatic 
ize  the  assessment  of  street  improve-  tubes.  In  1873,  by  local  and  private 
ments  and  assessments,"  not  specifying  act  its  charter  was  amended,  and  the 
any  city  or  locality,  held  not  sumcientlv  tUle  thereof  expressed  that  it  was  an  act 
to  express  the  subject  of  the  act,  whicn  "to  provide  for  the  transportation  of 
was  solely  to  legalize  certain  proceed-  passengers  in  said  [pneumatic]  tubes." 
ings  of  the  common  council  of  a  single  in  the  oody  of  this  amended  act,  how- 
cit^.  Durkee  v.  City  of  Janesville,  26  ever,  the  corporation  was  given  author- 
AVis.  464.  Under  An  act  to  revise  the  it]^  to  construct  and  operate  an  ordinaiy 
charter  of  a  specified  city,  there  may  be  railwav  imder  the  said  streets.  The 
conferred  upon  the  municipality  the  amended  act  of  1873  was  held  to  be 
usual  legislative,  taxing,  judicial,  and  unconstitutional  because  the  titk  was 
police  powers,  including  the  creation  of  deceptive.    Giving  the  judgment  of  tbe 
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court  on  this  point,  Eari,  J.,  said: 
"The  construction  of  such  a  railway 
[an  ordinary  railroad]  by  such  a  corpora- 
tion is  certainly  a  subject  not  expressed 
in  the  title  of  tne  act.  The  only  subject 
there  indicated  is  the  transportation  of 
passengers  and  property  through  pneu- 
matic tubes  by  atmospheric  pressure. 
A  title  purporting  that  an  act  provides 
for  pneumatic  transportation  would 
Dot  be  sufficient  for  an  act  authorizing 
the  construction  and  operation  of  a 
horse  railway  or  a  steam  railway,  as  a 
title  puiportinff  that  an  act  autborizes 
a  fine  of  omnibuses  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  passengers  would  not  be 
sufficient  for  an  act  authorizing  the 
construction  of  a  railway  for  the  same 
purpose.  The  constitutional  provision 
rdferred  to  has  been  deemed  by  states- 
men and  jurists  —  conditores  legum  — 
of  so  much  importance  that  it  is  found 
in  the  fundamental  law  of  most  of  the 
States.  Its  purpose  is  to  prevent  fraud 
and  deeej^ion  by  concealment  in  the 
body  of  acts  of  subjects  not  by  their 
titl^diaclosed  to  the  general  pubuc,  and 
to  legislators  who  may  rely  upon  them 
foriSormation  as  to  pending  legislation. 
When  the  subject  is  expressed,  all 
matters  fairly  and  reasonably  connected 
with  it,  and  all  measures  which  will  or 
may  facilitate  its  accomplishment,  are 


proper  to  be  incorporated  in  the  act, 
and  are  germane  to  the  title.  The  title 
must  be  such  at  least  a«  fairly  to  sifggesl 
or  give  a  due  to  the  subject  dealt  with  in 
the  actf  and  unless  it  comes  up  to  this 
standard  it  falls  below  the  constitutional 
requirement  (The  Mayor,  &c.  v.  Cole- 
gate,  12  N.  Y.  146;  People  v.  ffills,  35 
N.  Y.  449,  452;  New  York  &  Brooklyn 
Bridge,  Matter  of,  72  N.  Y.  527;  Mat- 
ter of  Department  of  Public  Parks, 
86  N.  Y.  439;  People  v,  Whitlock,  92 
N.  Y.  191 ;  Matter  of  Knaust,  101  N.  Y. 
188;  Gooley,  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions, 141).  Here  the  only  subject 
suggested  by  the  title  is  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  property  through 
pneumatic  tubes  by  atmospheric  pres- 
sure, and  everything  appropriate  and 
germane  to  that  subject  could  be  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act.  But  a  person 
reading  the  title  alone  would  have  no 
clue  whatever  to  the  great  railway 
scheme  actually  authorized  by  the  act.^' 
If,  however,  a  local  act  contains  a 
subject  which  is  properly  expressed  in 
its  title,  it  is  vahd  as  to  that  subject, 
although  it  is  invalid  as  to  a  subject  not 
expressed.  Van  Antwerp,  In  re,  56 
N.  Y.  261,  267;  B.  p.  McGee's  Appeal, 
114  Pa.  St.  470,  478;  Dewhurst  v, 
AU^heny  Qty,  95  Pa.  St.  437 ;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  148. 
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§  90  (52).    Pablic  and  Private.  —  A  fundarmntal  division  of  coi^ 
porations,  heretofore  adverted  to,  is  into  public  and  private.^    The 

*  Ante,  chap.  ii.  {}  31-39.    In  Mills  tions  is  the  accomplishment  of  some 

V.  Williams,  11  Ired.  (N.  Car.)  Law,  558,  puUic  good.    Hence  the  division  into 

Pearson,  J.,  commenting  on  the  com-  public  and  private  has  a  tendencjr  to 

mon   diviaon   of  corporations,   esys :  confuse  and  lead  to  error  in  investin- 

"The  purpose  in  making  all  corpora-  tion;   for,  unless  the  public  are  to  oe 
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importance  of  this  distinction  cannot  be  too  much  emphasized,  since 
upon  it  are  based  the  legal  principles  which  so  broadly  distinguish 
the  two  classes  of  corporations.  With  private  corporations  the  pres- 
ent work  has  no  other  concern  than  to  point  out  by  way  of  illustra- 
tion wherein  they  differ  from  those  which  are  public.  Both  classes 
are  alike  created  by  the  legislature,  and  in  the  same  way,  —  by 
special  charter  or  under  general  incorporation  acts. 

§91(53).  "Private"  defined;  Dartmoath  OoUege  Oase. — 
Private  corporations  are  created  for  private  as  distinguished  from 
purely  public  purposes,  and  they  are  not,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
public,  because  it  may  have  been  supposed  by  the  legislature  that 
their  establishment  would  promote,  either  directly  or  consequentially, 
the  public  interest.    They  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  a  charter 

benefited,  it  is  no  more  lawful  to  con-  some  public  enterprise  in  which  the 
fer  'exclusive  rights  and  privileges'  public  interests  are  involved,  such  as 
U|>on  an  artificial  body  than  upon  a  railroad,  turnpike,  and  canal  corn- 
private  citizen.  The  substantial  dis-  panies;  and  corporations  strictly  pri- 
tinction  is  this :  Some  corporations  are  vate.  Miner's  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zellerbach, 
created  by  the  mere  vnll  of  the  le^sla-  37  Cal.  543.  The  opinion  of  Sawyer^ 
ture,  there  being  no  other  party  inter-  C.  J.,  in  this  case,  is  able  and  instruo- 
esUd  or  concerned.  To  this  Dody  a  poiv  tive.  The  author  prefers  the  ordinary 
tion  of  the  power  of  the  legislature  is  division  of  corporations  into  public 
delegated  to  be  exercised  for  the  public  (which  includes  mimicipal)  and  private. 
good,  and  it  is  subject  at  all  times  to  be  This  is  the  nomenclature  in  common 
modified^  changed,  or  annulled.  Other  use.  The  Civil  Code  of  California  thus 
corporations  are  the  result  of  contract,  defines  public  and  private  corporations 
The  legislature  is  not  the  only  party  (§284):  "Corporations  are  either  pub- 
interested  ;  for,  although  it  has  a  pul>-  he  or  private.  Public  corporations  are 
lie  purpose  to  be  accomplished,  it  formea  or  organised  for  the  govem- 
chooses  to  do  it  by  the  instrumentality  ment  of  a  portion  of  the  State ;  all 
of  a  second  party.  These  two  make  a  other  corporations  are  private."  Con- 
contract.  The  expectation  of  benefit  struing  tnis  section,  it  was  held  in 
to  the  public  is  the  moving  consider^  Dean  v.  Davis,  51  CaJ.  406,  410,  that  a 
ation  on  one  side ;  that  of  expected  levee  district  formed  under  an  act  of  the 
remuneration  for  the  outlay  is  the  con-  legislature  for  reclamation  purposes 
fiideration  on  the  other.  It  is  a  conn  was  a  public  corporation.  Crockett ,  J., 
tract,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  modi-  says:  "It  is  true,  perhaps,  that  it  was 
fied,  changed,  or  annulled  without  the  not  formed  or  organized  tor  the  govem- 
consent  of  both  parties.  Counties  are  ment  of  a  portion  of  the  State,  in  the 
an  instance  of  the  former,  railroad  and  broadest  sense  of  the  term ;  neverthe- 
tumpike  companies  of  the  latter  class  less  it  exercises  certain  governmental 
of  corporations."  This  recognizes  the  functions  within  the  distnct.  To  con- 
substantial  difference  between  the  two  stitute  a  public  corporation^  it  is  not 
classes  of  corporations,  and  is,  in  effect,  essential  that  it  sheul  exercise  all  the 
a  criticism  upon  the  names  by  which  fimctions  of  government  within  the 
their  are  distinguished.  prescribed  district."  s.  p.,  see  also 
According  to  the  view  of  the  Su-  People  v.  Reclamation  District,  53  Cal. 
preme  Court  of  California^  corpora-  346 ;  Hoke  v.  Perdue,  62  Cal.  545.  See 
tions  should  be  divided  into  three  Foster  v.  Fowler,  60  Pa.  St.  27,  in  which 
classes,  to  wit:  Public  municipal  coiv  a  company  created  to  supply  a  city 
porations,  the  object  of  whicn  is  to  with  water  was  held  to  be  a  public,  as 
f>romote  the  pubhc  interest;  corpora-  distinguished  from  a  private  corpora- 
tions technically  private,  but  of  a  tion.  See  chapter  on  Public  Utilities, 
^gyasi  public  character,  having  in  view  post. 
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or  incorporating  act.*  The  assent  of  the  corporaium  is  necessary  to 
make  the  incorporating  statute  operative ;  but  when  assented  to,  the 
legislative  grant  is  irrevocable,  and  it  cannot,  without  the  consent  of 
the  corporation,  be  impaired  or  destroyed  by  any  subsequent  act  of 
legislation,  unless  the  right  to  do  so  was  reserved  at  the  time.  The 
celebrated  Dartmovih  College  Case^  by  its  construction  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  incorporated,  wisely  or  otherwise,  into  American  juris- 
prudence the  principle  which  has  been  attended  with  such  important 
practical  consequences,  namely,  that  privileges  and  franchises  granted 
by  legislative  act  to  a  private  corporation,  when  accepted,  constitute 
a  coTttract  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitution  which 
secures  inviolability  of  contracts  by  ordaining  that  no  State  shall 
pass  any  law  impairing  their  obligation ;  and  hence  a  law  materially 
altering  the  charter  of  such  a  corporation  is  unconstitutional,  unless 
the  power  to  alter  it  was  reserved,  either  generally  or  specially,  when 
the  grant  was  made. 

§  92  (54).  PabUc  Oorporations  defined.  —  Pvblic,  including  mu- 
nicipal, corporations  are  called  into  being  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
State,  and  while  the  State  may,  and  in  the  case  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions usually  does,  it  need  not,  obtain  the  consent  of  the  people  to  the 
locality  to  be  affected.  The  charter  or  incorporating  act  of  sl,  munici- 
pal corporation  is  in  no  sense  a  contract  between  the  Stale  and  the 
corporation,  although,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  vested  rights  in  favor 
of  third  persons,  if  not  indeed  in  favor  of  the  corporation  or  rather 
the  community  which  b  incorporated,  may  arise  under  it  Public 
corporations  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule  are  such  as  are  estab- 
lished for  public  purposes  exclusively,  —  that  is,  for  purposes  con- 
nected with  the  administration  of  civil  or  of  local  government,  —  and 
corporations  are  public  only  when,  in  the  language  of  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  "the  whole  interests  and  franchises  are  the  exclusive  prop- 
erty and  domain  of  the  government  itself,"  such  as  qtuisi  corporations 
(so  called),  counties  and  towns  or  cities  upon  which  are  conferred 
the  powers  of  local  adminbtration.  Subject  to  constitutional  limita- 
tions presently  to  be  noticed,  the  power  of  the  legislature  over  such 

^  AnU,  i  69.  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  Rvger, 

*  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  C.  J.,  speaking  of  the  Dartmouth  Col- 

4  Wheat.  518.    All  attempts  to  over-  lege   Case,    says:     "Although   it   has 

throw  this  judgment  have  failed.     In  sometimes  been  criticised,  it  has  been 

the  great  case  of  People  v.  O'Brien,  uniformly  acquiesced  in  by  the  courts 

111  N.  Y.  1,  arising  out  of  the  acts  of  of  the  several  States  as  the  law  of  the 

the  legislature  of  New  York  in  1886,  land,   and   may   be   regarded   as  too 

repealing  the  charter  of  the  Broadway  firmly  settled  to  admit  of  queatlon  or 

Surface  Railway  Company fBJid  diaaoly-  dispute."    Infra,  H  112,  273. 
ing  that  corporation,  decided  by  the 
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corporatioiis  is  supreme  and  transcendent:  it  may,  where  there  is 
no  constitutional  inhibition,  erect,  change,  divide,  and  even  abolish 
them,  at  pleasure,  as  it  deems  the  public  good  to  require.^ 


^  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward, 
4  Wheat.  518;  AUen  v.  McKean,  1 
Sumner,  276  (the  Bowdoin  Collie 
Caae,  elaborately  considered  by  Stan^f 
J.) ;  see  reference  to  this  case,  2  Story's 
Life  and  Letters,  150;  Cheaney  v. 
Hooser,  9  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  330 ;  Berlin  v. 
Gorbam,  34  N.  H.  266;  Meriwether  v. 
Garrett  (repeal  of  charter  of  city  of 
Memphis),  102  U.  S.  472,  citing  text; 
Smton  ».  Carter  Co.,  23  Fed.  Rep.  535 ; 
People  V.  Morris,  13  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
325.  In  this  case  the  defendant  in- 
aasted  that  the  rights  and  privileges 
conferred  upon  the  village  of  Ogdens- 
buig  by  the  act  incorporating  it  were 
vested  rights,  and  could  not  be  impaired 
by  subsequent  l^slation.  But,  said 
Ndwn,  J.,  with  his  usual  clearness,  '*  It 
is  an  unsound  and  even  absurd  propo- 
sition that  political  power  conferred  by 
the  legislature  can  become  a  vested 
right  as  against  the  government  in  any 
individual  or  body  of  men.''  Hender- 
son V.  New  York,  65  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
180,  citing  text ;  s.  p.  Penobscot  Boom 
Corporation  v.  Lawson,  16  Me.  225; 
Yarmouth  v.  North  Yarmouth,  34  Me. 
411;  Story,  Com.  Const.,  §§  1385, 
1388;  North  Yarmouth  v.  Skillings, 
45  Me.  133 ;  Girard  v.  Philadelphia,  7 
Wall  1 ;  United  States  ».  Baltimore  & 
O.  R,  Co.,  17  WaU.  (U.  S.)  322;  Philar 
delphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  St.  169 ;  Mobile 
V.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289;  anU,  §  15; 
Jersey  City  v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  N.  J. 
Eg.  360 ;  Rundle  v.  Del.,  &c.  Canal  Ck>., 
1  Wall  Jr.  275 ;  s.  c.  14  How.  80 ;  Tins- 
man  V.  Railroad  Co.,  26  N.  J.  L.  148; 
State  V.  Brannin,  23  N.  J.  L.  485; 
State  V.  Fuller,  34  N.  J.  L.  227 ;  Pater- 
son  V.  So<ae^,  Ac.,  24  N.  J.  L.  385; 
ante,  {  69 ;  State  v.  Jennings,  27  Ark. 
419;  Clinton  o.  Railroad  Ck>.,  24  Iowa, 
455;  San  Francisco  v.  Canavan,  42 
CaL  541 ;  Demarest  v.  New  York,  74 
N.  Y.  161 ;  s.  c.  11  Hun,  19;  Cornell  v. 
People,  107  111.  372;  Lutz  v.  Craw- 
fonisville,  109  Ind.  466;  McKim  v. 
Odom,  3  Bland  (Md.),407,  417;  Wood 
V.  Town  of  Oxford,  97  N.  Car.  227; 
David  ©.  Portland  Water  CJom'rs,  14 
Oreg.  98;  Mt.  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith, 
100  U.  8. 514, 525 ;  Comanche  County  v, 
Lewis,  133  U.  S.  198;  Bernard's  Town- 
ship V,  Morrison.  133  U.  S.  523,  528; 
Williams  9.  Eggleston,  170  U.  S.  304, 
310;  Atkin  v.  l^ansas,  191  U.  S.  207, 


221;  Heard  v.  State,  113  Ga.  444; 
Mattox  V.  State,  115  Ga.  212;  Truer. 
Davis,  133  111.  522 ;  Somonauk  v.  Peo- 
ple, 178  m.  631, 634 ;  ttcero  v.  Chicago, 
182  111.  301,  309;  In  re  Dalton,  61 
Kan.  257,  264 ;  Frederick  v.  Groshen, 
30  Md.  436,  444 :  RedeU  v.  Moores,  63 
Neb.  219,  230;  People  v,  Shepard,  36 
N.  Y.  285;  Wilcox  v.  McClellan,  175 
N.  Y.  9,  affirming  110  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
378;  MacMuUen  v.  Middleton,  187 
N.  Y.  37;  De  Camp  v.  Eveland,  19 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  81 ;  Board  of  Education 
V.  Board  of  Education,  76  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  355;  Portland  &  W.  V.  R.  Co.  v. 
Portland,  14  Oreg.  188 ;  In  re  Malone's 
Estate,  21  S.  Car.  435;  State  v.  Narra- 
gansett,  16  R.  I.  424,  435;  Morris  v. 
State,  62  Tex.  728;  Malone  v.  WiUiams, 
118  Tenn.  390,  holding  void  the 
Act  of  March  27,  1907,  granting  Mem- 
phis a  new  charter  under  the  name 
of  an  amended  or  modified  charter. 

"Municipal  corporations  are  the 
creatures,  mere  political  subdivisions, 
of  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  exer- 
cising a  part  of  its  powers.  They  may 
exert  only  such  powers  as  are  expressly 
granted  to  them,  or  such  as  may  be 
necessarily  implied  from  those  granted. 
What  they' lawfully  do  of  a  public  char- 
acter is  done  under  the  sanction  of  the 
State.  They  are,  in  every  essential 
sense,  only  auxiliaries  of  the  State  for 
the  purposes  of  local  government. 
They  may  be  created,  or,  having  been 
created,  their  powers  may  be  restricted 
or  enlarged  or  altogether  withdrawn  at 
the  will  of  the  legislature ;  the  authority 
of  the  le^lature,  when  restricting  or 
withdrawing  such  powers,  being  subject 
only  to  the  fundamental  condition  that 
the  collective  and  individual  rights  of 
the  people  of  the  municipality  shall 
not  thereby  be  destroyed."  Per  Har- 
lan, J.,  in  Atkin  v.  Kansas,  191  U.  S. 
207,  220. 

'*A  municipal  corporation,  in  which 
is  vested  some  portion  of  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  government,  may  be 
changed  at  the  will  of  the  legislature. 
Such  is  a  public  corporation,  used  for 

gublic  purposes."  Per  McLean,  J.,  in 
tate  Bank  v.  Knoop,  16  How.  (U.  S.) 
369,  380.  ''Public  or  municipal  cor- 
porations are  established  for  tne  local 
government  of  towns  or  particular  dis- 
tricts.    The  special  powers  conferred 
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Municipal  corporations,  so  far  as  their  organization  and  purely 
municipal   relations  and  regulations  are  concerned,  being  simply 


upon  them  are  not  vested  rights  as 
against  the  StatCf  but,  being  whollv 
political,  exist  only  during  the  will 
of  the  general  legislature;  otherwise, 
there  would  be  numberless  petty  gov- 
ernments existing  within  the  State  and 
forming  part  of  it,  but  independent  of 
the  control  of  the  soverei^  power. 
Such  powers  may  at  anv  time  be  re- 
pealed or  abrogated  by  the  le^slature, 
either  by  a  eeneral  law  operating  upon 
the  whole  State,  or  by  a  special  act 
altering  the  powers  of  the  corporation." 
Sloane  v.  State  (implied  modification 
of  charter  as  to  vencung  liquor  by  sub- 
sequent general  law),  8  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
361,  per  Smith,  J.,  approving  People 
V.  Morris,  13  Wend.  325;  Armstrong 
V.  Comm.  (as  to  removal  of  county 
seat),  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  208 ;  post,  §§  105, 
353. 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
322,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  gen- 
eral government  cotdd  not  tax  the  in- 
come or  property  of  the  city  of  Balti- 
more under  the  Internal  Revenue  Act 
(post,  §  1398),  the  court  discusses  and 
examines  the  nature  of  municipal  cor- 
porations and  the  relation  they  sustain 
to  the  State,  of  which  they  are  treated 
as  arms  or  agencies.  The  court  says: 
''A  municipal  corporation  like  the  city 
of  Baltimore  is  a  representative  not 
only  of  the  State,  but  is  a  portion  of  its 
governmental  power.  It  is  one  of  its 
creatures,  made  for  a  specific  purpose, 
to  exercise  within  a  limited  sphere  the 
powers  of  the  State.  The  State  may 
withdraw  these  local  powers  of  govern- 
ment at  pleasure,  and  may,  through  its 
legislature  or  other  appointed  channels, 
govern  the  local  temtory  as  it  governs 
the  State  at  laige.  It  may  entaige  or 
contract  its  powers  or  destroy  its  exist- 
ence. As  a  portion  of  the  State,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  limited  portion  of  the 
powers  of  the  State,  its  revenues,  like 
those  of  the  State,  are  not  subject  to 
taxation."    Post,  §§  248,  1396,  1398. 

As  to  extent  of  legislative  control, 
and  the  distinction  between  public  and 
PRIVATE  corporations  in  this  respect,  see 
infra,  §§  109,  112,  119-122,  and  cases; 
(3ooley,  Taxation  (2d  ed.),  688.  See 
also  People  v.  Wren  (division  of  a 
county),  5  Scam.  (111.)  269 ;  Martin  v, 
Dix,  52  Miss.  53 ;  People  v.  Detroit,  28 
Mich.  228;    New  Orieans,  &c.  Co.  v. 


New  Orleans,  26  La.  An.  478;  Coles  v. 
Madison  County,   Breese    (111.),    \\b\ 
Laramie  County  v.  Albany  County,  92 
U.  8.  307;  C.  k  A.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Adler, 
56  111.  344 ;  State  v,  Branin,  23  N.  J.  L. 
485;   Rader  v.  Road  Dist.,  36  N.  J.  L. 
273 ;  Bush  v.  Shipman,  5  111.  190 ;  HoU 
liday  v.  People,  10  111.  216;   Richland 
County  V.  Lawrence  County,  12  IlL  1 ; 
Trustees.  &c.   v.  Tatman,   13  IlL  30; 
Gutzweller  v.  People,  14  111.  142;  San- 
gamon County  V.  Sprin^eld,  63  IlL 
66;   State  v.  Savannah,  R.  M.  Charit. 
(Ga.)   250;    State,   &c.   o.   St.   Louis 
County  Court,  34  Mo.  546;    Purdy  t. 
People,  4  mil  (N.  Y.),  385;  Morey  v. 
Newfane,  8  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  645;   Lloyd 
v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  5  N.  Y. 
369 ;   Lowber  v.  Same,  5  Abb.  Pr.  R. 
(N.  Y.)  325 ;  Green  v.  Same,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
R.  (N.  Y.)  503 ;  Aurora  v.  West,  9  Ind. 
74;    Pljrmouth  v.  Jackson,  15  Pa.  St. 
44;     Louisville   v.   Commonwealth,    1 
Duvall  (Ky.),  295;    Murphy  v.  Louis- 
ville, 9  Bush  (Ky.),  189;    O'Hara  v. 
Portland,  3  Oreg.  525;  Gray  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 10  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  Pr.  Rep.  n.  b.  186: 
State  V.  Hundelhausen,  26  Wis.  432: 
Tinsman   o.    Railroad     Company,   26 
N.  J.  L.   148;  Marietta  v,  Feanng,  4 
Ohio,  427 ;  Richmond  v,  Richmond,  &c. 
Railroad   Co.,   21  Gratt.    (Va.)   604: 
State  V.  Mobile,  24  Ala.  701 ;  Governor 
V.  McEwen,   5  Humph.    (Tenn.)  241 : 
Grogan  v,  San  Francisco,  18  CaL  590 ; 
Darlington  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York, 
31  N.  Y.  164;  Savings  Fund  Society 
V.  Philadelphia,  13  Pa.  St.  175,  185: 
Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  St.  320 ; 
infra,  §  131 ;  Erie  v.  Canal  Company. 
59  Pa.  St.  174 ;  Dunsmore's  App^,  52 
Pa.  St.  374 ;  Blanding  r.  Burr,  13  Cal. 
343 ;  People  v.  Hill,  7  Cal.  97 ;  Nichol  r. 
Mavor,  &c.,  9  Humph.  252 ;  Creighton 
V.  San  Francisco,  42  Cal.  446 ;  Lucas  v. 
Tippecanoe  Co.,  44  Ind.  524 ;  Bums  v. 
Clarion  County,  62  Pa.  St.  422;  Du- 
rach's  Appeal,   62   Pa.  St.  491;  New 
Orleans  v.    Hoyle,    23   La.    An.   740; 
Amite  City  v.  Clements,  24  La.  An.  27. 
This  subject  is  discussed  in  an  inter- 
esting manner  by  Sharswood,  J.,  in  his 
learned  judgment,  in  Philadelphia  «. 
Fox,  64  Pa.  St.  169.    The  doctrine  is 
here  laid  down  that  since  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  alienate  any  part  of  its  leg- 
islative power,  it  cannot  therefore  by 
legislative  act  or  contract  invest  any 
municipal  corporation  with  an  xrrevo- 
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agencies  of  the  State  that  creates  them  for  conducting  the  affairs  of 
government,  are  subject  alone  to  the  control  of  the  legislature,  which 
in  these  respects  is  not  limited  by  the  Federal  Constitution.*  But 
of  course  the  legislature  cannot  confer  upon  municipalities  any 
powers  whose  exercise  will  contravene  the  commerce  clause,  the 
contract  clause,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  or  any  other  provision 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  this  being  ''the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  anything  in  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  con- 
traiy  notwithstanding." 

§  93  (55).  Form  of  Orant  doea  not  affect  Extent  of  Power.  — 
The  extent  of  the  legislative  control  over  public  or  municipal  corpo- 
rations is  not  impaired  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  charter  is  granted 
in  the  same  act  that  creates  a  frivaJte  carporaiian,  whose  rights  cannot 
be  changed  without  its  consent.*  Where,  in  incorporating  a  gas  com- 
pany, the  legislature  reserved  the  power  to  alter,  modify,  or  repeal 
the  charter,  it  is  competent  for  it,  by  subsequent  legislation,  to  sub- 
ject the  company  to  supervision  and  control,  and  to  confer  upon  the 
municipal  corporation  in  which  the  works  of  the  company  are  erected 
the  power  to  regulate  the  price  of  gas,  and  ordinances  duly  passed 
in  pursuance  of  such  power  are  binding  upon  the  company.' 

cable  franchise  of  government  over  any  A  municipal  corporation  is,  so  far  as 

part  of  its  territory.     76.   181 ;    posif  its  purely  municipal  relations  are  con- 

L107,   111,   11^122,   131,  982.     In  cemed,  8imi)ly  an  agency  of  the  State 

isiana,  the  recall  and  abrogation  by  for  conducting  the  affairs  of  govem- 

ibe  legislature  of  powers  conferred  upon  ment,  and  as  such  it  is  subject  to  the 

a  municipal  corporation  and  vesting  control  of  the  legislature.    That  body 

them  in  another,  are  siud  to  be  a  proper  may  place  one  part  of  the  State  under 

exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  State,  one   municipal   organization   and   an- 

Kckles  r.  Dry  Dock  Co.,  38  La.  An.  other  part  of  the  State  under  another 

412.    Police  power  is,  however,  a  very  organization  of  an  entirely  different 

indefinite  term,  and  is  often  used  to  cbu&racter.     These   are   matters   of   a 

express    the    sum    of    the    legislative  purely    local    nature,    in    respect    to 

power  of  the  State  not  within  the  limi-  which  the  Federal  Constitution  does 

tations  of  the  Federal  and  State  Con-  not  limit  the  power  of  the  State." 

stitutions.     Dissolution  and  legislative  '  Paterson  v.  Society,  &c.,  24  N.  J. 

extinctaon  of  municipal  corporation,  by  L.  385.     See  also  Baltimore  v.  Board 

repeal  of  its  charter,  see  post,  §§  336,  of  Police,  15  Md.  376.    Text  approved. 

355,  360;    also  21  Am.  Law  Review,  Luehrman  v.  Taxing  District,  2  Lea 

14.  (Tenn.),  425. 

»  Kelly  V.  Pittsbuigh,  104  U.  S.  78;  »  State  v,  Gncinnati  Gas  Co.,  18 
Forayth  v.  Hammond,  166  U.  S.  506.  Ohio  St.  262.  See  also  Norwich  Gas- 
"The  regulation  of  municipal  corpora^  light  Co.  v.  Norwich  City  Gas  Co.,  25 
tions,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Brewer ^  in  Conn.  19;  State  v.  Milwaukee  Gas- 
Williams  r.  Eggleston,  170  U.  S.  304,  light  Co.,  29  Wis.  454.  It  is,  we  think, 
310,  "is  a  matter  peculiarly  within  the  to  be  implied  that  ordinances  such  as 
domain  of  State  control;  the  State  is  those  mentioned  in  the  text  shall  be 
not  compelled  by  the  Federal  Consti-  reasonable,  and  not  confiscatory,  in 
tution  to  grant  to  all  its  municipal  their  nature  and  operation.  See  chap- 
corporations  the  same  territorial  ex-  ters  on  Municipal  Ordinances  and  on 
tent,  or  the  same  duties  and  powers.  Public  Utilities,  post. 
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§  94  (56).  Differences  between  Poblie  and  Private  OorporaUons 
illustrated.  —  Some  of  the  leading  differences  between  pvblic  and 
private  corporations  are  well  illustrated  and  clearly  stated  in  a  case 
decided  in  New  Jersey.  In  an  action  by  a  riparian  proprietor  against 
a  canal  company,  for  obstructing  a  water-course,  the  company  insisted 
that  it  was  not  liable,  because  the  work  was  authorized  by  its  charter ; 
that  the  acts  it  did  were  legal;  that  the  injury  complained  of  was 
consequential ;  that  the  enterprise  was  a  public  work,  designed  for 
public  purposes,  and  that  the  company,  in  executing  it,  acted  as  the 
public  agents  of  the  State  and,  therefore,  possessed,  the  State's  im- 
munity from  liability.  But  the  court  held  that  tfle  company  was  not 
a  public  corporation.  On  this  point  Nevius,  J.,  the  organ  of  the 
court,  observed :  "  Public  corporations  are  political  corporations,  or 
such  as  are  founded  wholly  for  public  purposes,  and  the  whde  interest 
in  which  is  in  the  public.  The  fact  of  the  public  having  an  interest 
in  the  works  or  the  property  or  the  object  of  a  corporation  does  not 
make  it  a  public  corporation.  All  corporations,  whether  public  or 
private,  are,  in  contemplation  of  law,  founded  upon  the  principle 
that  they  will  promote  the  interest  or  convenience  of  the  public.  A 
bank  is  a  private  corporation,  yet  it  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  designed 
for  public  benefit.  A  turnpike  or  a  canal  company  is  a  private  com- 
pany, yet  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the  use  of  their  works,  subject 
to  such  tolls  and  restrictions  as  the  charter  has  imposed.  The  inter- 
est, therefore,  which  the  public  may  have  in  the  property  or  in  the 
objects  of  a  corporation,  whether  direct  or  incidental  (unless  it  has 
the  whole  interest),  does  not  determine  its  character  as  a  public  or 
private  corporation.  In  the  present  case,  whatever  may  have  been 
the  objects  of  the  corporation,  whether  to  erect  a  public  navigable 
highway  or  to  improve  the  navigation  of  the  Raritan  River,  or  whether 
the  public  have  a  right  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  these  improve- 
ments, when  made,  or  not,  the  company  are  essentially  a  private 
company,  and  are  not  [in  the  sense.  whic)i  will  confer  the  State's 
exemption  from  liability]  the  agents  of  the  State.  Their  works  are 
not  constructed  by  the  requirement  of  the  State,  or  at  the  expense  of 
the  State,  nor  does  the  stock  belong  to  the  State,  nor  is  the  State 
answerable  for*  the  lands  or  materials  used  in  the  construction  of 
these  works,  or  responsible  for  the  debts  of  the  company,  or  for 
injuries  committed  by  them  in  the  execution  of  their  work.  The 
State  could  not  compel  the  company  to  construct  this  canal  or  im- 
prove the  navigation  of  the  river ;  it  has  permitted  them  to  do  so  at 
their  own  request.  The  company  might  have  abandoned  the  work 
whenever  they  saw  fit;  they  may  now  abandon  it  without  respon- 
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sibility  to  the  State.  The  corporation  itself,  the  property  of  the  corpo- 
ration, the  object  of  the  corporation,  are  essentially  private,  subject 
only  to  public  use,  under  their  own  restrictions,  and  from  which  use 
the  company  are  to  derive  the  profits."  * 

§  95.  Delegation  of  Legislative  and  Ezecative  Anthority  to  Ja- 
dleial  Officers.  —  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that,  with 
certain  recognized  and  carefully  defined  exceptions,  the  legislature 
has  no  power  or  authority  to  delegate  to  the  judiciary  the  power  of 
appointment  of  municipal  officers  or  the  exercise  of  executive  func- 


»  Nevins,  J.,  Ten  Eyck  v.  Canal  Co., 
18  N.  J.  L.  200,  203 ;  approved,  Hans- 
com  V.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28,  53. 

In  an  elaborate  and  well-considered 
opinion,  in  which  the  Court  of  Appeals 
ot  Maryland  held  the  regents  of  the  unin 
rersU^  of  that  State  to  be  a  private  cor- 
poration, though  its  ends  were  public, 
Buchanan,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  thus  defines  a  public 
corporation:^  "A  pubuC  corporation 
is  one  that  is  created  for  political  pur- 
poses, with  political  powers,  to  be 
exercised  for  purposes  connected  with 
the  public  good  in  the  administration 
of  civil  government;  an  instrument 
of  the  government,  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  legislature,  and  its  members 
officers  of  the  government,  for  the 
administration  or  discharge  of  public 
duties,  as  in  the  cases  of  cities,  towns, 
Ac. ;  so  where  a  bank  is  created  by  the 
government  for  its  own  uses,  and  the 
stock  belongs  exclusively  to  the  govern- 
ment, it  is  a  public  corporation ;  and 
BO  of  a  hospital  created  and  en- 
dowed by  a  government  for  general 
purposes  of  charity."  Regents  of 
University  v.  Williams,  9  Gill  &  Johns. 
(Bid.)  3d5,  397.  See  also  Norris  v. 
Trustees,  7  Gill  &  Johns.  7.  The  Uni- 
versity of  the  State  of  Nebraska  is  a 
public  corporation.  R^nts  v.  McCon- 
nell,  5  Neb.  423;^vost,  §  103,  note. 

Spealdng  of  public  corporations,  and 
the  relations  they  sustain  to  the  State, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  uses 
this  language:  ''The  government  of 
cities  and  towns f  like  that  of  the  |x>lice 
jury  of  parishes  (counties),  forms  one 
of  the  subdivisions  of  the  internal 
administration  of  the  State,  and  is 
absolutely  under  the  control  of  the 
legislature.  The  laws  which  establish 
and  regulate  municipal  corporations 
ire  not  contracts,  hut  ordinary  acts  of 
legidati(m,  and  the  powers  they  confer 


are  nothing  more  than  mandates  of  the 
sovereign  power,  and  those  laws  may 
be  repealea  or  altered  at  the  will  of  the 
legislature,  except  so  far  as  the  repeal 
or  change  may  affect  the  rights  of  tnird 
persons  acquu^  under  them."  Police 
Jury  V.  Shreveport  (repeal  of  corpora- 
tion ferry  right),  5  La.  An.  661 ;  State 
Bank  v.  Navigation  Co.  (construction 
of  charter),  3  La.  An.  294;  Reynolds 
V.  Baldwin,  1  La.  An.  162 ;  Havnes  v. 
Municipality,  5  La.  An.  760 ;  Edgerton 
V.  Mumcipality,  1  La.  An.  435;  Board 
V.  Municipality,  6  La.  An.  21.  The 
same  doctrine  is  affirmed,  and  the 
supremacy  of  the  legislature  over 
municipal  corporations  and  their  funds 
and  franchises  is  asserted,  in  Amite 
(3ty  V.  aements,  24  La.  An.  27. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  holding  that  the 
legislature  of  a  State  might  lawfully 
repeal  or  discontinue  a  ferry  franchise 
granted  to  a  municipal  corj>oratian,  it  is 
remarked  that  towns  and  cities,  "  which 
are  public;  municipal  and  political 
bodies,  are  incorporated  for  public,  and 
not  private,  objects.  They  are  allowed 
to  hold  privileges  or  property  only  for 
public  purposes.  The  members  are 
not  shareholders,  nor  joint  partners  in 
anv  corporate  estate  which  thev  can 
sell  or  aevise  to  others,  or  which  can 
be  attached  or  levied  on  for  their  debts. 
Hence,  generally,  the  doings  between 
them  and  the  legislature  are  in  the 
nature  of  legislation  rather  than  com- 
pact, and  subject  to  all  the  legislative 
conditions  named,  and  therefore  to  be 
considered  as  not  violated  by  subse- 
quent legislative  changes."  Per  Wood- 
bury, J.,  in  East  Hartford  v,  Hartford 
Company,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  511,  531; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  EUerman,  105  U.  S.  166. 
See  also  Trustees  v.  Tatman,  13  lU. 
30;  New  Orleans  v.  Hoyle,  23  La.  An. 
740. 
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tions  pertaining  to  the  government  and  management  of  the  city. 
In  the  general  framework  of  the  Constitutions,  a  threefold  division 
of  the  power  of  the  State  is  made,  and  judicial  powers  are  devolved 
upon  courts  constituted  according  to  the  directions  of  the  organic 
law.  The  courts  provided  for  by  the  Constitution  are  limited  in 
their  powers  to  the  exercise  of  judicial  functions,  and  the  legislature 
cannot  confer  authority  upon  them  to  select  and  appoint  officers 
for  the  management  of  a  municipality  or  its  affairs.*  Powers  not 
in  themselves  judicial  and  that  are  not  to  be  exercised  in  the  dis- 
charge of  the  functions  of  the  judicial  department  cannot  be  con- 
ferred on  courts  or  judges  designated  by  the  Constitution  as  a  part 
of  the  judicial  department  of  the  State.'    But  courts  which  do  not 

*  As  to  power  of  legislature  to  dele-  Ackley's  Case,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  35; 

gate  to  the  courts  authority  to  incor-  Maibuiy  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch  (U.  S.), 

porate  municipalities  under  a  eeneral  137.  But  this^broad  proposition  is  true 

statute,  see  §  62,  ante,  Power  of  Legidor  only  sub  modo  and  in  a  limited  sense. 

twre  to  ddegate  to  Judiciary  Authority  to  See  cases,  infra ;   also  §  98  and  notes'. 

inconorale.  The  legislature  cannot  authorize  the 

'  Haybum's  Case,  2  Dall.    (U.  S.)  justices    of    the    Supreme    Ck>urt    <A 

409;     United   States  v.   Ferriera,    13  Massachusetts  to  appoint  superviaors 

How.    (U.  S.)   40;    United  States  v.  of  elections.     Supervisors  of  Election 

Todd,  13  How.    (U.  S.)  52;    Rees  v.  Case,  114  Mass.  247.    An  act  confer- 

Watertown,    19   WalL    (U.    S.)    107;  ring  on  circuit  courts  the  power  to 

Smith  V.  Strother,  68  Cal.  194 ;  Stevens  supersede,   revoke,   or    annul    a    city 

V.  Truman,    127   Cal.    155;    State  v.  ordinance  upon  a  petition  by  taxpayers 

Barbour,  53  Conn.  76,  85 ;    Appeal  of  is  unconstitutional  for  the  reason  that 

Norwalk  St.   R.   Co.,  69  Conn.   576;  it  confers  legislative  power  upon  the 

Ex  parte  Griffiths,  118  Ind.  83;   State  judiciary.     Shephard  v.  Wheeling,  30 

V.  Barker,   116  Iowa,  96;    Taylor  r.  W.  Va.  479.     In  StatQ  v.  Barker,  116 

Conunon wealth,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.   (Ky.)  Iowa,  96,  it  was  held  that  a  statute 

401 ;  Supervisors  of  Election  Case,  114  authorizing  the  appointment  of  trustees 

Mass.  247;    Houseman  v.  Judge,  58  of  mimicipal  wateivworks  by  the  dis- 

Mich.  364;   McRae  v.  Grand  Rapids,  trict   court,  —  a   constitutional   court 

&c.  R.  Co.,  93  Mich.  399;    State  t;.  subject   to   the  Constitution  of   that 

Young,  29  Minn.  474;    State  v.  Sioux  State,    which    contained    a    provision 

City,  &c.  R.  Co.,  46  Neb.  682 ;  People  that    no    person    charged    with    the 

V.  McKee,  68  N.  Car.  429;    Titusville  exercise  of  powers  belonging  to  one  of 

Iron  Works  v.  Keystone  Oil  Co.,  122  the  departments  of  the  government 

Pa.   627;    Shephard  v.  Wheeling,  30  should  exercise  any  functions  pertain- 

W.  Va.  479.     Power  to  regulate  the  ing  to  either  of  the  others  except  as 

location,  construction,  and  operation  of  provided    in    the  Constitution,  —  was 

street  railways  is  not  judicial  in  its  unconstitutional  and  void  as  authoriz- 

character,  but  is  legislative,  and  can-  ing  the  performance  by  the  court  of  a 

not  be  conferred  upon  the  courts ;  nor  non-judicial    function    not    connected 

does    the    fact    that    the    attempted  with  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  powens 

devolution  of  authority  upon  the  court  conferred  on  the  court.    As  to  the  appli- 

is  nominally  in  the  form  of  an"  appear'  cation  of  this  principle  in  California, 

from  action  or  non-action  of  the  munici-  see  People  v.  Provines,   34  CaL  520; 

pal  authorities  make  it  the  exercise  of  Staude    v.    San     Francisco     Election 

a  judicial  function.     Norwalk  Street  Corners,  61  Cal.  313. 

R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  69  Conn.  576.     Ap-  In  New  Jersey,  the  Constitution  de- 

pointments  to  office  by  whomsoever  clares  that  "  the  powers  of  the  govern- 

made  have  been  said  to  be  intrinsically  ment  shall  be  divided  into  three  dis- 

executive  acts.     State  v.  Barbour,  53  tinct    departments,  —  the    legislative. 

Conn.  76,  85,  citing  Taylor  v.  Common-  executive,  and  judicial;  and  no  person 

wealth,   3   J.   J.    Marsh.    (Ky.)   401 ;  or  persons  belonging  to  or  constituting 
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come  within  the  operation  of  the  constitutional  division  of  authority 
may  be  authorized  to  discharge  functions  that  are  executive  or  legis- 
lative in  their  character.  Thus,  ki  many  States  it  will  be  found  that 
county  courts  were  not  only  authorized  to  perform  judicial  functions, 
but  executive  and  legislative  functions  as  well,  and  this  is  permissi- 
ble under  the  authorities.*  But  the  prohibition  against  devolving 
appointive  or  executive  functions  on  the  courts  does  not  preclude 
the  exercise  of  those  functions  if  it  be  the  result  of  and  an  incident 
to  the  exercise  of  judicial  power.  The  exercise  of  judicial  power 
may  be  essential  in  the  discharge  of  the  executive  functions.'  And 
the  courts  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  may  be  required  to  exer- 
cise executive  or  administrative  powers.  They  may  be  authorized 
to  make  contracts  to  keep  court  rooms  in  repair;  *  to  fix  the  compen- 
sation of  their  ministerial  officers;*  to  appoint  commissioners  to 
apportion  and  assess  damages  for  the  opening  of  a  highway;^  to  ap- 
point jury  commissioners ;  •  to  determine  the  necessity  of  constructing 
a  highway  between  two  points  in  adjoining  towns  ;^  to  order  the 
erection  of  a  bridge  over  a  stream  forming  the   boundary  of  two 

one  €>f  these  departments  shall  exercise   Phinizy  v.  Eve,  108  Ga.  360 ;   State  v. 

any  of  the  powers  properly  belonging  Judges  of  Common  Pleas,  21  Ohio  St. 

to  either  of  the  others,  except  as  herein    1 ;  Walker  v.  Cincinnati,  21  Ohio  St.  14 ; 

expressly  provided."     In  BLoss  v.  Free-   Citizens  Sav.  Bank  v.  Greenburgh,  173 

holders    of    Essex,  69   N.   J.   L.  291,    N.  Y.  215,  rev'g  60  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

overruling  on  this  point  69  N.  J.  L.    225. 

143,  and  disapproving  In  re  Cleveland,        '  People   v.    Simon.    176    III.    165 ; 

51  N.  J.  L.  311,  and  Schwarz  v.  Dover,    Board  of  Com'rs  v,  Gwin,  136  Ind.  562; 

68  N.  J.  L.  576,  it  was  held  that  this   Sawyer  v.  Dooley,  21  Nev.  390. 

division  of  governmental  powers  did        *  Board  of  Com'rs  v.  Gwin,  136  Ind. 

not  exclude  the  court  from  exercising    562. 

a  power  conferred  by  statute  to  appoint        *  Stevens    v.    Truman,     127    Cal. 

commissioners  to  lay  out  public  parks    155. 

in  counties.     Dixon,  J.,  analyzea^  the        *  Terre  Haute  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H. 

Srovisions  of  the  Constitution  of  New  R.  Co.,  149  Ind.  174 ;  Salem  Turnpike^ 
ersey,  referred  to  the  history  of  &c.  Corp.  v,  Essex  County,  100  Mass. 
appointments  in  that  State,  and  the  282.  The  legislature  may  authorize 
conclusion  which  the  Court  of  Errors  the  judiciary  to  appoint  commissioners- 
and  Appeals  arrived  at  is  summed  up  to  ascertain  and  settle  the  amount  of 
in  these  words:  ''An  examination  of  indebtedness  to  be  assumed  by  each  of 
our  constitutional  and  legislative  his-  two  counties  upon  the  division  of  the 
tory  will  dissipate  the  idea  that  the  territory  within  a  single  county.  Tuo- 
power  of  appointing  to  office  is  the  lumne  County  v.  Stanislaus  County,, 
peculiar  property  of  any  one  of  the  three   6  Cal.  440. 

departments  of  our  government."  In  •  State  i?.  Kendle,  52  Ohio  St.  346. 
Scnwarz  v.  Dover,  70  N.  J.  L.  502,  ^  In  Citizens  Sav.  Bank  v.  Green-^ 
rev'g  on  rehearing  68  N.  J.  L.  576,  burgh,  173  N.  Y.  215,  rev'g  60  N.  Y. 
it  was  held,  following  this  decision,  App.  Div.  225,  it  was  held  that  the- 
ihat  a  statute  authorizing  the  common  court,  in  determining,  after  notice  by 
council  of  incorporated  towns  and  publication,  the  necessity  of  a  highway 
cities  to  call  upon  the  court  to  appoint  between  points  in  adjoining  towns, 
an  excise  board  for  the  municipality,  exercised  judicial  functions,  though 
was  not  unconstitutional  as  del^ating  performing  a  duty  which,  in  a  certam 
executive  powers  to  the  judiciary.  limited  sense,  was  administrative* 

'  State   V,    Barker,   116   Iowa,  96; 
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municipalities;*  to  require,  on  the  application  of  local  authorities 
that  a  railroad  company  shall  maintain  gates  and  a  gateman  at  a 
railroad  crossing,^  to  determine  tfee  propriety  and  necessity  of  the 
construction  of  a  bridge  over  railway  tracks.^  But  even  as  an  inci- 
dent to  a  judicial  determination,  there  are  functions  which  the  courts 
cannot  exercise  without  authority  from  the  legislature ;  thus  a  Federal 
court  cannot  appoint  its  marshal  to  levy  and  collect  a  tax  for  the 
payment  of  judgments  against  a  municipality,  although  mandamus 
has  proved  to  be  unavailing  by  reason  of  the  evasion  and  refusal  of 
the  municipal  officers  to  act*  It  will  be  seen  that  the  powers  which 
a  court  created  pursuant  to  constitutional  direction  may  exercise, 
fall  far  short  of  the  appointment  by  the  court  of  officers  to  manage 
municipal  affairs  or  the  exercise  of  administrative  functions  in  con- 
.  nection  therewith.  With  the  affairs  of  the  municipality  and  the 
management  of  its  property  the  courts  have  no  judicial  power  in 
the  absence  of  litigation  or  controversy  regularly  brought  before 
them.  If  the  courts  may  select  city  officials,  they  may  also  select 
those  who  are  to  administer  the  affairs  of  the  county,  and  it  is  not 
going  too  far  to  say  that  they  might  also  be  authorized  to  select 
State  officiab.^     Grenerally  speaking,  appointment  to  office  b  an 

*  Matter  of  Mt.  Morris,  41  Hun  divided  into  the  three  grand  depart- 
(N.  Y.),  29.  ments,  —  the  executive,  the  le^slative, 

'  People  V,  Long  Island  R.  Co.,  134  and  the  judicial.    That  the  functions 

N.  Y.  506;    Palmyra  v.  Pennsylvania  appropriate  to  each  of  these  branches 

R.  Co.,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  601,  s  c.  63  N.  J.  of  government  shall  be  vested  in  a  sep- 

Eq.  799 ;  Eckert  v.   Perth  Amboy  &  arate  body  of  public  servants,  and  that 

W.  R.  Co.,  65  N.  J.  Elq.  777.    See  also  the  peifection  of  the  system  requires 

People  V.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.,  32  that    the    lines    which    separate    and 

N.  Y.  App.  £)iv.  120 ;  People  v.  Bd.  of  divide    these    departments    shall    be 

Railroad  Com'rs,  32  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  broadly  and  clearly  defined.    It  is  also 

179.  essential  to  the  successful  working  of 

*  State  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  this  system  that  the  persons  intrusted 
Co.,  71  Conn.  43,  50.  It  has  also  been  with  power  in  an^  one  of  these  branches 
held  that  the  power  to  pass  on  a  li()uor  shall  not  be  permitted  to  encroach  upon 
tax  license  may  be  left  to  the  decision  the  powers  confided  to  the  others,  out 
of  a  judge.  McCrea  v.  Roberts,  89  that  each  shall  by  the  law  of  its  crea- 
Md.  238.  tion  be  limited  to  the  exercise  of  the 

*  Reesv.Watertown,  19  Wall.  (U.  S.)  powers  appropriate  to  its  own  depart- 
107.  As  to  this  point  and  this  case,  see  ment  ana  no  other.  To  these  general 
more  fully  chapter  on  Mandamus,  po«^.  propositions  there  are  in  the  Constitu- 
See  also  Supervisors  v.  Rogers,  7  Wall,  tion  of  the  United  States  some  impor- 
(U.  S.)  175.  tant  exceptions.  .  .  .  In  the  main,  how- 

*  In  Kilboum  v.  Thompson,  103  ever,  that  instrument,  the  model  on 
U.  S.  168,  190,  in  discussing  the  divi-  which  are  constructed  the  fundamental 
sion  of  powers  under  the  constitu-  laws  of  the  States,  has  blocked  out 
tional  ^stcm  of  the  United  States,  with  sin^lar  precision,  and  in  bold 
Miller,  J.,  said :  "  It  is  believed  to  be  lines,  in  its  three  primary  articles,  the 
one  of  the  chief  merits  of  the  American  allotment  of  power  to  the  executive, 
system  of  written  constitutional  law,  the  legislative,  and  the  judicial  de- 
that  all  the  powers  intrusted  to  govern-  partments  of  the  government.  It  also 
ment,  whetner  State  or  national,  are  remains  true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  the 
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executive  function.  True,  not  every  appointment  is  executive  in 
character,  for  appointments  may  be  made  by  judicial  oflBcers  in  the 
discharge  of , their  judicial  duties,  and  the  legislature  may  appoint  the 
officers  necessary  to  enable  it  to  discharge  its  duties  and  to  maintain 
its  separate  existence.  These  do  not  involve  an  encroachment  on 
the  function  of  any  other  branch.  But  appointments  which  are  in 
no  manner  connected  with  the  discharge  of  judicial  duties  are  execu- 
tive in  their  character,  and  fall  within  the  division  of  power  effected 
by  the  Constitution.* 

The  power  of  the  legislature,  unless  specially  restricted  by  the 
Constitution,  directly  to  appoint  certain  officers  or  agents  by  name 
is  constantly  exercised ;  and  in  many  cases  acts  and  functions  are  of 
such  a  nature  that  it  is  in  the  author's  judgment  utterly  impossible 
to  say  that  intrinsically  they  necessarily  belong  to  one  of  the  three 
departments  of  the  government  rather  than  to  another:^ 

§  96  (57).  Scope  of  Legislative  Aathority.  —  The  adjudged 
cases  exhibit  some  contrariety  of  opinion  respecting  the  scope  of 
legislative  avihority  over  municipcd  corporaiionSy  or  rather  respecting 
the  question  how  far  such  corporations,  viewed  as  legal  personalities,  • 
and  as  such  representing  special  rights  of  the  community  that  is  in- 
corporated, are  within  the  operation  or  protection  of  the  usual  con- 
stitutional restraints  upon  legislative  power.  The  present  chapter 
will  be  devoted  to  a  consideration  of  this  subject.  In  dealing. with 
questions  of  this  delicate  and  complex  nature  we  must  beware  of 
broad  propositions  and  avoid  general  speculations.  The  only  wise 
and  safe  course  is  to  keep  near  the  shore  and  within  the  light  of 
actual  adjudications,  accompanying  these  with  such  observations  as 
seem  to  be  required.  The  extent  of  the  authority  of  the  legislature 
over  public  corporations  is  strikingly  illustrated  by  an  important 

powers  confided  by  the  Constitution  be  then  regulated  only  bv  their  own 

to  one  of  these  departments  cannot  be  opinions,  and  not  by  any  fundamental 

ezerdaed  by  another."  principles  of  law,  which,  though  legis- 

'*  In  this  distinct  and  separate  ex-  lators  may  depart  from,  yet  judges  are 

istence  of  the  judicial  power  in  a  pecu-  bound  to  observe.    Were  it  joined  with 

liar  body  of  men,  nominated  indeed,  the  executive,  this  union  might  soon  be 

but  not  removable  at  pleasure,  by  the  an  overbalance  for  the  legislative."     1 

Crown,  consists  one  main  preservative  Blackst.  Comm.  269. 

<rf  the  public  liberty  which  cannot  sub-  "The  power  that  makes  is  not  the 

aist  long  in  any  state  unless  the  admin-  power  to  construe  a  law.    It  is  a  well- 

ifitration  of  common  justice  be  in  some  settled  axiom  that  the  union  of  these 

d^zree  separated  both  from  the  le^»-  two  powers  is  tyranny."     Per  Kent, 

lative  and    also   from   the   executive  Ch.,  m  Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,  7  Johns, 

power.    Were  it  joined  with  the  legis-  (N.  Y.)  477,  508. 

btive,  the  life,  liberty,  and  property  of  ^  State  v.  Barker,  116  Iowa,  96. 

the  flubject  would  be  in  the  hands  of  >  Infra^  {  98  and  notes. 
arbitnLTy  judges,  whose  decisions  would 
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caae  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  State  of  Maiyland*  The 
l^islature  in  incorporating  a  raihroad  company  made  it  its  duty  to 
locate  its  road  through  three  towns  specially  named,  and  provided 
that  if  it  failed  to  do  so,  ''then  and  in  that  case  said  company  shaU 
forfeit  $1,000,000  to  the  State  of  Maryland  for  the  me  of  Washington 
County. *^  The  action  was  instituted  for  the  benefit  of  the  county 
to  recover  the  $1,000,000,  it  being  allied  that  the  defendant  had 
not  constructed  its  road  in  the  manner  required.  The  defendant 
pleaded  that  since  the  last  continuance  of  the  cause  the  l^islature 
had  passed  an  ad  repealing  that  portion  of  the  charter  of  the  com- 
pany requiring  it  to  build  its  road  through  those  towns,  and  specially 
remitting  and  releasing  the  forfeiture  of  $1,000,000.  The  leading 
question,  which  was  argued  on  either  side  by  distinguished  counsel, 
was,  whether  the  provision  in  favor  of  the  county  was  one  of  contract 
(the  railroad  company  having  assented  to  the  act),  and  hence  claimed 
to  be  inviolable  by  legislative  interference,  or  whether  it  was  one 
of  penalty  and  therefore  subject  to  unlimited  legislative  control. 
The  court  held  the  latter  view  to  be  the  true  one,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  liable.  The  court  also  expressed  the  opinion  that 
if  U  should  be  treated  as  a  contract  made  by  the  State^  yet  it  was  a  con- 
tract for  the  benefit  of  one  of  its  counties,  to  which  the  money,  if 
collected,  would  belong  in  its  political  and  public  capacity  as  part  of 
the  State ;  and  that  such  a  contract  did  not  come  within  the  meaning 
of  that  provision  of  the  national  Constitution  which  prohibits  a  State 
from  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
legislature  from  releasing  it  at  pleasure  or  discontinuing  an  action 
brought  for  its  enforcement  in  the  name  of  the  State.^  Nor,  for  like 
reasons,  would  it  come,  we  think,  within  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
of  the  Federal  Constitution. 


§  97  (5S).  OffiMS  and  OfBesrs ;  Mmiidpal  Oflksrs  defined; 
Mode  ol  Appointment.  —  Questions  have  arisen  under  special  con- 
stitutional provisiofis  respecting  the  authority  of  the  legblature  over 
municipal  offices  and  officers.    And  here  it  b  important  to  bear  in 

'  State  r.  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co..  12  right  to  fine»  directed  to  be  pcud  to  it. 
Gill  &  Jolms.  (Md.)  399.  AiTd  on  and  the  legislature  may  release  them, 
error,  3  How.  (U.  S.>  534:  C.  &  .K.  R.  Xo  contract  in  such  cases  is  thereby  \no- 
R.  Co.  r.  .\dler.  56  IIL  344.  Althoujrh  lated.  for  none  exists.  Coles  v,  Madison 
the  forfeiture  in  the  case  mentioned  in  County.  Breese  (IIL),  115;  HoUiday  r. 
the  text  was  to  the  county  (a  public  People.  10  111.  216;  Conner  r.  Bent,  1 
corporation^,  the  same  doctrine  would  Mo.  235:  Rankin  v.  Beaird,  Breese 
have  appUovi  if  t!)e  forfeiture  had,  in  (IIL),  123:  post,  §  105.  Effect  of  exec- 
such  a  case.  Ixvn  to  a  citr  or  municipal  uti\*e  pardon  on  fines  going  to  county, 
corporation.     /-..Vi,  ^  KM.  HoUiday  r.  People,  10  111.  216. 

A  pubUc  corporation  has  no  vested 
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mind  the  before-mentioned  distinction  between  State  officers  —  that 
is,  officers  whose  duties  concern  the  State  at  large,  or  the  general 
public  although  exercised  within  defined  territorial  limits  —  and 
rnvnicipal  officers,  whose  functions  relate  exclusively  to  local  con- 
cerns of  the  particular  municipality.  The  administration  of  justice, 
the  preservation  of  the  public  peace,  and  the  like,  although  confided 
to  local  agencies,  are  essentially  matters  of  public  concern ;  while  the 
enforcement  of  municipal  by-laws  proper,  the  establishment  of  local 
gas-works,  of  local  water  works,  the  construction  of  local  sewers, 
and  the  like,  are  matters  which  ordinarily  pertain  to  the  municipality 
as  distinguished  from  the  State  at  large.'  The  Constitution  of  Michi- 
gan enjoined  upon  the  legislature  to  "provide  for  the  incorporation 
and  organization  of  cities  and  villages,"  gave  it  authority  to  confer 
upon  them  such  powers  of  a  local  legislative  and  administrative 
character  as  it  should  deem  proper,  and  contained  the  further  pro- 
vision that  "judicial  officers  of  cities  and  villages  shall  be  elected,  and 
all  other  [municipal]  officers  shall  be  elected  or  appointedy  at  svch  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  legislature  may  direct " ;  and  it  was  held 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  in  a  cause  that  underwent  great 
consideration,  and  in  which  the  judges  delivered  separate  opinions, 
that  while  the  legislature  was  left  free  to  appoint  officers  not  munici- 
pal, —  such,  for  example,  as  a  board  of  police  commissioners  in  and 
for  a  city,  —  yet  that  it  was  restrained  by  the  above-mentioned  pro- 
visions, especially  by  the  one  last  quoted,  from  itself  directly  ap- 
pointing municipal  officers  whose  duties  and  authority  were  plainly 
and  exclusively  local,  such  as  the  board  of  water  commissioners  and 
board  of  sewer  commissioners  for  a  particular  city.' 

'  People  V.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  441.  stitutional) ;   infra,  §  103;   Hathaway 

The  distinction  mentioned  in  the  text  v.  New  Baltimore,  48  Mich.  251 ;  State 

is  there  accurately  drawn,  and  clearly  v.  George,  23  Fla.  585;   cited  and  fol- 

Btated  and  illustrated  in  the  admirable  lowed,  State  v.  Barker,  116  Iowa,  96, 

opinion  of  CamTbdly  G.  J.  It  is  approved  106 ;  quoted  and  approved,  Lexington 

and  applied  in  Chicago  v.Wriffht,  69111.  v.  Thompson,  113  Ky.  540,  550;   ante, 

318;   People  v.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532,  §§31,34,40.    See  chapter  on  Corporate 

Denio,  J.;   Re  Woolsey,  95  N.  Y.  135;  Officers,  post, 

Astorr.  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  580,  567.  "  People  v.  Hurlbut,  «upro,  distin- 
The  text  is  cited  and  applied  in  Britton  eiiished  from  People  v.  Mahaney,  13 
9.  Steber,  62  Mo.  370.  See  and  compare  Mich.  481 ;  arUe,  §  15,  and  notes.  In 
People  V.  Lynch,  51  Cal.  15 ;  Schu-  People  v,  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228,  People 
macner  v.  Toberman,  56  Cal.  508.  v,  Hurlbut  is  explained  and  its  doc- 
Opinion  of  McKinstry^  J.,  and  of  Cooley,  trine  adhered  to,  and  it  was  held  that 
J.,  in  People  v,  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228.  the  board  of  park  commissioners  for  De- 
Text  approved.  Burch  v.  Hardwicke,  troit,  selected  by  the  legislature  without 
30  Gratt.  24 ;  U.  S.  v,  Memphis.  97  its  consent,  were  not  the  officers  or  rep- 
U.S.  284;  posi,fi  119,  122;  People  v.  resentatives  of  the  city,  /n/ro,  §§  1 19- 
Ciiriey,  5  Colo.  412 ;  State  v.  Hunter,  38  122.  So,  under  the  Constitution  of 
Kan.  578  (metropolitan  {x>Uce  act  giv-  Kentucky,  which  contains  a  provision 
ing  the  city  council  power  to  apvoint  a  that  ''officers  of  towns  and  cities  shall 
board  of  police  commissioners  held  con-  be  elected  for  such  terms,  and  in  such 
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§  98.  The  Bight  of  Local  Self-Govemment;  Dedaions  denying 
Right.  —  Independently  of  any  constitutional  guarantee  an  inherent 
right  of  local  self-government  which  is  beyond  legislative  control 
has  been  asserted  to  defeat  legislation  depriving  or  tending  to 
deprive  the  corporation  of  the  control  of  some  part  of  its  affairs. 
The  occasion  for  the  assertion  of  the  right  has  usually  beep  the  enact- 
ment of  a  statute  depriving  a  city  or  other  public  corporation  of  the 
power  to  appoint  an  officer  or  board  exercising  local  functions,  and 
conferring  the  power  of  appointment  on  the  executive,  or  man- 
datory legislation  for  a  local  improvement,  for  the  incurring  of  debt, 
the  issue  of  bonds,  or  the  payment  of  a  claim,  or  a  statutory  enact- 
ment prescribing  the  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  by  the  munici- 
pality. Such  legislation  has  frequently  caused  the  courts  to  consider 
the  abstract  question  whether  a  municipality  has  any  inherent  right 
of  local  self-government  which  is  beyond  legislative  interference, 
and  much  has  been  saidHn  support  of  or  against  the  existence  of  the 
right,  which  should  be  construed  as  having  reference  only  to  the 
question  before  the  court  on  the  facts  of  the  particular  case^  although 
couched  in  language  so  sweeping  as  to  give  it  general  application. 
It  must  now  be  conceded  that  the  great  weight  of  authority  denies 
in  ioto  the  existence,  in  the  absence  of  special  constitutional  pro- 
visions, of  any  inherent  right  of  local  setf-govemment  which  is  beyond 
legislative  control.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has 
declared^  that  a  municipal  corporation  in  the  exercise  of  all  its 

maiiner,  and  with  such  qualifications,  mond  Mayoraltv  Case,  19  Gratt.  (Va.) 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  law/'  and  673;  infra,  §§  103,  119-122. 
"shall  reside  within  their  respective  *  Barnes  v.  District  of  Columbia,  91 
districts/'  it  was  held  that  the  Ugidor  U.  S.  540.  In  other  cases  the  FedenJ 
ture  could  not  aiUhorize  the  governor  to  Supreme  Court  has  used  similar  lan- 
appoint  municipal  officers,  since  the  guage  in  characterizing  municipal  cor- 
Constitution  requires  that  they  shall  be  porations.  See  United  States  v.  Rail- 
elected  by  the  voters  of  the  town  or  road  Co.,  17  Wall.  322,  329 ;  Laramie 
city.  Speed  V.  Cravrford,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  County  v.  Albany  Co.,  92  U.  S.  307; 
207.  But  it  was  also  likewise  held  that  Mount  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S. 
it  was  within  the  |x>wer  of  the  legisla-  514,  524 ;  Meri weather  v.  Garrett,  102 
ture  to  pass  an  act  depriving  the  mayor  U.  S.  472,  513 ;  Metropolitan  R.  Co. 
and  coimcil  of  a  designated  city  of  the  v.  District  of  Columbia,  132  U.  S.  1,  8; 
power  to  elect  the  jMlice  force  thereof,  Williams  v,  E^leston,  170  U.  S.  304, 
and  establishing,  instead,  a  hoard  of  310;  Atkin  v.  Kansas,  191  U.S.  207; 
police  for  the  city  and  the  county  in  supra,  §  92. 

which  the  city  was  situate,  to  be  elected        The  origin  of  municipal  incorpora- 

by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  city  and  tion  in  England  and  in  the   United 

county,    and    that    this   board,    thus  States  and  the  right  to  local  self-gov- 

elected,  should  select  and  enroll  the  peiv  emment  in  these  countries  are  exam- 

manent  police  force  of  the  city,  which,  ined  and  discussed  by  Mr.  Amasa  M. 

it  was  provided,  should  be  taxed  to  pay  Eaton,  of  Providence,  in  a  learned  and 

them.     Police  Commissioners  v.  Louis-  scholariy  paper  before  the  American 

ville,  3  Bush  (Ky.),  597 ;  Lexington  v.  Bar  Association.    Reports  of  Am.  Bar 

Thompson,  113   Ky.  540.     See  Rich-  Ass.,  1902,  pp.  292-372;  13andl4Har- 
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duties,  including  those  most  strictly  local  or  internal,  is  but  a  de- 
partment of  the  State.  The  legislature  may  give  it  all  the  powers 
such  a  being  is  capable  of  receiving,  making  it  a  miniature  State 
within  its  locality;  or  it  may  strip  it  of  every  power,  leaving  it  a 
corporation  in  name  only;  and  it  may  create  and  recreate  these 
changes  as  often  as  it  chooses,  or  it  may  itself  exercise  directly 
within  the  locaUty  any  or  all  the  powers  usually  committed  to  a 
municipality.    So  viewed,  its  acts  cannot  be  regarded  as  sometimes 


yard  Law  Review,  February  to  June, 
1900.  He  admits  that  the  courts  of  the 
States  generally,  as  well  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  hold  that 
municipal  and  public  corporations  are 
created  and  can  only  exist  by  legisla- 
tive authority ;  that  they  are  in  their 
nature  and  purposes  instrumentalities 
for  the  convenient  administration  of 
government;  that  while  the  legisla- 
ture accords  to  them  a  certain  measure 
of  self-government,  it  may,  whenever  it 
sees  fit  (in  the  absence  of  express  and 
specific  constitutional  prohibition),  take 
away  from  them  the  local  •self-govern- 
ment it  has  temporarily  allowed.  Mr. 
Elaton  maintains  that  this  view  is  his- 
torically and  radically  wrong ;  that  the 
true  view  is  that  our  municipalities, 
while  subject  to  the  general  laws  passed 
by^  the  State  legislature  and  to  the 
n^ht  of  the  legislature  to  mould  and 
direct  their  powers,  especially  u{x>n 
their  own  application  as  occasion  may 
require,  have  a  constitutional  right, 
express  or  implied,  to  enact  their  own 
by-laws  and  to  manage  their  own  local 
anairs  free  from  the  interference  or 
control  of  the  legislature;  that  this 
was  a  fundamental  Anglo-Saxon  right 
in  England;  that  the  first  settlers  in 
this  country  brought  this  right  with 
them,  and  constantly  exercised  it  from 
the  beginning;  that  this  right  existed 
in  England  and  in  this  country  before 
the  incorporation  of  municipalities, 
and  was  not  dependent  upon  being  in- 
corporated. His  conclusion  is  thus 
expressed:  "The  rights  of  municipal 
corporations  therefore  are  not  subject 
to  the  uncontrolled  and  uncontrollable 
will  of  the  legislature  any  more  than 
are  other  fundamental  Anglo-Saxon 
rights,  and  local  self-government  itself 
cannot  be  interfered  with,  even  if  the 
State  Constitution  be  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject, reserving  always  to  the  le^lature 
power  over  all  general  legislation  and 
power  to  mould  the  exercise  of  town 
power  when  roquested  by  a  town  it- 


self." 25  Am.  Bar  Ass.  Rep.,  1902,  p. 
370.  This  view  asserts,  as  Mr.  Eaton 
admits,  a  degree  of  autonomy  in  the 
municipalities  which  is  in  conflict  with 
the  State  and  Federal  decisions.  In 
the  author's  view  the  principle  of  these 
decisions  is  right,  viz.,  that  all  co;*- 
porate  organizations  and  powers  must 
have  legislative  sanction  and  exist  sub- 
ject to  full  regulation  and  control  by 
the  legislature  as  respects  local  as  well  as 
general  concerns,  except  and  except 
only  as  the  legislative  power  is  limited 
by  the  Constitution.  At  all  events,  this 
is  the  settled  law  in  this  country,  and 
in  our  judgment  this  is  a  better  rule  for 
the  public  welfare  than  the  one  that, 
with  respect  to  the  local  affairs  of  the 
municipality,  the  Ic^slature,  even  if  the 
Constitution  be  silent  upon  the  sub- 
ject, can  act  only  when  requested  by 
the  municipality  itself.  What  are  local 
affairs  which  are  thus  inherently  in- 
sulated and  removed  from  the  domain 
of  legislative  action?  Who  can  define 
them?  Are  education,  {x>lice,  health, 
streets,  water,  light,  &c.,  local  or  ^n- 
eral?  The  view  that  municipahties 
have  {x>wer8  of  government  or  of  gov- 
ernmental regulation  which  are  beyond 
legislative  control  even  if  the  Constitu- 
tion is  silent,  would  tend  to  make  them, 
in  the  language  of  a  learned  jud^e  in 
California,  made  wise  by  the  experience 
of  that  State,  "veritable  Alsatias." 
In  New  York,  the  right  of  local  self- 
government  is  to  a  certain  extent  ^ar- 
anteed  by  constitutional  provision. 
See,  po8tf  i  101,  Home  Rule  Provi- 
sion of  New  York  Constitution.  But 
in  the  view  of  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
except  as  the  {x>wer  of  the  le^slature  is 
restncted  of  qualified  by  this  or  other 
provisions  of  the  Constitution,  the  leg- 
islative power  over  municipal  corpora- 
tions is  supreme.  MacMullen  v.  Mid- 
dletown,  187  N.  Y.  37.    See  also  Peo- 

Sle  V,  Coler,  173  N.  Y.  103;  People  r. 
Iriggs,  50  N.  Y.  553. 
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those  of  an  agency  of  the  State  and  at  others  those  of  a  municipality; 
but,  its  character  and  nature  remaining  at  all  times  the  same,  it  is 
great  or  small  according  as  the  legislature  shall  extend  or  contract 
the  sphere  of  its  action.  Hence,  the  manner  in  which  this  l^is- 
lative  authority  is  given  effect  for  purposes  of  local  government  is 
immaterial.  A  municipal  corporation  may  act  through  its  mayor, 
through  its  common  council,  or  its  legislative  department  by  what- 
ever name  called,  its  superintendent  of  streets,  commissioner  of 
highways,  or  board  of  public  works,  provided  the  act  is  within  the 
province  committed  to  its  charge.  In  principle  it  is  not  of  the  slight- 
est consequence  by  what  means  these  several  officers  are  placed  in 
their  position,  —  whether  they  are  elected  by  the  people  of  the  mu- 
nicipality or  appointed  by  the  legblature  or  the  governor.  The 
people  are  the  recognized  source  of  all  authority.  State  and  municipal ; 
and  to  this  authority  it  must  come  at  last,  whether  immediately  or  by 
a  circuitous  process.  An  elected  mayor  or  an  appointed  mayor 
derives  his  authority  to  act  from  the  same  source,  viz.,  that  of 
the  legislature.  The  whole  municipal  authority  emanates  from  the 
legislature.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  a  municipal  government  that  the 
officers  should  be  elected  by  the  people.  Local  self-government  is 
undoubtedly  desirable  where  there  are  not  forcible  reasons  against 
its  exercise.  But  it  is  not  required  by  any  inexorable  principle.' 
These  views  have  been  adopted  as  judicially  sound  in  most  of 
the  States  which  have  had  occasion  to  consider  the  question.' 

'  Per  Hunt,  J.,  in  Barnes  v.  District   tions.     Such  unusual  Constitutions  do 
of  Ck>lumbia,  91  U.  S.  540,  546.  not  release  the  people  from  the  duty  of 

'  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  v.  Dist.  of  obedience  or  from  taxation,  or  the  mu- 
Columbia,  132  U.  S.  8.  In  this  case  nicipal  body  from  those  liabilities  to 
Bradley,  J.,  said:  "All  municipal  gov-  which  such  bodies  are  ordinarily  sub- 
emments  are  but  agencies  of  tne  supe-  ject.  Protection  of  Ufe  and  property 
nor  power  of  the  State  or  government  are  enjoyed,  perhaps  in  greater  degree, 
by  which  thev  are  constituted,  and  are  than  they  could  be,  in  such  cases,  under 
invested  with  otA^  such  subordinate  elective  magistracies ;  and  the  govern- 
powers  of  local  legislation  and  control  ment  of  the  whole  people  is  preserved 
as  the  superior  legislature  sees  fit  to  in  the  legislative  representation  of  the 
confer  upon  them.  The  form  of  those  State  or  general  government."  • 
agencies  and  the  mode  of  appointing  '  ConnecHctU.  —  In  State  v.  Williams, 
omcials.  to  execute  them  are  matters  of  68  Conn.  131,  the  legislature  had  by 
legislative  discretion.  Commissioners  statute  created  a  bridge^  and  highway 
are  not  unfrequently  appointed  by  the  district  for  the  construction  and  main- 
legislature  or  executive  of  a  State  for  tenance  of  a  free  bridge  across  the 
the  administration  of  municipal  affairs,  Connecticut  River  at  Hartford.  The 
or  some  portion  thereof,  sometimes  district  was  composed  of  four  towns, 
temporarily,  sometimes  permanently,  and  citizens  of  the  towns  were  appointed 
It  may  be  demanded  bjr  motives  of  ex-  commissioners  of  the  district^  with  au- 
pediency  or  the  exigencies  of  the  situa-  thority  to  construct  and  maintain  the 
tion;  by  the  boldness  of  corruption,  bridge  at  the  expense  of  the  towns 
the  absence  of  public  order  and  security,'  composing  the  district  in  certain  sped- 
I  or  the  necessity  of  high  executive  abil-  fied  proportions.  The  commissionera 
ity  in  dealing  with  particular  popula-   demanded  of  one  of  the  towns  pay- 
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§  99.    The  Right  of   Local  Self-Oovemment;   Decisions  sustainiiig 
Bight.  —  In   opposition   to   these   principles,    other   courts     have 


ment  of  its  proportion  of  the  expenses 
incurred  by  them  for  the  ordinaiy  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  the  bridge  and 
nighway.  In  behalf  of  the  town  it  was 
contended  that  it  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  contribute  at  the  dictation  of 
individuals  not  of  its  own  choosing,  to 
the  cost  of  maintaining  a  liighway  situ- 
ated wholly  outside  of  its  territory. 
But  the  court  held  that  the  statute  was 
within  the  legislative  authority,  sabr- 
ing: "The  Constitution  of  Connecti- 
cut was  ordained,  as  its  preamble  de- 
cbures,  by  the  people  of  Connecticut. 
It  contemplates  the  existence  of  towns 
and  counties;  and  without  these  the 
scheme  of  government  which  it  estab- 
lished could  not  exist.  It  secured  to 
these  territorial  subdivisions  of  the 
State  certain  political  privileges  in* 
perpetuity,  and  among  others  the  elec- 
tion by  each  county  of  its  own  sheriff 
and  by  each  town  of  its  own  represen- 
tatives in  the  General  Assembly,  anda 
its  own  selectmen  and  such  officers  of 
local  police  as  the  laws  might  prescribe. 
It  secured  them,  because  it  granted 
them,  not  because  they  previously 
existed.  Towns  have  no  inherent 
rights.  They  have  always  been  the 
mere  creatures  of  the  Colony  or  the 
State,  with  such  functions  and  such 
only  as  were  conceded  or  recognized  by 
law.  ...  If  there  were  any  absolute 
right  in  the  inhabitants  of  our  towns  to 
regulate  their  town  finances  and  affairs 
which  was  superior  to  all  legislative 
control,  it  would  be  a  great  'poUtical 
power.'  It  would  create  an  imperium 
in  imperiOf  and  invest  a  certain  class  of 
our  people  —  those  i^ualified  to  vote  in 
town  meetings  —  with  the  prerogative 
of  defeating  u>cal  improvements  which 
the  General  Assembly  deemed  it  neces- 
sary to  construct  at  the  expense  of 
th<»e  most  benefited  by  them,  under 
the  direction  of  the  agents  of  the  State, 
unless  the  work  were  done  and  its  cost 
determined  under  town  control.  No 
set  c^  men  can  lay  claim  to  such  a  priv- 
il^e  under  the  Constitution  of  Con- 
necticut." In  Williams  v.  Eegleston, 
170  U.  S.  304,  the  Supreme  Surt  of 
the  United  States  helcl  that  the  legis- 
lation in  regard  to  this  bridge  and 
road  district  and  the  proceedings  had 
thereunder  did  not  violate  any  provi- 
sion of  the  Federal  Constitution.  See 
idflQ   Booth    V.   Woodbury,   32  Conn. 


118;  Webster  v.  Harwinton,  32  Conn. 
131. 

Delaware,  —  In  Coyle  v.  Mclntire, 
7  Houst.  (Del.)  44,  the  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals  sustained  an  act  estab- 
lishing a  board  of  water  commissioners 
for  the  city  of  Wilmington  which  act 
appointed  three  citizens  of  that  city  as 
commissioners.  It  was  contended  that 
the  statute  was  unconstitutional  on  the 
ground  that  the  water  works  were  the 
mivaU  jjropertv  of  the  city,  and  held 
by  the  city  under  all  the  constitutional 
guarantees  protecting  similar  property 
in  the  hands  of  individual  owners. 
The  court  considered  the  broad  ques- 
tion whether  a  city  had  any  vested  or 
constitutional  rights  as  against  the 
State  to  manage  or  control  the  water- 
works or  to  appoint  agents  or  managers 
to  control  them.  The  court  held  that 
such  right  did  not  exist,  and  that  it 
was  within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  regulate  the  management  of  the 
water  works,  and,  if  it  saw  fit,  to  ap- 
point the  agents  or  managers  there- 
lor,  saying:  "While  the  municipality 
of  Wilmington  exists  as  a  corporation, 
endowed  with  the  capacity  of  pur- 
chasing and  holding  property,  it  has  a 
right  as  against  every  other  corporation 
or  person  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
its  property  as  freely  and  fully  as  a 
private  person  can  hold  and  enjoy 
similar  property,  but  city  corporations 
are  emanations  of  the  supreme  law- 
making power  of  the  State,  and  they 
are  established  for  the  more  con- 
venient government  of  the  people 
within  their  limits.  In  cities,  for 
reasons  partly  technical  and  partly 
founded  upon  motives  of  convenience, 
thg  title  of  certain  property  is  vested  in 
the  corporate  body.  It  is  not  thereby 
shieldea  from  the  control  to  a  certain 
extent  of  the  legislature  as  the  supreme 
law-making  power  of  the  State.  While 
the  corporation  exists  by  authority  of 
the  State  authorized  to  purchase  and 
hold  property  for  the  inhabitants  of  I 
the  city  to  be  paid  for  by  the  taxes 
levied  upon  the  inhabitants,  it  would 
not,  in  our  opinion,  be  competent  for 
the  State  to  take  away  such  property 
and  give  it  to  other  corporations  or 
persons.  .  .  .  The  constituting  a  board 
of  commissionera  for  the  management 
of  the  property  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  tne  benefit  of  the  corporators 
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given  effect  to  the  principle  of  local  self-government,  although  there 
may  be  no  special  constitutional  provision  guaranteeing  it  to  the 

is  no  diversion  of  the  proi)erty  from  not  a  legislative  duty.  The  court 
the  purposes  of  its  acquisition.  No  held  that  the  statute  was  a  valid  ex- 
title  is  thereby  divested,  and  no  ercise  of  the  legislative  power.  The 
property  is  wrongfully  taken.  In  the  court  said  that  the  city  was  a  mere 
case  of  the  water  works  of  the  city  of  instrument  of  government  appointed 
Wilmington,  these  ^orks  were  not  to  aid  in  the  administration  of' public 
taken  away  from  the  city  by  the  affairs,  and  as  a  public  corporation  was 
appointment  of  a  board  of  commis-  to  be  eovemed  according  to  the  law> 
sioners  to  manage  them ;  nor  was  their  of  the  land  and  subject  to  the  control 
use  diverted  from  its  original  purpose,  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the  Constitu- 
Whether  managed  by  the  city  council  tion  did  not  place  the  city  beyond  the 
or  by  the  board  of  commissioners  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  State  and 
appomted  by  the  authority  of  the  beyond  the  powers  of  the  people  them- 
legislature,  the  uses  and  purposes  of  serves  in  the  exercise  of  their  soverdgn 
the  water  works  —  the  supply  of  water  ri^ht  to  govern  the  State.  In  Pum- 
to  the  corporators  or  inhabitants  of  the  phrey  v.  Baltimore,  47  Md.  145,  the 
city — will  be  the  same,  and  while  these  court  held  that  the  legislature  had 
purposes  and  objects  continue  the  power  to  impose  the  duty  upon  the 
same,  we  can  see  no  violation,  by  the  city  of  takixi^  ,over  a  private  bridge 
act  of  the  legislature,  of  any  equitable  'and  maintaimn^  it  as  a  highway.  In 
right  of  which  the  city  may  complain."  Baltimore  v.  Reitz,  50  Md.  574,  it  was 

Georgia.  —  In   Americus   v.    rerry,  held  that  the  legislature  had  the  power 

114  Ga.  871,  a  statute  providing  for  a  to    compel    the    city    authorities    to 

board    of    police    commisedoners    and  •acquire    by    condemnation    a    lot    of 

naming  the  first  members  of  the  board  ground  in  the  city  for  a  public  square 

was  sustained.  or  park.     In  Talbot  Ck>unty  v.  Queen 

Kansas.  —  In  State  v.  Hunter,  38  Anne  Ck>unty,  50  Md.  245,  it  was  held 
Kan.  578,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  {hat  the  legislature  had  the  power  to 
authorizing  the  state  executive  coimcil  compel  the  commissioners  ot  Talbot 
to  appoint  a  board  of  police  commis-  CJounty  to  levy  a  tax  to  pay  one-lialf 
sioners  for  cities  of  the  first  class  was  of  the  expense  of  building  a  bridge 
not  unconstitutional  as  denying  the  over  "Kent  Island  Narrows,"  on  the 
people  the  right  to  select  their  own  ground  that  the  bridge  was  a  public 
officers  from  among  their  own  members,  improvement  of  pubuc  interest  and 
the  court  saying:  "Cities  are  but  advantage  to  that  county.  In  Re  veil 
agencies  of  the  State,  created  to  aid  v,  Annapolis,  81  Md.  1,  the  court  held 
in  the  conduct  of  public  affairs.  The  that  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
functions  of  cities  and  their  officers  are  provide  for  the  erection  of  a  public 
prescribed  by  the  le8;islature,  and  it  school  building  within  the  limits  of 
rests  in  the  sovereign  discretion  of  that  a  city,  and  to  direct  the  municipal 
body  to  say  how  much  of  the  police  authorities  to  issue  bonds  for  the  pur- 
power  shall  be  exerted  by  the  munici-  pose  of  paying  for  such  building,  with 
paUty.  Although  such  power  is  usually  or  without  the  consent  of  the  city.  In 
exercised  by  local  authorities,  police  Baltimore  v.  Keeley  Institute,  81  Md. 
administration  is  not  in  its  nature  106,  the  court  sustained  the  power  of 
exclusively  local."  the   legislature   to   require    municij)al 

Maryland.  —  In  Baltimore  v.  State,  corporations  to  pay  for  the  roedicai 

15  Md.  376,  the  court  had  under  con-  treatment  of  habitual  drunkards  resdd- 

sideration  a  statute  which  provided  a  ing  within  the  municipality,  who  may 

S^rmanent  poUce  force  for  the  city  of  be    committed    by    the    courts    to   a 

altimore  under  the  control  of  a  board  medical  institution  for  such  treatment, 

of  police  consisting  of  commissioners  and  who  are  themselves  unable  to  pay 

appointed    by    the    legislature.      The  for  the  same. 

question  of  the  power  of  the  legislature  MassachuMtis. —  In  Commonwealth 

to  make    the  appointment  was  con-  v.  Plaisted,  148  Mass.  375,  a  member 

sidered   by   the    court,  although    the  of  the  Salvation  Army,  while  plasring 

main    ground    of    objection    in    that  a  comet  without  a  license  in  a  street 

respect  seems  to  have  been  that  the  parade,  was  arrested  and  fined  under 

power  to  appoint  is  an  executive  and  the  provisions  of  a  statute  creating  a 
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people  of  the  municipality.    The  reasons  assigned  for  thb  conclusion 
aie  that  the  several  divisions  of  the  respective  States  are  the  succes- 


boanl  of  police  for  the  city  of  Boston 
to  be  appointed  by  the  governor  from 
the  two  principal  political  parties. 
The  court  held  that  the  statute  was 
not  unconstitutional  as  taking  from 
the  city  the  power  of  self-g;ovemment 
in  matters  of  internal  pohce,  saying: 
"We  find  no  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion with  which  it  conflicts,  and  we 
cannot  declare  an  act  of  the  legislature 
invalid  because  it  abridges  the  exercise 
of  the  privilege  of  local  self-government 
in  a  particular  in  regard  to  which  such 
privi^e  is  not  guaranteed  by  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution.  The  powers 
and  duties  of  all  the  towns  and  cities, 
except  so  far  as  they  are  specifically 
provided  for  in  the  Constitution,  are 
created  and  defined  by  the  legislature, 
and  we  have  no  doubt  it  has  the  right 
in  its  discretion  to  change  the  powers 
and  duties  created  by  itself,  and  to  vest 
such  powers  and  duties  in  officers  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor,  if  in  its  jud^- 
pient  the  public  good  requires  this, 
instead  of  leaving  such  officers  to  be 
elected  hj  the  people  or  appointed  by 
the  municipal  authorities." 

In  Mississippi  the  Constitution 
declares  that  the  legislature  may  cfm- 
power  the  governor  to  remove  and 
appoint  officers  in  any  county  or 
counties  or  municipal  corporations 
under  such  regulations  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  law  (Miss.  Const.,  1890, 
i  139).  Independently  of  this  provi^ 
son  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missiisippi 
has  expressed  the  opinion  that  citizens 
of  a  municipalitv  are  not  guaranteed 
the  riffht  of  local  self-government,  and 
that  their  right  to  participate  in  the 
choice  of  officers  who  are  to  administer 
the  affairs  of  the  local  government  is 
a  matter  exclusively  within  the  judg- 
ment and  discretion  of  the  legislative 
department  of  the  State  government. 
Consec^^uently  it  is  within  tne  power  of 
the  legislature  to  create  a  State  revenue 
agent,  to  authorize  him  to  sue  for  all 
taxes  past  due  and  unpaid,  whenever 
the  State  or  any  county  or  municipality 
could  sue,  and  to  authorize  him  to  or- 
der the  proper  assessment  of  property 
which  hs^  escaped  taxation  by  omission 
to  assess.  Acuims  v,  Kuykendell,  83 
3fiss.  571. 

Missoiai..  —  In  State  v.  County 
Court  of  St.  Louis,  34  Mo.  546,  a 
statute  created  a  board  of  police  com- 


missioners for  St.  £x>uis.  The  city 
was  deprived  of  all  control  over  the 
police.  Subsequently  another  statute 
was  passed  r&quiring  the  county  in 
which  the  city  was  situated  to  pay 
one-fourth  of  the  expense  of  the  police 
force  of  the  city.  On  mandamus  to 
compel  the  countv  to  pay  its  propor- 
tion, it  was  held  that  the  moneys 
received  by  the  county  from  taxation 
were  not  .the  private  property  of  the 
county;  that  the  statute  requiring 
the  county  to  pay  part  of  the  police 
expenses  of  the  city  was  not  an  applica- 
tion of  property  to  private  uses,  the 
board  of  pouce  commissioners  being  an 
agency  of  the  State  government  and 
performing  public  duties ;  that,  as  the 
county  was  an  agency  of  the  State 
government,  the  le^slature  might  pre- 
scribe the  manner  in  which  its  prop- 
erty shall  be  used  for  the  benefit  of 
the  county,  and  that  the  statute  was 
a  proper  exercise  of  legislative  power. 
See  also  St.  Liouis  County  Court  t;. 
Griswold,  58  Mo.  175. 

Nebraska,  —  In  State  v.  Moores, 
55  Neb.  480,  the  Supreme  Court  held, 
following  State  v,  Denny,  118  Ind. 
449,  that  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Nebraska,  in  so  far  as  it  assumed  to 
confer  authority  upon  the  governor  to 
appoint  fire  and  police  commissioners 
in  a  city  of  a  so-called  metropolitan 
class,  was  unconstitutional,  as  an 
attempt  to  deprive  the  people  of  such 
cities  of  the  n^ht  of  local  self-govern- 
ment. There  is  no  express  provision 
in  the  Constitution  of  Nebrasica  which 
gives  municipal  corporations  the  power 
to  select  their  officers  or  to  manage 
their  own  affairs,  nor  any  clause  pro- 
hibiting the  legislature  from  conferring 
upon  the  governor  the  power  to  ap- 
point municipal  officers  to  manage  and 
control  purely  local  affairs,  and  the 
decision  was  rendered  upon  the  reason- 
ing that  the  right  of  local  self-govern- 
ment is  an  established  feature  inci- 
dent to  the  public  system  of  the  State, 
which  the  legislature  cannot  impair  or 
restrict,  although  it  may  reguiate  it. 
In  Redell  v.  Moores,  63  Neb.  219,  the 
court  reconsidered  its  decision  in  State 
y,  Moores,  supra,  and  reversed  its  rul- 
ing, holding  that  the  legislature  may, 
by  statute,  confer  upon  the  governor 
the  power  to  appoint  members  of  the 
boara  of  fire  and  police  commissionera 
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sors,  in  nature  and  form,  of  the  ancient  civil  divisions  of  England, 
—  its  counties,  hundreds,  tithings,  and  towns,  —  which  date  as  far 

of   cities   of   the    metropolitan   class,  hold    other  powers,   and    may   with- 

sajdng:  "The  right  of   focal  self-gov-  draw  any  part  of  that  which  has  been 

emment  is  purely  a  poUtical  right,  and  delegated.        Van    Cleve    v.    Passaic 

all  poUticai  rights,  of  necessity,  have  Valley  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183 ;  8.  c. 

their  foimdation  in  human  government.  71  N.  J.  L.  574.     Consequently  the 

For   an    individual    to    predicate    an  court  held  that  the  legislature  mi^bt 

inherent  right — a  right  inborn  and  create  a  sewerage  district  which  m- 

inbred — on  a  foundation  of  human  eluded   portions   of   four   coimties   in 

origin  involves  a  contradiction  of  terms,  which     were    situated    many    cities. 

So  far  as  a  city  is  concerned,  considered  villages,  and  townships,  and  authorize 

in  the  character  of  an  artificial  being,  commissioners  appointed  by  the  gov- 

it  is  a  creature  of  the  legislature.     It  emor  to  construct  an  intercepting  sewer 

can  have  no  rights  save  those  bestowed  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end  to 

upon  it  by  its  creator.     As  it  might  the   pollution  of   the   Passaic   River, 

have  been  created  lacking  some  ri^ht  and  that  such  a  scheme  did  not  violate 

bestowed  upon  it,  it  is  in  no  position  the    rights    of    any    munidpality    to 

to  complain   should   the   power  that  govern  itself. 

bestowed  such  right  see  fit  to  take  it        In  Ohio  the  courts  do  not  seem  to 

away.     In  other  words,  the  power  to  have  adhered  to  any  fixed  principle, 

preate  implies  the  power  to  impose  upon  In  State  v,  Covington,  29  Ohio  St.  102, 

the  creature  such  limitations  as  the  the  court  sustained  a  statute  which 

creator  may  will,  and  to  modify  or  authorized  the  governor  to  appoint  a 

even  destroy  what  has  been  created,  board  of  police  commissioners  m  cities 

The  power  to  create  a  municipal  cor-  of  the  first  class,  holding  in  effect  that 

poration,  which  is  vested  in  the  legisla-  there  was  no  restriction  on  the  power 

ture,  implies  the  power  to  create  it  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe  the  man- 

with  such  limitations  as  the  legislature  ner  in  which  municipal  officers  should 

may  see  fit  to  impose,  and  to  impose  be  elected   or  appomted.      See  also 

such  limitations  at  any  stage  or  its  State  v.  Baughman,  38  Ohio  St.  455. 

existence."    See  also  State  v.  Broatch,  In  State  v.  Smith,  44  Ohio  St.  348, 

68  Neb.  687 ;   State  t;.  Nolan,  71  Neb.  an  act   authorizing  the   ^vemor  to 

136.  appoint  a  board  of  pubhc  affairs  in 

New    Hampshire.  —  In    Gooch    v.  cities  was  attacked  as  unconstituUonaL 

Exeter,  70  N.  H.  413,  the  court  held  The    conclusion    arrived    at    by    the 

that  a  statute  creating  a  board  of  poUce  court  was  that  ''The  entire  details  of 

commissioners  for  a  town  to  be  ap-  the  system  [of  municipal  government] 

pointed  by  the  governor,  and  authonz-  that  may  be  devised,  and  the  public 

ing  them  to  appoint,  remove,  and  equip  agencies  that  may  be  employed  for 

police  officers  and  fix  their  pay,  is  not  administering   it,    and    whether   they 

unconstitutional,  as  takiiig  from  the  shall  be  elected  or  appointed,  is  left  by 

town  control  of  local  affairs  to  which  the  Constitution  to  tne  wisdom  of  the 

it  is  entitled.     In  this  State  the  Con-  legislature."     The   court    referred   to 

stitution  authorizes  the  legislature  to  the  case  of  People  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich, 

"name  and  settle  ...  or  provide  bv  44    (infrOf  §  99),  and  said  that  the 

fixed  laws  for  the  naming  and  settling  reasoning  of  that  case  was  ''illusory 

of  all  civil  officers  within  the  State,  and  without  any  well-founded  distinc- 

Police  officers  are  civil  officers  within  tion  in  principle."    In  State  v.  Commi»- 

this  provision.  sioners,  54  Ohio  St.  333,  a  statute  at- 

In  New  Jersey,  in  the  case  of  the  tempted  to  authorize  the  commission- 

Passaic  Vallev  Sewerage  Commission,  ers  of  a  county  to  widen,  extend,  aiKl 

the  court  declared  that  "It  is  not,  in  improve  a  highway  in  a  prescribed  man- 

our  opinion,  a  constitutional  right  of  ner,  one-half  the  expense  to  be  assessed 

the  people  to  have  all  matters  of  local  on  the  land  benefited,  and  the  remainder 

concern  entrusted   to   municipal  cor-  to  be  borne  by  the  county,  without 

porations.  Within  constitutional  limits,  the  request  or  consent  of  any  of  the 

the  people  of  the  State,  acting  through  parties  to  be  assessed.    The  court  hdd 

the  general  legislature,  may  delegate  that  the  statute  was  unconstitutional, 

such    portion    of    political    power   as  saying:     "It  is  simply  a  usurpatioii 

they  may  deem  expedient,  may  with-  of  the  powers  heretofore  always  aDowed 
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back  as  the  times  of  Alfred.^   *When  our  forefathers  came  to  this 

countiy,  they  brouglit  with  them  these  forms  of  local  organization, 

to  the  proper  administrative  boards  should  continue  in  office  for  a  period  of 
selected  oy  the  people  of  the  localities  upwards  of  two  years.  The  statute 
concerned  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  removed  the  mayor  of  these  cities  by 
of  local  self-government :  and  always  abolishing  the  offices,  but  continued 
called  into  activity  on  the  petition  of,  them  in  office  temporarily  until  a 
at  least,  a  majority  of  those  interested,  recorder  should  have  been  appointed 
not  only  in  the  benefits,  but  also  in  the  by  the  governor.  The  court  held  that, 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  improvement,  inasmuch  as  municipal  corporations 
.  .  .  The  system  of  local  self-govern-  were  merely  agents  of  the  State  in- 
ment  existed  under  general  laws  at  the  vested  With  governmental  functions 
adoption  of  the  present  Constitution;  for  reasons  of  convenience  and  public 
and  there  is  nothing  in  it,  nor  in  any  policy,  the  .legislature  might  properly 
of  its  provisions,  from  which  a  desi^  remove  the  elected  mayor  of  axiy  city 
can  be  inferred,  to  any  way  impair  it ;  and  authorize  the  governor  to  fill  the 
on  the  contrary,  every  provision  of  that  office  by  the  appointment  of  another 
instrument  in  any  way  related  to  the  officer,  to  be  known  as  recorder,  who 
subject  manifests  a  purpose  to  pre-  should  perform  similar  although  not 
serve  it 'unimpaired  to  the  people.  ..  .  identical  duties.  The  court  said: 
Hiis  is'  a  wide  departure  from  the  ''Municipal  corporations  are  a^nts  of 
principles  of  self-government;  and  the  State,  invested  with  certain  sub- 
so  wide,  it  is -not  possible  to  sustain  it  ordinate  governmental  functions  for 
by  any  latitude  of  construction."  reasons  of  convenience  and  public 
See  also,  on  this  point,  the  opinion  of  policy.  They  are  created,  governed, 
MinshaU,  J.,  in  Commissioners  v.  State,  and  the  extent  of  their  powers  deter- 
50  Ohio  St.  653.  mined,  by  the  legislature,  and  subject 

Oregon.  —  In  David  v.  Portland  to  change,  repeal,  or  total  abolition  at 
Water  Committee,  14  Oreg.  98,  the  its  will.  They  have  no  vested  rights 
eourt  held  that  while  public  parks,  j^as,  in  their  offices,  their  charters,  their 
water,  and  sewers  in  towns  and  cities  corporate  powers,  or  even  their  corpo- 
may  ordinarily  be  classed  as  private  rate  existence.  This  is  the  universal 
affairs,  they  often  become  matters  of  rule  of  constitutional  law,  and  in  no 
public  interest ;  and  when  the  legisla-  State  has  it  been  more  clearly  expressed 
ture  determines  that  there  is  a  public  and  more  imiformly  applied  tnan  in 
necessity  for  their  use  in  a  certain  lo-  Pennsrjrlvania. ...  Of  the  objection  that 
cality,  they  cannot  be  designated  as  the  citizens  are  deprived  of  an  oppor- 
the  merely  private  or  coiporate  affair  tunity  of  electing  the  chief  executive,  it 
of  the  municipality.  It  tnerefore  held  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  is  no  con- 
that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  stitutional  right  of  election  in  reference 
l^islature  to  appoint  b^r  name  a  com-  to  that  office.  The  legislature  might 
Qusaion  composed  of  citizens  of  a  city  make  it  permanently  appointive,  and 
with  authority  to  construct  or  purchase,  what  they  could  do  permanently  they 
at  the  expense  of  the  municipality,  a  may  do  temporarily.  It  is  conceded 
system  of  water  works  for  the  use  of  that  if  the  act  bore  date  of  approval  so 
t be  city.  near  the  day  of  election  that  the  electors 

Pennsylvania.  —  In  Commonwealth  would  have  no  proper  opportunity  to 
r.  Moir,  199  Pa.  534,  the  court  had  prepare  for  the  election,  the  postpone- 
under  consideration  the  so-called  "  Rip-  ment  would  be  free  from  objection. 
per  Bill,"  which  provided  for  tne  But  what  is  a  reasonable  or  proper 
removal  from  office  of  the  mayors  of  opportunity  is  a  question  for  the  l^s^ 
cities  of  the  second  class,  and  the  lature.  Tnat  the  prolongation  of  a 
appointment  of  a  recorder  in  each  of  temporary  appointment  to  a  vacancy 
toe  existing  cities  of  that  class,  who  beyond  an  eiCM^ion  not  unduly  close  at 


*  People  V.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532,  nicipal  Home  Rule,  1895,  which  the 

561,  cited  in  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind.  municipal  inquirer  or  student  will  read 

449,  458.     On  the  general  subject  of  with    profit;    also    Shaw's    Municipal 

local  ffovemment,  see  ante^  chaps,  i.  Government  in  Great  Britain,  1895. 
and  iiL ;  also  Professor  Goodnow's  Mu- 
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each  of  which  involved  the  right  to  govern  its  own  affairs.  The  Con- 
stitutions of  the  States  were  adopted  at  a  time  when  this  form  of  local 
self-government  was  uniformly  recognized,  and  this  right  of  local  self- 
government  was  vested  in,  exercised,  and  enjoyed  by  the  people  of  the 
municipalities,  and  remains  in  them,  unless  expressly  yielded  up  and 
granted  to  one  of  the  departments  of  the  State  by  the  Constitution. 
The  Constitutions  of  all  the  States  provide  in  some  form  that  the 
legislative  authority  of  the  State  shall  be  vested  in  a  legislative  body, 
but  when  the  legislature  was  vested  with  this  authority,  which  con- 
ferred upon  it  the  right  to  make  laws,  it  was  not  intended  to  surrender 


han4  is  unusual,  and  contrary  to  what 
citizens  are  accustomed  to  regard  as 
their  moral  and  political  rights,  may  be 
conceded,  but  tnat  does  not  make  it 
unconstitutional.  Bein^  an  exercise 
of  a  le^al  and  constitutional  right  by 
the  legislature,  they  are  answerable 
for  their  action  only  to  their  constitu- 
ents." In  Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa. 
169,  which  involved  the  question  of  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  deprive  the 
city  of  the  control  and  management  of 
the  Girard  and  other  public  trusts,  and 
in  which  it  was  held  that  the  court 
might  vest  the  management  of  these 
trusts  in  a  commission  appointed  as 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  the  court 
said,  with  reference  to  the  power  of  the 
l^idature  over  municipal  corporations : 
"The  sovereign  may  continue  its  corpo- 
rate existence  and  yet  assume  or  resume 
the  appointments  of  all  its  officers  and 
agents  into  its  own  hands,  for  the 
power  which  can  create  and  destroy 
can  modify  and  change. ' '  Similar  views 
were  expressed  by  this  court  in  Darby 
17.  Sharon  ffill,  112  Pa.  66,  70. 

Rhode  Island.  —  In  Newport  v. 
Horton,  22  R.  I.  196,  201,  the  le^sla- 
ture  had  passed  an  act  establishing  a 
board  of  police  commissioners  for 
Newport,  and  conferred  the  power  of 
appointing  the  commissioners  on  the 
governor.  The  board  was  vested  with 
the  power  of  appointing  the  chief  of 
police.  The'  court  held  that  police 
officers  are  appointed  to  perform  a 
public  service,  and  in  appointing  them 
a  city  exercises  one  of  the  functions  of 
government  acting  for  the  State,  and 
that  the  act  did  not  infringe  any  in- 
herent right  of  local  self-government, 
the  right  of  the  city  to  control  its 
police  force  not  being  reserved  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  State.  The  court 
discusses  the  historical  orinn  of  towns 
in  Rhode  Island,  and  concedes  that  they 


had  a  self-goveminff  organization  before 
the  colony  received  a  charter  from  the 
English  parliament,  and  that  ''the 
form  of  government  adopted  under 
that  charter  was  a  federation  of  towns 
rather  than  a  colony."  But  the  sub- 
sequent course  of  events  shows  that 
the  towns  relinquished  the  absolute 
control  of  their  own  affairs,  which  they 
originally  |X)sses8ed,  and  generally 
towns  were  treated  as  deriving  their 
powers  from  the  State  rather  than 
irom  an  independent  right  of  local  self- 
government.  The  conclusion  which 
the  court  reaches  is  that  "Towns  and 
cities  are  recognized  in  the  Consti- 
tution, and  doubtless  they  have  rights 
which  cannot  be  infringed.  What  the 
full  limit  and  scope  of  those  rights  may 
be  cannot  be  determined  in  the  de- 
cision of  this  case.  The  court  cannot 
properly  go  beyond  the  Question  before 
it.  We  assume  that  tne  towns  and 
cities  in  this  State  have  the  same  rights 
which  towns  and  cities  have  in  other 
States  under  the  prevalent  form  of 
State  ^vemment.  Our  inauiiy,  there- 
fore, is  whether  the  establishment  of 
pohce  authorities  by  the  State  infringes 
the  rights  of  self-government."  See 
also  Iftrton  v.  Newport,  27  R.  I.  283: 
61  Atl.  Rep.  759. 

Virffinia.  —  In  Burch  v.  Hardwicke, 
30  Gratt.  (Va.)  24,  the  court  held  that 
the  chief  of  police  of  a  city  is  an  officer 
of  the  State,  and  not  of  the  municipality, 
and  therefore  is  subject  to  complete 
legislative  control,  but  in  so  doing 
declared  that  ''Cities  and  towns  are 
mere  territorial  divisions  of  the  State, 
endowed  with  corporate  powers  to  aid 
in  the  administration  of  public  affurs. 
They  are  instrumentalities  of  the  gov- 
ernment acting  under  delegated  powers, 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature, 
except  so  far  as  may  be  otherwise 
expressly  provided  by  the  Constitution. 
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to  it  the  right  of  local  self-government  and  the  right  of  municipalities 
to  choose  their  own  local  officers  and  rulers,  nor  was  it  intended  to 
delate  such  power  to  the  le^lature.  Accordingly,  wherever  such 
right  of  local  self-government  has  been  recognized,  the  right  of  the 
legislature  to  appoint,  or  to  authorize  the  executive  of  the  State  to 
appoint,  a  municipal  officer  is  denied.  Only  the  people  of  the  mu- 
nicipality can  exercise  that  power,  and  the  powers  and  duties  of  the 
legislature  end  with  the  enactment  of  laws  prescribing  the  manner 
of  selection  and  the  duties  of  the  officers.  These  views  have  been 
adopted  by  the  courts  of  Michigan,  Indiana,  and  Kentuclgr.^ 


*  Michigixn.  —  In  People  v.    Hurl- 
but,  24  Mich.  44,  ante,  §  97,  it  was  held 
that  the  legifilature  haid  no  power  to  ap- 
point the  members  of  a  board  of  pubuc 
works  of  the  city  of  Detroit  as  perma- 
nent officers  for  the  full  term,  or  the 
specific  portions  of  such  terms  provided 
by  the  act  creating  the  board  for  the 
r^pective  members  thereof.    The  Con- 
stitution of  Michigan  contsdns  a  provi- 
sion that  '*  Judici^u  officers  of  cities  and 
villages  shall  be  elected ;  and  all  other 
officers  shall  be  elected  or  appointed  at 
such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  the 
le^slature  may  direct."     In  applying 
this  [>rovision  the  court  considered  the 
ouestion    whether   municipalities   had 
tne  ri^ht  of  local  self-Kovemment  be- 
yond le^lative  control,  and  being  of 
the  opinion  that  they  had,  held  that 
officers  must  be  elected  by  the  people 
of  the  city,  or  appointed  by  the  local 
authorities  so  elected  by  the  people. 
As  this  is  apparently  the  nrst  case  which 
recognizes   an  inherent  right  of  self- 
government  beyond  legislative  control, 
the  views  expressed  by  the  court  have 
a  peculiar  and  special  interest.     Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Campbell  said :    "This  is 
no  mere  political  theory,  but  appears  in 
the  Constitution  as  the  foundation  of 
all  our  polity.     There  is  no  middle 
ground.     A  mty  has  no  constitutional 
saf^uards  for  its  people,  or  it  has  the 
right  to  have  all  its  officers  appointed 
at  home.     Unless  this  power  is  exclu- 
ave,  the  State  mav  manage  all  city 
affairs  by  its  own  functionaries.    The 
only  reasonable  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tutional clause  in  question  is  that,  when 
the  l^islature  has  designated  the  time 
and  manner  of  appointment  or  election, 
the  local  authority  shall  fill  the  offices 
as  so  ordained."     Mr.  Justice  Cooley 
said:   "The  State  may  mould  local  in- 
stitutions according  to  its  views  of  pol- 
icy or  expediency;    but  local  govern- 


ment is  matter  of  absolute  right,  and 
the  State  cannot  take  it  away.  It  would 
be  the  boldest  mockery  to  speak  of  a 
city  as  possessing  municipal  liberty 
where  the  State  not  only  shaped  its  gov- 
ernment, but  at  discretion  sent  in  its 
own  agents  to  administer  it ;  or  to  call 
that  system  one  of  constitutional  free- 
dom uiider  which  it  should  be  eaually 
admissible  to  allow  the  people  full  con- 
trol in  their  local  affairs  or  no  control 
at  all."  The  courts  of  Michigan  have 
steadily  adhered  to  the  principles 
adopt^  in  this  case.  See  Attorney- 
General  V.  Lathrop,  24  Mich.  235 ;  Peo- 
ple V.  Springwells,  26  Mich.  153;  Peo- 
ple V.  Detroit  Common  Council,  28 
Mich.  228;  People  v.  Detroit  Common 
Council,  28  Mich.  108,  228 ;  Park  Com- 
missioners V.  Detroit,  29  Mich.  343; 
Allor  V.  W^ne  County  Auditors,  43 
Mich.  76;  Robertson  v.  Baxter,  57 
Mich.  127 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Detroit 
Common  Council,  58  Mich.  213;  Wil- 
cox V.  Paddock,  65  Mich.  23 ;  Board  of 
MetropoUtan  Police  v.  Auditors  of 
Wayne  County,  68  Mich.  576 ;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Trombly,  89  Mich.  50; 
Davock  V.  Moore,  105  Mich.  126,  128; 
Moreland  v.  Miller,  126  Mich.  381.  See 
ante,  §  97 ;  Freeholders'  Charters,  ante, 
§  63.  But  when  an  officer  in  a  city 
exists  solely  by  the  legislative  will,  the 
legislature  has  the  power  to  abolish 
the  office,  and  confer  its  functions  on 
another  officer.  Attorney-General  v. 
Cogshall,  107  Mich.  181. 

Indiana,  —  In  State  v.  Denny,  US 
Ind.  382,  and  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind. 
449,  the  statute  under  consideration 
assumed  to  give  to  a  board  of  public 
works  chosen  by  the  legislature  from 
residents  of  the  city  the  exclusive 
power  and  control  over  the  construc- 
tion, supervision,  cleaning,  repsdring, 
improving  and  lighting  of  streets,  &c.. 
in  cities  of  a  certain  population,  and 
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§  100.  Right  of  Local  Self-Oovenunent;  Texas. — The  conflict 
which  has  arisen  between  the  courts  on  the  subject  of  municipal 
home  rule  is  well  illustrated  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  last  re- 
sort of  the  State  of  Texas.  By  the  charter  of  Galveston,  enacted 
in  1901,  provision  was  made  for  the  election  and  appointment  of  five 
commissioners  to  whom  all  powers  of  the  municipality  were  en- 
trusted, including  the  powers  to  pass  ordinances,  by-laws,  &c.  Three 
of  these  commissioners  were  appointed  by  the  governor  of  the  State, 
one  of  whom  was  designated  as  president  of  the  board  of  commission- 
ers, and  the  commissioners  court  of  Galveston  County  was  directed 
to  order  an  election  of  two  other  commissioners,  who,  together  with 
the  three  commissioners  appointed  by  the  governor,  should  constitute 
the  board  of  commissioners  of  the  city  of  Galveston.  The  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeals  of  Texas,  on  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  issued  on  the 
application  of  a  person  who  had  been  fined  for  a  violation  of  a  sani- 
taiy  ordinance  adopted  by  the  board  of  commissioners,  held  that  this 
statute  was  unconstitutional.^    The  court  said  that  the  commission- 


the  court  held  that  it  denied  the  ri^ht 
of  local  self-government  to  these  cities 
and  was  unconstitutional.  In  Evans- 
ville  t;.  State,  118  Ind.  382,  426.  a  stat- 
ute creating  a  metropoUtan  pouce  and 
fire  board  in  certain  cities,  such  board 
being  elected  by  the  legislature,  was 
held  invaUd  for  the  same  reason.  In 
State  17.  Denny,  118  Ind.  449,  the  court 
saids  ''As  we  interpret  the  theory  of 
our  State  government,  this  right  of 
local  self-government,  vested  in,  exer- 
cised and  enjoyed  by,  the  people  of  the 
municipalities  of  the  State  at  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  yet 
remains  m  them,  unless  expressly 
yielded  up  and  granted  to  one  of  the 
branches  of  the  State  government  by 
the  Constitution.  And  in  the  decision 
of  the  question  presented  in  this  case, 
it  is  only  necessary  to  determine 
whether  or  not  that  power  is  granted 
to  the  legislative  branch  of  the  govern- 
ment, as  it  is  only  it  which  attempted 
to  deprive  the  people  of  cities  of  the 
riffht  to  choose  their  own  officers  and 
administer  their  local  affairs."  It  also 
said:  ''The  conclusion  we  unhesitat- 
reach  is,  that  the  right  of  local 


self-government  in  towns  and  cities  of 
this  State  is  vested  in  the  people  of  the 
respective  municipalities,  and  that  the 
General  Assembly  has  no  right  to  ap- 
point the  officers  to  manage  and  admin- 
ister municipal  affairs;  that  the  right 
of  the  General  Assembly  ends  with  the 
enactment  of  laws  prescribing  the  man- 


ner of  selection  and  the  duties  of  the 
officers.''  Th6se  cases  were  affirmed  in 
State  V.  Fox,  158  Ind.  126,  holding  to 
be  unconstitutional  an  act  placing  the 
management  of  police  and  fire  depart- 
ments of  a  municipal  corporation  of 
a  certain  class  of  municipalities  under 
the  control  of  boards  appointed  by  the 
governor  of  the  State. 

Kentucky,  —  In  Lexington  v,  Thomp- 
son, 113  Ky.  540,  it  was  held  that  the 
fixing  of  the  compensation  of  the  offi- 
cers and  members  of  a  city  fire  depart- 
ment is  not  governmental  in  its  nature, 
but  is  a  matter  affecting  the  city  in  its 
private  or  corporate  capacity,  and  that 
a  statute  attempting  to  fix  such  com- 
pensation is  unconstitutional  as  violat- 
ing the  city's  right  to  control  its  private 
a£drs.    See  ante,  §  07  and  notes. 

'  Ex  parte  Lewis,  45  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
1.  Henderson f  J.,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
summed  up  its  views  as  follows :  "The 
fact  that  a  system  of  municipal  govern- 
ment was  long  in  vogue  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Constitution,  and 
that  under  this  system,  from  time  im- 
memorial, local  self-government  was 
recognized,  and  the  power  of  the  suf- 
fragans in  cities  to  elect  their  own  mu- 
nicipal officers  was  conceded,  and  that 
nowhere  and  at  no  time  had  the  power 
ever  been  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  to  interfere  by  authorizing 
the  governor  to  appoint  local  munici- 
pal officers,  must  afford  strong  evidence 
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ers  appointed  were  both  executive  and  legislative  officers  of  the  city 
of  Galveston,  and  that  the  legislature,  in  making  these  officers  ap- 
pointive, went  further  than  the  legislature  of  any  State  ever  attempted 
to  go  before.  Following  the  decisions  which  hold  that  the  legis- 
lature cannot  deprive  a  municipality  of  the  right  to  elect  or  appoint 
its  own  officers,  the  court  held  that  the  right  of  local  self-government 
in  municipalities  was  an  inherent  part  of  the  general  scheme  of  the 
Constitution  of  Texas,  although  not  expressly  recognized  otherwise 
than  as  after  mentioned;  that  the  inhabitants  and  citizens  of  the 
municipality  could  not  be  deprived  of  this  right;  and  that  the  legis- 
lature could  not  undertake  to  appoint  the  permanent  officers  of  the 
municipality  or  authorize  the  governor  to  appoint  them.^  The 
court  also  construed  the  constitutional  provision  that  all  qualified 
electors  who  have  resided  in  a  city  for  six  months  immediately  pre- 
ceding an  election  in  any  city  should  "have  the  right  to  vote  for  the 
mayor  and  all  other  elective  officers"  as  guaranteeing  the  right  to 


of  an  existing  condition  which  would 
indicate  that  there  was  no  purpose  on 
the  part  of  those  who  framed  our  or- 
^uiic  law  to  destroy  a  system  of  muni- 
cipal eovemment  which  had  always 
heretofore  been  recognized.  We  do  not 
understand  that  the  tk)nstitution  grants 
all  power  which  is  not  expressly  re- 
served to  the  legislative  body  of  govern- 
ment. This  is  reserved  to  the  people. 
Only  the  law-making  power  belongs 
to  the  legislature,  and  this  must  be 
in  accordance  with  the  (Constitution 
and  with  the  principles  of  local  self- 
government  reserved  to  the  people  of 
the  State,  because  the  Ck>nstitution 
sayB  that  all  political  power  is  inherent 
in  the  people,  not  in  the  legislature,  and 
the  ligbt  of  local  self-government  is  re- 
served to  the  State.  Local  self-govern- 
ment is  not  the  mere  whim  and  caprice 
of  the  legislative  department,  nor  does 
it  appertain  to  any  distinctive  locality 
ol  the  State,  but  to  the  whole  State, 
and  as  it  had  aforetime  existed  in  the 
State.  The  principle  of  local  self- 
government  is  applicable  to  every  or- 
ganised portion  of  the  State,  and  in  the 
history  and  traditions  of  our  Common- 
wealth, as  well  as  that  of  other  States, 
municipalities  always  exercised  the 
right  to  select  their  own  local  self-gov- 
enmient  which  remains  unimpaired  to 
the  State.  The  legislature  is  the  law- 
making power,  and  to  it  alone  is  re- 
ferred the  authority  to  make  laws ;  but  it 
has  no  right,  under  the  guise  of  its  law- 
makiiig  authority,  to  overturn  the  prin- 


ciples of  local  self-government  which 
have  been  handed  down  to  us  from  our 
fathers.  Nor  will  it  be  conceded  that 
the  right  to  make  laws  on  the  part  of 
the  legislature  carries  with  it  the  right 
to  appoint  to  office  either  by  themselves 
or  through  an  agent.  They  undoubt- 
edly have  the  right  to  create  offices  and 
Prescribe  their  duties,  but  here  their 
kw-making  functions  cease,  and  the 
filling  of  the  office  belongs  to  the 
locjJjty." 

^  In  the  later  cases  of  Ex  parte  An- 
derson, 46  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  372,  and 
Ex  parte  Levine,  46  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
364,  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals  had 
before  it  the  validity  of  the  acts  of  a 
board  of  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  governor  for  the  city  of  Corsicana, 
which  under  the  statute  had  control 
and  supervision  of  the  fire,  police,  sani- 
tary, and  street  departments,  and  which 
was  not  subject  to  the  direction  of  the 
city  council.  The  court  adhered  to  the 
views  expressed  in  Ex  parte  Lewis,  45 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  1,  although  the  cases 
appear  to  have  oeen  decided  upon  other 
^unds.  In  Ex  parte  Tracey  (Tex. 
Crim.  App.),  93  S.  W.  Rep.  638,  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeals  held,  with- 
out departing  from  its  earlier  decisions 
in  other  respects,  that  a  chief  of  police 
is  a  State  and  not  a  municipal  officer, 
and  that  the  municipality  has  no  in- 
herent right  to  control  his  appointment. 
It  also  held  that  the  title  and  powers 
of  de  facto  officers  of  the  corporation 
cannot  be  collaterally  attacked. 
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the  voters  to  elect  the  officers  of  a  municipality  and  not  merely  as  de- 
fining the  qualifications  of  the  voters.  But  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Texas,  which  has  final  jurisdiction  over  all  civil  appeals,  later  sus- 
tained the  validity  of  the  same  charter  in  an  action  by  certain  tax- 
payers to  restrain  the  city  from  enforcing  ordinances  of  the  board  of 
commissioners  for  the  payment  of  revenues,  dues,  or  taxes.  In  har- 
mony with  the  great  weight  of  authority  in  other  jurisdictions,  the 
Supreme  Court  held  that  the  people  of  Galveston  had  not  the  "in- 
herent right"  to  select  their  own  municipal  officers;  that  in  Gal- 
veston, as  elsewhere,  a  municipal  corporation  can  exist  only  by  and 
through  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State ;  that  it  has  no  power  not 
granted  by  charter  and  can  have  no  officers  not  provided  for  by  law; 
that  the  doctrine  of  vested  rights  and  powers  of  local  self-government 
derived  from  "history  and  traditions"  asserted  a  higher  law  than  the 
Constitution,  for  if,  in  the  absence  of  a  prohibition,  the  legblatuie 
could  not  enact  a  law  in  contravention  of  "  history  and  traditions," 
the  constitutional  convention  could  not  by  express  provision  have 
authorized  it  to  be  done;  and  that  since  a  municipal  corporation 
can  only  exist  by  legislative  authority,  it  can  have  no  officer  which 
is  not  provided  by  charter  and  can  exercise  no  power  which  is  not 
granted  by  the  legislature.  It  follows  that  the  creation  of  such  cor- 
porations and  every  provision  with  reference  to  their  organization  is 
the  exercise  of  the  legislative  power  which  inheres  in  the  whole  people 
of  the  State,  but,  by  the  Constitution,  is  delegated  to  the  legislature; 
and  therefore  it  b  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  determine 
what  form  of  government  will  be  most  beneficial  to  the  public  and 
to  the  people  of  a  particular  community.  The  Supreme  Court  also 
adopted  the  view  that  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  Texas 
that  ''all  qualified  electors  of  the  State  as  herein  described  who  have 
resided  for  six  months  immediately  preceding  an  election  within  the 
limits  of  any  city  or  incorporated  town  shall  have  the  right  to  vote 
for  mayor  and  all  other  elective  officers,"  was  not  a  guarantee  that 
the  mayor  and  other  officers  of  the  municipality  should  be  elective 
officers,  but  was  mecely  a  regulation  of  the  elective  franchise,  and 
that  this  provision  was  not  violated  by  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners for  the  city  by  the  governor.' 

>  Brown  t7.  City  of  Galveston^  97  stated  in  1901.  In  Nolan  County  «. 
Tex.  1.  This  decision  has  been  cited,  Beall,  98  Tex.  104,  109,  a  questi<m  re- 
followed,  and  approved  in  Kettle  v,  lating  to  the  enforcement  of  the  local 
Dallas,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  632,  and  option  laws  with  reference  to  the  sale 
Callaghan  v.  Tobin,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  ot  intoxicating  liquors  came  before  the 
441;  90  S.  W.  Rep.  328,  332.  And  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  court  held  that 
city  of  Galveston  is  operating  and  act-  as  the  question  before  it  had  reference 
ing  under  the  charter  enacted  as  above  to  the  criminal  laws  <A  the  State  it  felt 
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§  101  (58  a).  Home  Rule  ProviBion  of  Hew  York  and  Wis- 
eonsm  Oonstitatioiui.  —  In  New  York  a  constitutioQal  guarantee 
protects  the  right  of  local  self-government  only  in  so  far  as  it  in- 
volves the  election  or  appointment  of  local  officers.  This  Constitu- 
tion declares  that  all  municipal  officers  whose  election  or  appointment 
b  not  provided  for  by  the  Constitution  shall  be  elected  by  the  electors 
of  the  municipalities  or  of  some  division  thereof,  or  appointed  by 
such  authorities  thereof  as  the  legislature  shall  designate  for  that 
purpose.^    This  provision  of  the  Constitution  only  applies  to  those 


itself  bound  to  follow  the  decisions  of 
the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals  on  the 
subject.  It  also  referred  to  the  conflict 
which  had  arisen  between  the  Supreme 
Court  and  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals 
in  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  Gal- 
veston charter,  and  said  that,  inas- 
much as  the  question  before  the  Su- 
preme Court  arose  in  a  strictly  civil 
action,  while  the  question  before  the 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeals  arose  in  a 
strictly  criminal  proceeding,  and  there- 
fore the  decisions  of  the  respective 
courts  were  final  and  clearly  within 
their  respective  jurisdictions,  whilst 
the  conflict  was  to  be  rewretted,  no 
means  of  settling  the  difference  in 
opinion  existed  or  could  exist  until 
provision  therefor  was  made  in  the 
Constitution. 

'  In  People  v.  State  Board  of  Tax 
Commissioners,  174  N.  Y.  417,  431, 
Vann,  J.,  in  discussing  the  histoiy  of 
this  constitutional  provision,  declares 
that  "The  principle  of  home  rule  or  the 
right  of  local  self^vemment  as  to  the 
local  i^airs  existed  before  we  had  a 
Constitution."  He  refers  to  the  cua- 
toms  and  liberties  which  had  been 
granted  to  various  cities,  boroughs,  and 
towns  prior  to  Magna  Charta,  among 
which  was  the  right  to  select  certain 
local  officers  from  their  own  citizens 
and  with  some  restrictions  to  manage 
their  own  affairs.  He  pointed  out  that 
these  customs  and  liberties  were  pro- 
tected and  guaranteed  by  Magna 
Charta,  and  the  rights  thus  secured, 
although  at  times  denied  and  violated 
by  the  ruling  monarch,  were  never 
kit,  and  were  brought  over  by  the 
colonists.  The  liberties  and  customs 
of  localities  reappear  on  a  novel  and 
wider  basis  in  the  town  meetings  of 
New  England  and  the  various  colonies 
including  the  colony  of  New  York ;  and 
the  right  of  the  inhabitants  of  town- 
ships and  manors  to  meet  at  stated 
times  in  public  town  meetings,  elect 


town  officers,  and  transact  town  busi« 
ness,  was  well  established  and  recog- 
nized by  a  statute,  whilst  New  Yotis, 
was  still  a  colony.  The  business  trans- 
acted at  the  town  meeting  related  to 
highwavs,  care  of  the  poor,  and  matters 
of  purely  local  concern.  It  was  con- 
fined to  the  affairs  of  a  small  district, 
and  was  clearly  separated  from  public 
matters  of  interest  to  the  colony  at 
large.  The  officers  elected,  generaUy 
by  viva  voce  vote,  were  supervisors, 
assessors,  collectors,  constables,  com- 
missioners of  highways,  and  overseers 
of  the  poor.  The  powers  and  duties 
of  these  officers  were  regulated  by 
statute,  but  the  right  to  select  them 
resided  in  the  people  of  the  locidity  and 
was  stubbornly  insisted  upon  as  invio- 
lable. The  first  Constitution  of  1777 
recognized  local  self-government  as  al- 
ready existing,  and  continued  and 
protected  it  by  providing  that  ''town 
clerks,  supervisors,  assessors,  consta- 
bles, and  collectors,  and  all  officers  here- 
tofore eli^ble  by  the  people  shall  al- 
ways continue  to  be  so  eligible  "  (§  29). 
The  second  Constitution  of  1821  con- 
tinued the  right  by  the  general  clause 
applicable  to  countv,  town,  city,  and 
village  offices  that  f^all  officers  hereto- 
fore elected  by  the  people  shidl  con- 
tinue to  be  elected ;  and  all  other  offi- 
cers whose  api>ointment  is  not  pro- 
vided for  by  this  Constitution,  ana  aJl 
officers  whose  office  may  be  hereafter 
created  by  law  shall  be  elected  by  the 
people,  or  appointed,  as  may  by  law 
be  directed/'  (art.  iv.  §  15).  The 
third  Constitution  of  1846  continued 
the  principle,  and  extended  the  right  by 
a  provision  as  follows:  ''All  county 
officers  whose  election  or  appointment 
is  not  provided  for  by  this  Constitu- 
tion shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of 
the  Respective  counties  or  appointed 
by  the  Doards  of  supervisors,  or  other 
county  authorities,  as  the  legislature 
shall  direct.    All  city,  town,  and  village 
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offices  existing  at  the  time  of  its  adoption.  As  to  all  offices  created 
thereafter,  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  provide  for  or  direct  the 
method  of  appointment  is  not  affected.^  The  provisions  of  the  New 
York  Constitution,  when  read  in  the  light  of  contemporaneous  his- 
tory, show  that  the  object  of  the  people  in  enacting  them  was  to  pre- 
vent centralization  of  power  in  the  State,  and  to  continue,  preserve, 
and  expand  local  self-government'    Thb  was  efiFected  by  assign- 


officers,  whose  election  or  appointment 
is  not  provided  for  by  this  Constitution, 
shall  be  elected  by  tne  electors  of  such 
cities,  towns,  ana  villages,  or  of  some 
division  thereof,  or  appointed  by  such 
authorities  thereof,  as  the  legislature 
shall  ded^nate  for  that  purpose.  All 
other  omoers  whose  election  or  ap- 
pointment is  not  provided  for  by  this 
Constitution,  ana  all  officers  whose 
offices  mav  hereafter  be  created  by  law, 
shall  be  elected  by  the  people,  or  ap- 
pointed as  the  legislature  may  direct  *' 
(art.  X.  §  2).  This  provision  was 
transferred,  ipHssimU  verbis,  into  the 
present  Constitution  of  1894  (art.  z. 
}  2).  In  construing  this  section  of  the 
Constitution,  along  with  other  sections 
relating  to  the  election  or  appointment 
of  officers,  it  has  been  held  that  officers 
must  be  elected  or  appointed,  and  that 
the  same  office  cannot  be  elective  and 
appointive  at  the  same  time  and  place ; 
and  that  §  1392  of  the  revitod  charter 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  amending  the 
original  charter,  which  provided  that 
city  magistrates  should  be  appointed 
b^  the  mayor  for  a  term  of  ten  years, 
directing  that  those  within  the  borough 
of  Brooklyn  should  be  elected  instead 
of  appointed,  and  that  those  in  the  bor- 
oughs of  Manhattan  and  the  Bronx 
should  be  appointed  as  before,  was  un- 
constitutional. Werner,  J.,  said:  "If 
this  b  not  the  fair  and  reasonable  con- 
struction of  this  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution, then  it  is  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  authorize  the  employ- 
ment of  both  methods  at  the  same 
time,  in  the  same  territorial  or  civil 
division,  or  in  different  divisions,  either 
to  suit  the  caprice  of  a  daj  or  the  exi- 
gencies of  a  political  condition."  Peo- 
ple V.  Dooley,  171  N.  Y.  74,  aff'g  69 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  512. 

»  People  V.  aute,  50  N.  Y.  451 ; 
People  V.  Pabner,  52  N.  Y.  83;  Fire 
Department  v.  Atlas  Steamship  Co., 
106  N.  Y.  566;  Matter  of  Alliigon  t^. 
Welde,  172  N.  Y.  421. 

'  In  People  v.  McKinney,  52  N.  Y. 


374,  the  court  said :  "The  obvious  pur- 
pose of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution 
which  has  been  quoted  was  to  secure  to 
the  people  of  the  cities,  towns,  or  vil- 
lages of  the  State  the  right  to  have 
their  local  affairs  administered  by 
officers  selected  by  themselves."  In 
People  V.  Albertson,  55  N.  Y.  50,  Allen, 
J.,  spoke  to  the  same  effect  and  used 
the  following  langua^:  ''Faithfully 
observed,  and  effect  given  to  it  in  its 
spirit  as  well  as  in  its  letter,  it  effectu- 
au>r  secures  to  each  of  the  governmental 
divisions  of  the  State  the  right  of  choos- 
injS  or  appointing  its  own  local  officers, 
without  let  or  hindrance  from  the  State 
government,  and  none  can  be  deprived 
of  the  rights  and  franchises  thus  guar- 
anteed to  all  The  theory  of  the  Con- 
stitution is,  that  the  several  counties, 
cities,  towns,  and  villages  are,  of  right, 
entitled  to  choose  whom  they  will  luive 
to  rule  over  them ;  and  that  this  right 
cannot  be  taken  from  them  and  the 
electors  and  inhabitants  disfranchised 
by  any  act  of  the  legislature,  or  of  any 
or  all  the  departments  of  the  State  gov- 
ernment combined.  This  right  of  self- 
government  lies  at  the  foimdation  of 
our  institutions,  and  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed or  interfered  with,  even  in  re- 
spect to  the  smaUest  of  divisions,  into 
which  the  State  is  divided  for  govern- 
mental purposes,  without  weakenixig 
the  entire  foundation ;  and  hence  it  is 
a  right  not  only  to  be  carefully  guarded 
by  eveiy  department  of  the  govern- 
ment, but  every  infraction  or  evasion 
of  it  to  be  promptly  met  and  con- 
demned, especially  oy  the  courts  when 
such  acts  become  the  subject  of  judi- 
cial investigation. " 

In  Rathbone  t;.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y. 
459.  487,  OJBrien,  J.,  said:  "The  true 
interpretation,  scope,  and  meaning  of 
this  section  of  the  Constitution  has  been 
frequently  passed  upon  by  this  court, 
and  it  has  been  uniformly  hdd  that  its 
obvious  purpose  was  to  secure  to  the 
people  of  the  cities,  towns,  and  villages 
of  the  State  the  right  to  have  the 
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ing  the  choice  of  local  officers  to  the  people  of  the  local  divisions^ 
and  the  principle  of  home  rule  is  preserved  by  continuing  the  righf 
of  these  divisions  to  select  their  local  officers  with  the  general  func- 
tions which  have  always  belonged  to  the  office.  Unless  the  office, 
by  whatever  name  it  is  known,  is  protected,  the  courts  have  held 
that  the  right  to  choose  the  officers  would  be  lost,  for  with  his  former 
functions  gone  he  would  not  be  the  officer  contemplated  by  the  Con- 
stitution,  even  if  the  name  was  retained.  Unless  the  office  or  officer  be 
mentioned  eo  nomine  in  the  Constitution,  the  name  may  be  changed 
or  the  office  abolished,  provided  the  functions,  if  retained  at  all,  re- 
main in  some  officer  chosen  by  the  locality.  Local  functions  cannot 
be  transferred  to  a  State  officer.  The  legislature  has  the  power  to 
regulate,  increase,  or  diminish  the  duties  of  a  local  officer,  but  this 
power  is  subject  to  the  limitation  that  no  essential  or  exclusive  fiinc- 
tion  belonging  to  the  office  can  be  transferred  to  an  officer  appointed 
by  central  authority.  The  office  may  go,  but  the  function  must  be 
exercised  locally  if  exercised  at  all.  While  no  arbitrary  line  is  drawn 
to  separate  the  powers  of  local  and  State  officers,  the  integrity  of  the 
local  office  is  protected  with  its  original  and  inherent  functions  un- 
impaired. What  the  Constitution  prohibits  is  legislative  interference, 
whether  direct  or  indirect,  with  the  vital,  intrinsic,  and  inseparable 
functions  of  the  local  office.^  But  the  constitutional  provision  does 
not  prevent  the  legislature  from  creating  a  new  district  embracing 
the  territory  of  two  or  more  municipal  divisions  of  the  State  and 
appointing  or  authorizing  the  executive  to  appoint  State  officials  to 
exercise  in  such  district  functions  formerly  belonging  to  the  local 
officers  of  the  various  municipal  divisions.'    But  such  district  must 

local  offices  adminiBtered  by  officers  se-  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  567 ;    Matter  of 

lected  by  themselves.    It  was  designed  the  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  99  N.  Y. 

to  protect  and  give  force  and  effect  to  569 ;   Matter  of  Gertum  v.  Board  of 

the  principle  of  local  self-government  Supervisors,  109  N.  Y.  170 ;   Koch  v. 

whicn  has  always  been  regarded  as  fun-  Ms^or,  &c.  of  New  York,  152  N.  Y.  72 

damental  in  our  political  institutions,  People  v.   Rowland,  155  N.  Y.  270, 

and  to  be  the  very  essence  of  every  re-  People   v.    Board    of    Supervisors    of 

publican   form   of  government.     The  Oneida  County,  170  N.  Y.  105;  Matter 

ioca^  government,  even  in  the  smallest  of  Brenner,  170  N.  Y.  185 ;  Matter  of 

division  of  the  State,  is  the  preparatory  Allison  v.  Welde,  172  N.  Y.  421. 
Bchool  in  which  the  citizen  acquires        ^  In  People  v.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532, 

the  rudiments  of  8elf-|;ovemment,  and  the  statute  combined  four  counties  into 

henoe    these    institutions    have    been  one  police  district,  invested  five  police 

iustly  regarded  as  the  nurseries  of  civil  commissioners  appointed  by  the  gov- 

KbeTtv."  emor,  acting  as  a  Doard  with  the  may- 

'  People  V.  Tax  (Commissioners,  174  ors  of  two  cities  in  the  district,  with  all 

N.  Y.  417,  434 ;   People  v.  Draper,  15  the  powers  belonging  to  certain  local 

N.  Y.  532;    People  v.  Raymond,  37  officers  of  the  respective  cities.     The 

N.  Y.  428;    People  v.  Albertson,  55  new  board  was  authorized  to  appoint 

N.  Y.  50 ;    People  v.  Keeler,  29  Hun  and  control  all  the  policemen  who  were 

(N.  Y.),  175;   Astor  v.  Mayor,  &c,  of  to  act,  in  any  part  of  the  district,  re- 


170 


MUNiaPAL  CORPORATIONS 


101 


be  established  in  good  faith,  and  it  must  not  appear  that  its  estab- 
lishment is  an  obvious  attempt  to  evade  the  restrictions  relating  to 
home  rule  or  self-government,  and  that  it  is  not  in  fact  designed 
merely  to  affect  a  municipality  which  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
the  constitutional  provision.^  Notwithstanding  the  constitutional 
provision,  acts  authorizing  State  officiab  to  erect  pubUc  buildings 
and  lay  out  and  improve  streets,  parks,  and  highways,  the  expense 
of  which  was  to  be  paid  locally,  have  been  uniformly  sustained  by 
the  New  York  courts,  although  the  power  to  make  such  improve- 
ments had  been  previously  vested  in  the  local  authorities,  and  it  was 
urged  that  the  transfer  of  the  power  was  an  encroachment  upon  local 
self-government.'    But  the  courts  have  condenmed  as  a  manifest 


«urdle88  of  residence  or  county  lines. 
The  validity  of  the  act  was  upheld  upon 
the  ground  that  the  commissioners  tnus 
appointed  were  not  >city  officers,  al- 
though it  was  stron^y  challenged  at 
the  bar  and  by  a  vigorous  dissenting 
opinion  as  a  violation  of  the  home  rule 
provision  of  the  New  York  Constitu- 
tion. Similar  acts  creating  a  new  sys- 
tem by  erecting  a  metropolitan  fire  dis- 
tricti  a  metropolitan  health  district,  a 
metropolitan  board  of  excise,  and  a  cap- 
ital police  district,  each  embracing  the 
territory  of  two  or  more  mumcipal 
divisions,  were  also  sustained,  although 
functions  formerly  belonging  to  local 
officers  were  traxisferred  to  State  offi- 
cials. People  V,  Pinckney,  32  N.  Y. 
377 ;  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health  v. 
Heister,  37  N.  Y.  661;  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Excise  v.  Barrie,  34  N.  Y.  657 ; 
People  V.  Shepard,  36  N.  Y.  285.  See 
also  People  v.  Metropolitan  Police,  19 
N.  Y.  188,  and  People  v.  Board  of 
PoUce,  26  N.  Y.  316. 

>  In  People  V.  Albertson,*  55  N.  Y. 
50,  an  act  which  established  a  police 
district  consisting  of  a  citv  with  a  po- 
lice force  already  organized,  and  "three 
small  patches  of  sparsely  settled  terri- 
tory, in  all  less  than  a  square  mile,"  was 
held  unconstitutional,  as  an  obvious 
evasion  of  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion, because  it  was  desiened  for  the 
city  only,  and  the  outside  fragments 
could  have  been  brought  into  the  city 
if  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  extend 
police  protection  to  them. 

»  People  V,  Flagg,  46  N.  Y.  401 ; 
Astor  17.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  62 
N.  Y.  567;  In  re  Woolsey,  95  N.  Y. 
135;  People  v,  McDonald,  69  N.  Y. 
362 ;  Peoples.  Oneida  County,  170  N.  Y. 
105;    Hanlon  v.  Westchester  County, 


57  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  397 ;  Erkwood  v.  New- 
buig,  45  Hun  (N.  Y.),  323,  327.  Not- 
^thstanding  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision, the  legislature  may  designate 
certain  persons  to  audit  and  ^low  all 
outstanding  claims  against  a  citv, 
which  the  city  is  legally  or  equitably 
obligated  to  pay.  Syracuse  v.  Hul> 
bard,  64  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  587.  In  WU- 
coz  V,  McClellan,  185  N.  Y.  9,  aff'g  110 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  378,  it  was  held  that 
chaps.  629,  630,  and  631  of  the  Laws 
of  1905,  regulating  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  board  of  aldermen  of 
the  city  of  New  York  and  the  board 
of  estimate  and  apportionment  (ante, 
i  26),  and  giving  to  the  latter  the 
power  to  grant  franchises  in  the  pub- 
be  streets,  were  not  unconstitutional 
merely  because  the  board  of  aldermen 
had  had,  prior  to  their  passage,  the  sole 
control  ot  the  streets,  and  authority  to 
grant  franchises  therein.  It  wan  con- 
tended that  the  legislature  had  no 
power  to  pass  these  laws,  since  it  was 
an  attempt  to  abolish  or  greatly  re- 
strict the  powers  and  duties  of  the 
board  of  aldermen  as  the  le^slative 
and  governing  board  of  the  city,  and 
tranffler  these  powers  and  duties  to  the 
board  of  estimate  and  apportionment. 
The  court,  however,  held  that  art  x. 
§  2,  of  the  Constitution  had  no  applica- 
tion to  the  case,  as  the  statutes  did  not 
assume  to  appoint  any  one  to  a^  local 
or  other  office,  but,  at  most,  simply 
imposed  some  new  and  additional 
duties  upon  the  board  of  estimate  and 
apportionment  which  had  theretofore 
been  performed  by  the  board  of  alder- 
men, and  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
Constitution  forbidding  such  legi^^ 
tion.  Present  charter  of  Greater  New 
York  City,  ante,  J  26,  where  its  complex 
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TioIatioD  of  the  constitutional  provision  statutes  which,  directly 
or  indirectly,  authorize  the  appointment  of  local  officers  by  State 
officials  or  by  the  legislature,  or  extend  the  terms  of  local  officers 
already  elected,  or  limit  the  power  of  local  authorities  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  local  officers.^  The  court  has  also  said  that  the  legislature 
cannot  confer  upon  the  governor  of  the  State  an  absolute  and  un- 
qualified power  of  removal  It  may  not  permit  the  governor  to 
remove  the  incumbent  from  a  city  office,  when  he  deems  him  not 
to  be  the  proper  man  for  the  place  and  thinks  a  better  one  could  be 
appointed.  The  intent  of  the  Constitution  is  that  the  office  shall 
be  filled  by  an  incumbent  whom  the  electors  of  the  locality  or  their 
chosen  officers  deem  the  proper  person  to  discharge  its  duties  re- 
gardless of  the  opinion  of  the  other  officers  or  other  electors  of  the 
State  on  that  subject.  When  the  Constitution  provides  that  the  officer 
shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  the  locality  or  appointed  by  some 
local  authority,  its  mandate  is  that  the  office  shall  be  filled  and  held 
solely  by  virtue  of  such  election  or  appointment.  An  absolute  power 
of  removal  in  the  governor  is  inconsistent  with  such  a  tenure.^ 
And  in  applying  civil-service  provisions  of  the  Constitution  requir- 
ing the  selection  of  municipal  officers  according  to  fitness  ascer- 
tained by  a  competitive  examination,  the  right  of  selection  must  be 
preserved  to  the  municipal  authorities.  The  legislature  cannot  re- 
quire that  the  municipal  authorities  shall  appoint  to  a  local  office 
the  person  which  a  civil-service  commission  has  ascertained  to  have 
the  highest  qualifications  therefor,  since  the  right  of  appointment 
involves  the  power  of  selection  and  the  exercise  of  discretion  and 
judgment,  and  the  assumption  of  the  right  of  appointment  by  the 
commission  would  transfer  the  real  power  of  appointment  from  the 
local  authorities  to  the  civil-service  commission  and  thus  nullify 
the  constitutional  guarantee  of  local  self-government.'    Under  these 

fcbeme  of  government  and  admini&-   People  v.  McKinney,  52  N.  Y.  374; 
tratioD  18  given.  overruling    People    v.    Batchelor,    22 

1  Warner  v.  People,  2  Denio,  272;  N.  Y.  128;  People  v.  Randall,  151 
Dcvoy  V.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  36  N.  Y.  497;  People  v,  Foley,  148  N.  Y 
N.  Y.  449 ;  People  v.  Bull,  46  N.  Y.  57 ;  677 ;  Matter  of  Haase,  88  N.  Y.  App. 
People  V,  McKinney,  52  N.  Y.  374;  Div.  242;  People  v.  Palmer,  154  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Crooks,  53  N.Y.  648;  Matter   136. 

of  Brenner,  170  N.  Y.  185.  A  statute  "  People  v.  Coler,  173  N.  Y.  103, 
extending  the  term  of  the  incumbent  116.  In  this  case  three  judges  were  of 
of  a  local  office  is  in  conflict  with  this  the  opinion  that  power  to  remove  a  city 
provision  of  the  Constitution,  because  officer  could  not  be  vested  in  the  gov- 
it  is  in  substance  an  appointment  by  emor  under  the  Constitution.  The 
^  legislature  to  the  omce  for  the  ex-  remaining  three  judges  decUned  to 
tended  term,  and  an  usurpation  by  that  express  any  opinion  on  that  point,  say- 
body  of  the  right  to  fill  the  office,  which  ing  it  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision 
is  secured  by  the  Constitution  to  the  of  the  case, 
eleetora.    People  i;.  Bull,  46  N.  Y.  57;        »  People  v.  Mosher,  163  N.  Y.  32. 
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principles  it  has  been  held  that  the  office  of  a  local  asses34)r  of 
taxes  is  protected  by  this  provision  of  the  Constitution,  and  the 
legislature  cannot  transfer  all  his  functions  to  a  State  officer  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor.*  But  the  constitutional  provision,  when 
invoked  in  relation  to  taxation,  should  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  supreme  taxing  power  of  the  legislature,  and  neither  should 
be  so  construed  as  to  embarrass  or  cripple  the  other.  Hence,  when 
the  legislature  asserts  the  right  to  create  a  new  system  of  taxation 
for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  to  taxation  property  of  a  new  character 
hitherto  untaxed  with  some  other  property  incidental  thereto  and 
worthless  without  it,  the  fact  that  the  local  assessors  have  exercised 
jurisdiction  over  some  portion  of  the  property  so  taxed  does  not 
prevent  the  legislature  from*  entrusting  the  assessment  of  the  whole 
of  such  property  to  officers  appointed  by  it  or  by  the  governor.' 
The  court  will  not  permit  this  constitutional  provision  to  be  evaded 
under  color  of  exercising  some  other  general  power  which  the 
legislature  may  possess.  The  right  of  the  people  to  select  their 
local  officers  cannot  be  evaded  or  disregarded  by  conferring  the 
power  of  appointment  upon  some  agency  of  their  own  selection, 
coupled  with  such  conditions  and  restrictions  as  to  make  the  choice 


»  People  D.  Rajrmond,  37  N.  Y.  428. 

»  People  V,  Tax  Gom'ra,  174  N.  Y. 
417.  In  this  case  the  court  had  before 
it  the  provisions  of  certain  statutes 
amending  the  New  York  tax  law,  which 
authorized,  for  the  first  time,  the  assess- 
ment or  valuation  for  the  purpose  of 
general  taxation  of  all  "special  fran- 
chises" by  a  State  board  of  tax  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  governor. 
This  statute  aeclared  in  substance  that 
every  right,  authority,  or  permission  to 
construct,  maintain,  or  operate  struc- 
tures and  appliances,  for  public  use,  in, 
under,  above,  or  through  streets,  high- 
ways, and  other  public  places^  such  as 
railroads,  gas-pic^s,  water  mams,  poles 
and  wires  for  electric,  telephone,  and 
telegraph  lines,  and  the  like,  should  be 
**a  special  franchise."  For  purposes 
of  taxation  these  special  franchises  were 
made  real  estate,  and  were  declared  to 
include  the  value  of  the  tangible  prop- 
erty of  a  person  or  corporation,  situ- 
ated in,  upon,  under,  or  above  any 
street,  highway,  or  public  place  in  con- 
nection with  the  spHBcial  franchise,  but 
did  not  include  anything  that  was  not 
in  the  street  or  public  place,  and  ex- 
cluded the  power-house,  depots,  and 
all    structures    on    private    property. 


Previous  to  the  enactment  of  the  stat- 
ute, the  tangible  property  in  the  streets, 
highways,  and  pubhc  places  had  been 
taxed  by  the  local  assessors  as  real  es- 
tate in  the  same  manner  as  other  real 
estate  situated  within  the  jurisdiction. 
It  was  held  that  the  fact  that  this  tan- 
^ble  property  was  taken  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  local  assessore  and 
transferred  to  the  State  board  of  tax 
commissionere  was  not  a  violation  of 
the  constitutional  provision.  The 
statute  created  a  new  system  of  taxa- 
tion, and  brought  within  its  range  a 
new  character  of  property  which  re- 
ouired  new  methods  of  valuation  and 
tne  exercise  of  functions  which  never 
belonged  to  local  assessors,  and  the 
tangible  property  formerly  assessed  by 
local  assessors  was  an  inseparable  part 
of  the  special  franchises  constituting 
with  them  a  new  entity,  and  the  legis- 
lature, therefore,  as  incidental  to  the 
adoption  of  a  system  of  taxation  of  the 
special  franchises  might  properiy  trans- 
fer the  assessment  and  valuation  of  the 
tangible  property  to  the  State  board 
of  assessors  without  violating  the  con- 
stitutional provision  guaranteeing  local 
self-government  to  dties,  towns,  and 
villages. 
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virtually  that  of  the  legislature  and  not  of  the  people.  Hence,  when 
the  power  of  appointment  is  conferred  upon  the  common  council 
of  a  city,  it  must  be  exercised  in  the  ordinary  manner  according  to 
the  procedure  governing  legislative  or  deliberative  bodies,  and  the 
appointment  must  be  made  by  the  council  as  a  unit  acting  in  its 
official  capacity  through  the  vote  of  the  majority,  and  not  by  a 
mere  minority  or  portion  of  the  council.* 

The  Wisconsin  Constitution  contains  a  provision  in  exactly  the 
same  terms  as  the  New  York  Constitution.^  It  provides  that  "all 
city,  town,  and  village  officers  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not 
provided  for  by  this  Constitution  shall  be  elected  by  the  electors 
of  such  cities,  towns  or  villages  or  of  some  division  thereof  or  ap- 
pointed by  such  authorities  thereof  as  the  legislature  shall  designate 
for  that  purpose."  This  clause  has  been  construed  in  several  cases, 
and  the  general  result  of  the  decisions  is  to  deprive  the  legislature 
of  all  power  to  provide  officers  for  the  municipality  otherwise  than 
by  election  by  the  voters  of  the  municipality,  or  by  appointment  by 
some  local  authority  thereof.^ 


'  RAthbone  v.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  459. 
In  this  case  an  act  for  the  reoteaniza- 
tion  of  the  police  department  of  Albany 
provided  that  for  the  purpose  of  a  meet- 
ing of  the  common  council  to  elect  four 
persons  as  police  commissioners,  the 
members  attending  should  constitute 
a  quorum;  and  tusit  each  member  of 
the  common  council  should  be  entitled 
to  vote  for  not  more  than  two  of  such 
persons.  The  court  held  that  this 
statute  violated  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision in  two  respects:  (1)  The  pro- 
vision for  a  quorum  to  consist  of  any 
number  of  attending  members,  thereby 
empowering  a  minority  to  act  irrespec- 
tive of  the  wish  or  opinion  of  the  ma- 
jority, did  not  make  the  election  an 
appointnient  by  the  local  authorities 
of  the  city  within  the  constitutional 
provision;  (2)  The  provision  restrict- 
ing the  vote  of  each  member  to  two 
persons  was  also  a  mere  device  to  enable 
a  minority  to  elect  two  commissioners 
and  also  violated  the  constitutional 
provision.  (yBrieny  J.,  said  with  refer- 
ence to  these  features:  "When  the 
common  council  of  a  city  is  designated 
as  the  appointing  power,  the  term  is  to 
t>e  understood  in  its  usual  ordinary  and 
popular  sense,  and  the  authority  is  to 
oe  exercised  in  the  ordinary  manner, 
according  to  the  procedure  governing 
lecislative  or  deliberative  bodies.  When 
it  IS  so  fettered  and  cramped  in  its  offi- 


cial action,  and  its  power  so  divided 
that  the  vote  of  a  single  member  in  the 
minority  is  made  as  potential  as  that 
of  a  dozen  in  the  majority,  it  then 
ceases  to  be  the  common  council  or  the 
local  authority,  in  any  just  or  practical 
sense,  and  becomes  a  mere  instrument 
to  register  the  le^lative  will."  See, 
distinguishing  this  case,  Wilcox  v. 
McCleUan,  185  N.  Y.  9.  In  Matter  of 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  99  N.  Y.  569, 
a  statute  laid  out  certain  public  places 
and  parks  in  Westchester  Ck)unty  and 
extended  the  jurisdiction  of  the  de- 
partment of  parks  of  the  city  of  New 
York  over  the  public  places  and  parks 
so  laid  out  by  virtue  of  this  provision. 
The  park  pohce  of  New  York  City  was 
given  jurisdiction  and  authority  over 
the  public  places  and  parks  so  created. 
It  was  held  that  the  park  police  did  not 
become  Westchester  County  officers, 
that  no  official  of  that  county  was  leg- 
islated out  of  office,  nor  were  tne  powers 
and  duties  of  any  officer  in  Westchester 
so  curtailed  or  destroyed  as  practically 
to  subvert  his  office  and  bestow  it  on 
another,  and  that  while  a  conffict  of  au- 
thority between  the  park  police  and  the 
Westcnester  County  officers  might  arise, 
the  home  rule  provision  of  the  New  York 
Constitution  was  not  violated. 

»  Wb.  Const.,  art.  xiii.  §  9. 

»  In  State  v.  Meyers,  52  Wis.  628, 
it  is  held  that  an  act  providing  for  the 
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§  102  (59).     Distlnetion  between  State  and  Mnnicipal  Officers.  — 
Recognizing  and  applying  the  distinction  in  the  preceding  sections 


appointment  by  the  circuit  judge  in 
certain  cases  of  commissioners  to  re- 
view the  aggr^ate  valuations  made 
for  the  county  Doard  of  the  taxable 
property  in  the  several  towns,  villages, 
and  cities  of  a  county  was  valid,  such 
commissioners  not  being  officers  within 
the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution, but  being  merely  appointed  to 
do  a  specific  act,  the  power  ceasing 
when  that  act  is  performed.  In  State 
V.  Tuttle,  53  Wis.  45,  it  was  held  that 
the  term  ''electors''  in  this  clause  is 
synonymous  with  "voters"  in  other 
provisions  of  the  Constitution,  and 
means  those  persons  who  have  the 
Qualifications  of  electors  prescribed  in 
tne  Constitution ;  and  a  provision  in  a 
village  charter  enacting  tnat  an  elector 
must  reside  in  the  village  twenty  da^rs 
next  preceding  the  election  for  munici- 
pal officers  before  he  is  entitled  to  vote 
at  such  election,  was  held  to  be  a  restric- 
tion upon  the  right  of  voting,  which,  by 
imposing  additional  and  unauthorized 
(qualifications,  rendered  the  provision 
invalid  as  being  in  contravention  of 
J  9  of  art.  xiii.  of  the  Constitution. 
What  kind  of  officers  a  city  or  village 
shall  have  is  for  the  legislature  to  pre- 
scribe. The  only  village  officer  whose 
election  or  appointment  is  provided  for 
in  the  Constitution  is  a  justice  of  the 
peace.  Jones  v.  Kolb,  56  Wis.  263; 
Cole  V.  Black  River  Falls,  57  Wis.  110; 
State  V.  Alder,  87  Wis.  554. 

In  Chicago^  &c.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Langlade 
County,  56  Wis.  614,  it  was  said  that 
the  last  clause  of  §  9  of  art.  xiii.,  pro- 
viding that  "all  officers  whose  omces 
may  hereafter  be  created  by  law  shall 
be  elected  by  the  people  or  appointed 
as  the  legislature  may  direct,'^  has  no 
reference  to  any  of  the  kinds  of  officers 
provided  for  in  the  Constitution,  but 
only  to  other  kinds  of  offices  thereafter 
created.  Therefore,  under  the  provi- 
sion that  "all  county  officers  whose 
election  or  appointment  is  not  pro- 
vided for  by  this  Constitution  shall  be 
elected  by  the  electors  of  the  respective 
counties  or  be  appointed  by  the  boards 
of  supervisors  or  other  county  author- 
ities as  the  legislature  shall  direct,"  it 
was  not  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  fill  a  vacancy  in  a  county  office 
created  before  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution by  appointment  of  the  gov- 
ernor.   This  case  held,  however,  that, 


assuming  that  the  appointments  made 
by  the  governor  were  invalid,  as  the 
offices  were  properly  created  and  ex- 
isted de  jure,  the  persons  appointed 
thereto  having  entered  upon  tne  duties 
of  the  offices  were  officers  de  fado^ 
whose  title  to  office  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned collaterally.  Following  this 
case,  it  was  held  that  the  office  of  city 
attorney  having  existed  before  the  Con- 
stitution was  adopted,  it  was  one  of  the 
city  offices  which  are  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution,  and  an  act 
extending  the  term  of  office  of  the  in- 
cumbent for  two  years,  being  in  effect 
an  appointment  to  the  office,  was  a 
violation  of  the  Constitution.  State  v. 
Krez,  88  Wis.  135. 

Construing  the  provision  that  "all 
village  officers  whose  election  or  appoint- 
ment b  not  provided  for  by  this  Consti- 
tution shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of 
such  village  or  some  division  thereof,  or 
appointed  by  such  authorities  thereof 
as  the  legislature  shall  designate  for  that 
purpose/'  the  court  held  that  the  leg- 
islature had  no  power  to  appoint  the 
officers  for  any  village.  Its  power  was 
limited  to  two  methods  of  filling  the 
offices:  first,  to  direct  the  election  of 
the  officers  of  the  village  by  the  elec- 
tors thereof,  or,  if  the  viaaffe  be  divided 
into  wards  or  other  suboivisions,  the 
officers  of  such  divisions  might  be 
elected  by  the  electors  thereof ;  or,  sec- 
ond, the  legislature  might  direct  the 
appointment  of  village  officers  by  some 
established  authority  of  such  villa^. 
And  an  act  providing  for  the  election 
of  the  officers  of  a  village  by  declaring 
that  the  officers  of  the  town  within  the 
limits  of  which  the  village  is  situated 
should  be  the  officers  of  the  village  is 
in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution.  Construing  the  words 
"  village  authority, "  the  court  said  that 
it  was  probable  "that  there  can  be  no 
village  authority  in  which  the  power 
of  appointment  can  be  vested  which  is 
not  Drought  into  existence  bv  an  elec- 
tion by  the  electors  of  the  village.  The 
words  'authority  thereof  undoubt^ 
edly  mean  some  officers  or  board  of 
officers  of  the  village.  And  there  is  no 
way  of  filling  an  office  or  official  board 
in  a  village  m  the  first  instance  except 
by  an  election  of  the  electors  thereof. 
When  some  office  or  board  is  filled  by 
an  election,  then  such  officer  or  board 
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between  State  ojpcera  and  municipal  officers,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Missouri  held  that  the  mayor  of  a  city  was  not  an  officer  under 
the  StatCf  within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional  provision,  giving 
the  Supreme  Court  jurisdiction  only  when  title  to  an  office  under  the 
State  is  in  contest.^ 

§103  (60).  Police  Offieers;  Mode  of  Appointment. — It  has 
been  several  times  determined  that  the  legislature  may,  unless 
specially  restricted  in  the  Constitution,  taJee  from  a  municipal  cor- 
poration its  charter  powers  respecting  the  police  and  their  appoint- 
ment, and  by  statute  itself  directly  provide  for  a  permanent  police 
for  the  corporation,  under  the  control  of  a  board  of  police  not  ap- 
pointed or  elected  by  the  corporate  authorities,  but  consisting  of 
commissioners  named  and  appointed  by  the  legislature  or  by  the 
governor,  or  otherwise  appointed  as  the  legislature  may  in  its  dis- 
cretion direct.  Police  officers  are  in  fact  State  or  public  officers, 
and  not  private  or  corporate  officers.  And  a  provision  in  such  a 
law,  transferring  to  such  commissioners,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
new  police,  the  use  of  the  police  telegraph,  station-houses,  watch- 
boxes,  etc.,  provided  by  the  corporation,  is  valid  since  it  only  takes 
city  property  dedicated  to  a  particular  use  and  applies  it  to  the  same 
purpose,  changing  only  the  agency  by  which  the  use  is  directed ;  the 
property  is  still  the  city's.* 

may  be  vested  with  power  to  appoint  create  any  officCj  the  term  of  which  shall 

other  officers  for  the  village ;  but  until  be  longer  than  four  years."    But  a  pro- 

an  election  of  some  officer  or  officers  of  vision  m  the  Constitution  of  Connecticut 

the  village   is   made  by  the  electors  prohibiting  an  increase  of  the  compen- 

thereof,  there  can  be  no  village  author-  sation  of  any  public  officer  durine  his 

ity  in  which  the  appointing  power  can  term,  is  violated  by  a  resolution  of  the 

be  vested  by  the  legislature.      Ck)le  v.  common  council  to  pay  compensation 

Black  River  Falls,  67  Wis.  110;  State  to  a  committee  of  the  council  who  were 

V.  Krez,  88  Wis.  135.  entitled  to  no  salary,  for  customary  ser- 

'  Britten  V.  Steber,  62  Mo.  370.    A  vices  rendered  during  the  year.    Garvie 

State  officer  may  be  connected  with  v,  Hartford,  54  Conn.  440.     See  also 

some  of  the  municipal  functions,  but  he  David  v,  Portland  Water  Committee, 

must  derive  his  powers  from  a  State  14  Oreg.  98. 

statute,  and  execute  his  powers  in  obe-        '  Baltimore  v.  Board  of  Police  (af- 

dience  to  a  State  law.    State  v,  Valle,  firming  validity  to  the  Baltimore  poUce 

41  Mo.  29.     Aldermen  and  common  bill),  15  Md.  376;   Americus  v.  Perry, 

councilmen  are  considered  '*  civil  offi-  114  Ga.  871;  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind. 

cers"  within  the  meaning  of  the  pro-  382;    Evansville    v.    State,   118    Ind. 

visions  of  the  Constitution  of  Rhode  382,  426;    State  v.  Denny,   118  Ind. 

Idand  relating  to  the  qualifications  of  449;  State  v.  Fox,  158  Ind.  126;  State 

voters.    In  re  The  Newport  Charter,  14  v.  Barker,  116  Iowa,  96;  State  v.  Hun- 

R.  L  655.    Water  committee  with  stat-  ter,  38  Kan.  578 ;     Louisville    Police 

ate  authority  to  construct  and  manage  Com'rs  v,   Louisville,  3  Bush    (Ky.), 

the  water- works  of  a  city  was  held  to  597;    Lexington    v.    Thompson,    113 

be  agents,  and  not  "officers,"  within  Ky.   540;  68  S.   W.   Rep.   477;  Dia- 

the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  pro-  mond    v.    Cain,    21     La.    An.    309; 

Tiflion  that  the  legislature  ''shall  not  Baltimore  v.  State,  15  Md.  306,  376; 
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§  104  (61).    Moda  ol  Payment  ol  PoUea  Officers. —In  the    ab- 
sence of  special  constitutional  restriction  it  is  competent  likewise 

Commonwealth  v.  Plaisted,  148  Mass.  the  oreanixation  of  a  police  force  for  the 
375 ;  People  v.  Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481,  city  m  Lamsville  and  county  of  Jeffer- 
492;  People  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  son  did  not  violate  this  provision,  al-  * 
81,  82;  Moreland  v,  MiUen,  126  Mich,  though  the  police  commissionerB  were 
381 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Bolger,  128  elected  by  the  city  and  county  and  not 
Mich.  355 ;  State  v.  St.  Louis  County  by  the  city  alone.  The  cases  concur  in 
Court,  34  Mo.  546 ;  State  v.  Mason,  153  holding  that  pUiee  officers  are,  in  fact. 
Mo.  2^;  State  v.  Stobie,  194  Mo.  14;  State  officers  and  not  municifMd,  al- 
Redell  v.  Moores,  63  Neb.  219;  State  v.  though  a  particular  city  or  town  be 
Broatch,  68  Neb.  687 ;  State  v.  Nolan,  taxed  to  ray  them.  See  the  authori- 
71  Neb.  136;  Gooch V.Exeter, 70 N.H.  ties  cited  above;  also  Chicago  v. 
413;  State  v.  Covington,  29  Ohio  St.  Wright,  69  111.  318, 326 ;  State  v.  Leovy, 
102;  State  v.  Baughman,  38  Ohio  St.  21  La.  An.  538;  Cobb  v.  City  of  Port- 
455;  Newport  v.  Uorton,  22  R.  I.  196,  land,  55  Me.  381 ;  Kelley  v.  Cook,  21 
201;  Horton  v.  Newport,  27  R.  I.  283;  R.  I.  29;  Allor  v.  Wayne,  43  Mich.  76; 
61  Atl.  Rep.  759;  Ex  parte  Tracey  Robertson  r.  Baxter,  57  Mich.  127, 131 ; 
(Tex.  Grim.  App.),  93  S.  W.  Rep.  538;  pott,  {  390;  Cooley,  Taxation  (3d  cd.), 
Burch  V.  Hardwicke^  30  Gratt.  (Va.)  chap.  xxi.  p.  1296. 
24.  There  is  nothing  m  the  maxim  that  In  New  'York,  decisions  are  to  be 
"taxation  and  representation  so  to-  found  which  treat  police  commissioners 
get  her"  that  can  preclude  the  tegisla-  and  police  officers  as  officers  of  the 
ture  from  establisliing  in  a  city  a  met-  city,  and  not  of  the  State.  These  de- 
ropolUan  police  boards  with  power  to  cisions,  however,  are  founded  upon  the 
estimate  tne  expenses  of  the  police,  and  terms  of  an  express  constitutional  pro- 
compelling  the  city  authorities  to  raise  vision,  which  declares  that  all  city  offi- 
by  taxation  the  amount  so  estimated,  oers  whose  election  or  appointment  is 
Kvery  city  b  represented  in  the  State  not  provided  for  shall  be  elected  by 
legislature ;  and  it  is  for  that  bodv  to  the  electors  of  such  cities  or  some  divi- 
determine  how  much  power  shall  be  sion  thereof,  or  appointed  by  such 
conferred  by  the  mumcipal  charters  authorities  thereof  as  the  legislature 
wliich  it  grants.  People  v,  Mahaney,  shall  designate.  ''All  other  officers 
13  Mich.  481,  500;  Gooch  v.  Exeter,  70  whose  offices  may  hereafter  be  created 
N.  H.  413,  416.  by  law  shall  be  elected  by  the  people 
But  in  Michigan,  the  legislature  or  appointed  as  the  legislature  may 
<;annot  authorize  a  board  of  police  ap-  direct."  This  provision  refers  to 
pointed  by  the  governor  for  a  city,  offices  instituted  and  existing  under  the 
whose  members  must  be  residents  of  actual  laws  of  the  State  at  the  time  the 
the  city,  to  exercise  police  powers  in  constitutional  provision  was  adopted, 
townships  outside  the  city.  Metro-  Consequentlv,  where  there  was,  ante- 
politan  Police  v.  Board  of  Auditors  of  rior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution, 
Wayne  Co.,  68  Mich.  576.  In  Speed  v.  a  chief  or  executive  officer  of  the  police 
Crawford,  3  Met.  ^y.)  207,  a  statute  and  a  police  force  in  a  city,  these  offi- 
directed  the  governor  to  appoint  the  cials  were  public,  and  th^  were,  more- 
police  board  of  a  city.  The  court  over,  city  officers  within  the  meaning  of 
neld  that  as  the  members  of  the  board  the  Constitution ;  and  if,  therefore,  they 
were  required  to  reside  in  the  city,  to  are  appointed  for  the  territorial  limits 
be  qualmed  voters  of  the  city,  ana  to  of  a  city  they  must  be  elected  by  the 
keep  their  offices  therein,  and  as  their  electors  of  the  city,  or  appointed  by 
powers  and  duties  related  to  matters  such  authorities  thereof  as  the  legisla- 
exclusively  local,  being  confined  to  sub-  ture  may  designate.  People  v.  Draper, 
jects  pertaining  to  the  ''police  depart-  15  N.  Y.  532,  542.  In  this  case,  how- 
ment  of  the  city,  they  were  officers  of  ever,  it  was  held  that  the  legi^ture 
the  city,  who  must  be  eleded  under  the  niight,  without  violating  this  oonstitu- 
provision  of  the  Constitution  that  offi-  tional  provision,  create  a  police  district 
cers  for  cities  shall  be  elected  for  such  consisting  of  territory  other  than  the 
terms  and  in  such  manner  as  may  be  limits  of  a  city,  e.  g,,  a  number  of  coun- 
prescribed  by  law.  But  in  Police  ties,  and  authorize  the  governor  to 
Com'rsv.  Louisville,  3  Bush  (Ky.),  597,  appoint  commiaaoners  of  police  for 
it  was  held  that  an  act  providing  for  such  police  district.     See  also  People 
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to  the  legislature  of  a  State  to  enact  that  the  county  shall  pay  a  por- 
tion of  the  expenses  of  a  police  force  in  a  city  situated  wholly  within, 
and  forming  part  of,  the  county.  Police  officers  really  execute  public 
or  State,  as  distinguished  from  corporate,  duties.  It  may  even  direct 
a  county  to  appropriate  part  of  its  revenue  already  collected  in  this 
way,  since  such  legislation  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  being  retro- 
spective in  its  operation,  or  as  taking  away  vested  rights,  or  impairing 
the  obligation  of  contracts,  or  violating  the  principles  of  taxation. 
As  moneys  acquired  by  taxation  are  not  strictly  the  private  property 
of  the  cotmty,  such  legislation  is  not  the  application  of  private  prop- 
erty to  public  use  without  compensation,  since  the  police  board,  by 
virtue  of  the  act  creating  it,  was  an  agency  of  the  State  government 
and  performed  public  duties.^    Such  is  the  legblative  power  over 


V.  Shepard,  36  N.  Y.  285.  But  the  dis- 
trict must  be  created  in  good  faith.  If 
it  b  created  with  the  obvious  intent  of 
evading  the  constitutional  provision, 
and  merely  includes  some  tnvial  frag- 
ments of  territory  outside  the  city 
limits,  the  statute  creating  the  district 
and  authorizing  the  appointment  of 
conmiiflBioDeniisimconstitutional.  Peo- 
ple V.  Albertson,  55  N.  Y.  50.  See  also 
Rathbone  v.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  459; 
People  V.  Ck)ler,  173  N.  Y.  103,  114.  It 
is  to  be  remarked  of  all  these  cases  that 
they  depend  upon  the  express  terms  of 
the  coi^itutional  provision  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  been  applied  by 
the  courts,  and  not  upon  the  question 
whether  police  officers  perform  some 
portion  ot  the  functions  and  duties  of 
the  State  rather  than  of  the  munici- 
pality. 

In  State  v.  Downs,  60  Kan.  788, 
where  the  question  under  considerar 
tion  was  whether  an^  act  providing  for 
the  control  and  management  of  fire 
and  police  departments  in  certain  cities 
was  an  act  "conferring  corporate  pow- 
ers" within  the  meaning  of  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Kansas  CanstUuiian  prohib- 
iting special  laws  conferring  corporate 
jxiwers,  it  is  said  that  general  polit- 
ical and  governmental  powers  in  the 
execution  of  the  public  policies  of  the 
State,  and  not  in  execution  of  the  spe- 
cial and  internal  affairs  of  a  prescribed 
locality,  may  be  administered  through 
quasi  political  agencies,  whilst  matters 
affecting  the  internal  affairs  of  the  local- 
ity can  only  be  adininistered  through 
agencies  corporate  in  chajtuster;  that 
educaHon  is  an  interest  of  the  whole 
State,  whilst  a  pdioe  and  fire  depart- 


ment for  a  city  is  an  interest  of  the  city 
alone,  and  hence  the  latter  is  an  exer- 
cise of  a  corporate  power. 

*  State  V.  St.  Louis  County  Court 
(mandamus),  34  Mo.  546 ;  contra,  Nash- 
ville V,  Towns,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.),  186. 
The  view  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mis- 
souri is  undoubtecUy  the  correct  one. 
Approved  in  St.  Louis  v.  Shields,  52 
Mo.  351 ;  People  v.  Morris,  13  Wend. 
325;  Sa^amon  Co.  v.  Springfield,  63 
111.- 66;  Weymouth,  Ac.  Fire  Dist.  v. 
County  Comers,  108  Mass.  142;  Stilz  v. 
Indianapolis,  55  Ind.  515. 

The  maintenance  of  a  police  force  may 
be  committed  to  the  corporate  authori- 
ties of  a  municipality,  and  if  there  are 
no  special  constitutional  restrictions 
on  the  power  of  the  legislature,  it  may 
authorize  the  assessment  of  a  tax  upon 
the  keepers  of  saloons  and  restaurants 
in  the  municipality  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  such  police  foree  tnerein, 
to  be  leviedand  collected  as  other  taxes. 
Durach's  Appeal,  62  Pa.  St.  491 ;  post, 
§{  1369,  1372;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Adler.  56  111.  344. 

School  districts  being  public  corpora- 
tions, under  legislative  control,  a  law 
providing  that  school  debts  mav  be 
paid  in  bills  of  the  State  bank  of  the 
State  is  valid  as  against  the  objection 
that  the  legislature  had  no  power  to 
direct  that  anything  except  gold  and 
silver  should  be  received  m  payment 
of  debts.    Bush  v.  Shipman,  5  III.  190. 

A  municipal  corporation  may  consti- 
tutionally be  exempted  from  'prospective 
liability  for  non-feasance  of  its  officers 
or  liability  for  torts.  Gray  v,  Brook- 
lyn, 10  Abb.  Pr.  R.  N.  b.  186;  post, 
chapter  on  Civil  Actions  and  Liabihtieo. 
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counties  and  their  property  paid  for  by  taxation  that  the  General 
Assembly  may  constitutionally  enact  a  law  to  take  railroad  stock 
from  the  county  after  it  has  been  subscribed  and  paid  for  out  of 
funds  raised  by  taxation,  and  transfer  it  to  those  from  whom  the 
money  was  collected,  and,  in  the  event  they  do  not  apply  for  it,  to 
vest  it  in  townships  for  school  purposes.^ 


§  105  (62).  Legislative  Power  over  Bevennes.  —  The  legiti- 
mate authority  of  the  legislature  over  municipal  corporations  ex- 
tends to  making  provisions  concerning  their  funds  and  revenues,^  and 
the  authority  is  not  abridged  because  the  purpose  to  which  the 
revenue  is  to  be  appropriated  is  specified  in  the  charter;  and  the 
ground  of  the  doctrine  is  that  such  corporations  have  no  vested  rights 
in  powers  conferred  upon  them  for  civil,  political,  or  administrative 
purposes.  Thus,  the  legislature  may  repeal  the  power  it  had  given 
to  cities  to  grant  licenses  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  although 
the  money  to  be  derived  from  the  sale  of  such  licenses  was  directed 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  support  of  paupers  within  the  city.'  Such 
an  authority,  it  was  remarked,  "gives  the  city  no  more  a  vested  right 
to  issue  licenses,  because  the  legislature  specified  the  objects  to  which 
the  money  should  be  applied,  than  if  it  had  been  put  into  the  general 
fund  of  the  city."  * 


*  Lucas  V.  Tippecanoe  Co..  44  Ind. 
524;  Downey f  Warden^  and  Osooriif  JJ., 
concurring,  Buskirk  and  PeUit,  JJ.,  difl- 
senting.  The  opinions  are  elaborate, 
and  refer  to  the  leading  authorities  on 
the  subject.  The  dissenting  judges  con- 
sider Spauiding  v.  Andover,  54  N.  H. 
38,  then  recently  decided  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  New  Hampshire,  as 
strongly  sustaining  their  views.  In 
Board  of  Com'rs  of  Tippecanoe  County 
V.  Lucas,  Treasurer,  93  U.  S.  108,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  was 
of  the  opinion  that  as  counties  were 
mere  agencies  of  government  whose 
powers  ma^  be  changed  at  pleasure, 
revenues  raised  by  taxation,  although 
levied  for  specific  public  purposes,  are 
so  far  subject  to  the  le^slature  that 
it  may  direct  them  to  be  applied  to 
other  uses  of  the  municipality;  and, 
therefore,  that  it  was  competent  for 
the  legislature  to  direct  restitution  to 
the  taxpayer  of  property  exacted  from 
him  by  taxation  in  whatever  form  the 

{)roperty  may  have  been  changed,  so 
ong  as  it  remained  in  the  possession  of 
the  municipality. 

'  Ante,  §§  96,  103,  104,  and  notes. 


*  Gutzweller  v.  People,  14  111.  142; 
anU,  i  92,  note. 

*  Gutzweller  v.  People,  14  III.  142, 
per  Caton,  J.  See  also  Richland  Co. 
V.  Lawrence  Co.,  12  111.  1 ;  adhered  to, 
Sangamon  Co.  v,  Springfield,  63  111.  71 ; 
Spauiding  v.  Andover  (full  discussion 
by  Foster,  J.),  54  N.  H.  38;  Home  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Augusta  City  Council,  93  U.  S. 
116;  People  v.  San  Luis  Obispe  County. 
50  Cal.  561 ;  People  v.  Power,  25  111.  187 ; 
Richmond  v.  Richmond,  &c.  Railroad 
Co.,  21  Gratt.  (Va.)  604,  holding  that 
the  State  may  exempt '  property  from 
municipal  taxation.  Bjr  the  charter 
of  a  municipal  corporation  there  was 
granted  to  it  sole  power  to  ^rant 
licenses  to  sell  spirituous  liquors  within 
its  limits,  and  to  appropriate  the  money 
arising  thereform  to  city  purposes. 
Subsequently  the  legislature  passed  an 
act  directing  the  money^  thus  raised  to 
be  paid  by  the  corporation  to  an  acad- 
emy located  wnthin  the  town.  The 
municipal  corporation  refused  to  pay 
over  to  the  academy  an  amount  re- 
ceived for  licenses  after  the  passage  of 
the  last-named  act,  and  the  academy 
brought  an  action  to  recover  it.    Tm 
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§  106  (63).  Legislative  Power  over  Municipal  Oharters.  —  Leg- 
islative acts  respecting  the  political  and  governmental  powers  of 
municipal  corporations  not  being  in  the  nature  of  contracts^  the 
provisions  thereof  may  be  changed  at  pleasure  where  the  consti- 
tvtional  rights  of  creditors  and  others  are  not  invaded.^  By  act  of 
the  legislature  the  separate  city  of  Lafayette  was  added  to  and  in- 
corporated with  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  with  a  provision  that  the 
added  district,  which  was  less  in  debt  than  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
should  be  charged  only  with  its  own  debts;  and  by  a  subsequent  act 
of  the  legislature  it  was  provided  that  taxes  should  be  equal  and 
uniform  throughout  the  entire  limits  of  the  city ;  the  eCFect  of  which 
was  to  increase  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  raised  within  that  portion 
of  the  corporation  which  was  formerly  the  city  of  Lafayette.  A  bill 
was  filed  by  residents  and  property  owners  of  the  annexed  district 
to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  excess  of  taxes  beyond  the  amount  fixed 
by  the  act  incorporating  the  annexed  district  into  the  "old  city," 
claiming  that  the  act  was  a  contract,  and  the  levy  of  taxes  under  the 
latter  act,  so  far  as  regards  debts  due  antecedently  to  the  annexation, 
violated  the  vested  rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  annexed  district. 
The  Supreme  Court,  on  the  ground  that  public  corporations  are 
wholly  under  the  control  of  the  legislature,  which  has  the  power  to 
provide  in  what  manner  taxes  shall  be  levied  for  their  support,  and 

court  held  the  subsequent  act  to  be  lb,  328;  Youngs  v.  Hall,  9  Nev.  212; 

unconstitutional,   and  that  the  town  People  v.  Ingersoll,  58  N.  Y.  1 ;  People 

was  not  liable.     The  court   were  of  v.  Fields,  58  N.  Y.  491 ;  Home  Ins.  Co, 

opinion,  that,  by  its  charter,  the  town  v.  City  Council,  93  U.  S.    116;  jinte. 

had  a  vested  right  in  the  profits  arising  §  96,  note ;  Indianapolis  v.  Indianapolis 

from  licenses.      It  admitted  that  the  Home,  &c.,  50  Ind.  213,  215.    The  In- 

legislature  might  altogether  take  away  dianapolis  Home  for  Friendless  Women 

from  the   town   the  power  to  grant  is  so  far  a  public  cor|>oration  or  institu- 

licenses ;  but  if  it  allowed  the  power  to  tion,  that  an  appropriation  by  the  le^s- 

remain,  it  denied  the  right  of  the  le^is-  lature  of  fines,  collect^  for  the  violation 

lature  "to  make  a  different  disposition  of  certain  city  ordinances,  to  its  sup- 

of  the  funds  arising  from  such  licenses  port,  is  not  the  appropriation  of  money 

from  that   contained  in  the  charter,  to  a  private  purpose  (Lucas  v.  Tippe- 

unless  with  the  consent  of  the  corpora-  canoe  Board,  &c.,  44  Ind.  524) ;  mdi- 

tion."    Trustees  of  Aberdeen  Academy  anapolis  v.  Indianapolis  Home,  &c.,  50 

V.  Aberdeen,   21    Miss.  645.     See  also  Ind.  215. 

Aberdeen  v.  Saunderson,  16  Miss.  663.  ^  Smith  v.  Inge,  80  Ala.  283 ;  John- 

The  doctrine  that  the  town  corporar  son  v.  San  Diego,  109  Cal.  468,  quoting 

tion  had  a  vested  right  in  profits  aris-  text.    For  rights  of  creditors  of  munici- 

ing  from  licenses  cannot,  we  think,  be  pal  corporations,  see  post,  §  112,  chaps, 

sustained,  and  is  not  in  harmony  with  ix.,  x.,  and  xx.     As  to  constitutional 

the  decisions  elsewhere.     Indianapolis  rights  of  creditors,  mortgagees,  contrac- 

V.  Indianapolis  Home,  &().,  50  Ind.  215.  tors  with,  and  shareholders  of  private 

City,  county f  and  toumskip  funds  are  corporations,  as  against  the  legislative 

under  legislative  control.     Pike  County  power  of  the  State,  see  opinion  of  Ruger, 

V,  State,  11  III.  202;  Richland  County  C.  J.,  in  Peoples.  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1, 

V.  Lawrence  County,  12  III.  1 ;  Dennis  v.  known  as  the  Broadway  Surface  RadL 

Maynard,  15  III.  477;  Love  v,  Schenck,  way  Case^  infra,  §  112. 
12  Ired.  Law,  304 ;  Love  v.  Ramsour, 
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how  their  debts  shall  be  paid  on  their  dissolution,  held  the  act  au- 
thorizing increased  taxation  to  be  valid,  and  dismissed  the  bill' 
So  where,  after  a  contract  for  paving  streets  had  been  made,  but  be- 
fore it  was  fully  executed,  certain  wards  were  added  to  the  city  (b 
which  wards,  however,  no  part  of  the  paving  was  ever  done),  and 
no  provision  as  to  the  debts  of  the  corporation  was  made  in  the  act 
of  annexation,  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  might  afterwards  con- 
stitutionally enact,  as  against  the  contractor,  that  the  people  within 
the  wards  thus  added  should  not  be  taxed  to  pay  any  part  of  the  debt 
of  the  city  contracted  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  by  which  they 
were  brought  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation.'  And  the  same 
principle  was  asserted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
which  held  to  be  valid  a  legislative  act  by  which  the  city  of  Carroll- 
ton  was  annexed  to  New  Orleans,  with  a  provision  that  the  latter 
city  shodld  succeed  to  all  the  rights  and  property,  and  assume  and 
pay  all  of  the  debts  of  the  former.' 

§  107  (64).  Private  Ttiuts.  —  The  power  of  the  legblature  to 
aUer  and  ahcliah  municipal  corporations,  to  erect  new  corporations  in 
the  place  of  the  old,  to  add  to  the  old,  or  to  carve  out  of  the  old  a 
new  corporation,  or  the  power  to  divide  and  dispose  of  the  property 
held  by  such  corporations  for  municipal  purposes,  is  not  defeated  or 
affected  by  the  circumstance  that  the  corporation  is,  by  its  charter, 

>  Layton  v.  New  Orleans,  12  La.  An.  of  the  park  was  carved  out  of  the 
515.  See  also  Girard  v,  Philadelphia,  corporate  limits  of  Flatbush.  MUier, 
7  Wall.  1 ;  People  v.  Hill,  7  Gal.  97 ;  J.,  after  stating  that  had  an  orianal 
post,  chap.  X.;  State  v.  Flanders,  24  assessment  for  benefits  been  made  it 
La.  An.  57;  United  States  v.  Mem-  might  be  said  to  be  an  assessment  for 
phis,  97  U.  S.  284,  300;  Vance  v.  public  use,  and  enforceable  as  such, 
Little  Rock,  30  Ark.  435,  439;  Haw-  says:  " But  such  is  not  this  case.  .  .  . 
kins  V,  Jonesboro,  63  Ga.  527 ;  Sedg-  There  is  no  principle  that  I  am  aware 
wick  Go.  V.  Bailey,  13  Kan.  631 ;  San  of  which  sanctions  the  doctrine  that  it 
Francisco  v.  Ganavan,  42  Gal.  541.  A  is  within  the  taxing  power  of  the  log- 
statute  extin^shing  one  corporation  islature  to  compel  one  totDHf  city,  or 
and  throwing  its  obligations  on  another  localUu  to  contnbuU  to  the  pajfmenl  of 
raises  an  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  dAts  of  another.  The  government 
the  successor  to  pay  the  same.  Little  has  no  such  authority,  and  this  case  is 
V.  Union  Township  Gommittee,  40  entirely  without  a  precedent.  If  such 
N.  J.  L.  397;   poet,   §§336,  357-360.  assessmentswere  authorized, they  might 

'  United  States  v.  Memphis,  97  U.  S.  not  be  limited  to  adjoining  towns,  cities, 
284,  300.  Further,  as  to  effect  of  dis-  or  villages,  but  applied  to  those  located 
solution  and  of  change  of  boundaries,  at  ereat  distances  from  each  other, 
see  post,  i  112,  chaps,  ix.  and  x.  In  Such  legislation  would  be  unjust,  mis- 
Town  of  Flatbush,  in  re,  60  N.  Y.  398,  chievous,  and  oppressive,  and  cannot 
the   Gourt   of  Appeals  expressed  the  be  tolerated." 

opinion  that  it  was  beyond  the  com-        '  New  Orleans  v.  Glark,  95  U.  S.  644, 

petency   of  the  legislature   to   assess  654.    Such  legislation  is  not  within  Uie 

lands  m  the  town  of  Flatbush  to  pay  prohibition  of  the  State  Gonstitutioii 

debts  previously  incurred  by  the  aci-  against    the    paange    of    letroactive 

joining  city  of  Brooklyn  under  prior  laws.    76. 
4ict6  for  a  park,  although  the  portion 
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made  the  trustee  of  a  charity,  or  of  other  private  rights  and  interests. 

Where  the  legal  existence  of  the  municipal  trustee  is  destroyed  by 
l^islative  act,  the  court  of  chancery  will  assume  the  execution  of 
the  trusty  and,  if  necessary,  will  appoint  new  trustees  to  take  charge 
of  the  property  and  carry  into  eCFect  the  trust.* 

$  108  (65).  Legislative  Power  not  wholly  Unlimited.  —  The  su- 
premacy of  the  legislative  avthoriiy  over  municipal  corporations  is 
not,  however,  in  all  respects,  unlimited;  but  the  limitations  must  be 
sought  either  in  the  national  or  State  Constitution;  and  except 
as  there  found,  in  terms  or  by  fair  implication,  they  do  not  exist. 
In  England  it  is  settled  that  the  Crovm  has  no  power,  without  the 
consent  of  those  to  be  affected  thereby,  to  alter  or  abolish  municipal 
charters,  or  to  impose  new  ones  on  the  corporation.  But  Parlia- 
ment may  create  new  corporations,  or  abolish  or  alter  charters,  or 
impose  new  ones,  at  its  will,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  inhab- 
itants. And  so  may  the  State  legislatures  in  this  country,  if  there 
be  no  constitutional  restriction  upon  the  power.' 

§  109  (66).  Public  and  Private  or  Proprietary  Bights  distinffiiished. 
—  It  assists  to  an  understanding  of  the  extent  of  legislative  power 
over  municipal  corporations  proper  (incorporated  towns  and  cities) 
to  observe  that  these,  as  ordinarily  constituted,  possess  according  to 
the  adjudications  a  double  character:  the  one  governmental,  legis- 
lative,  or  public;  the  other,  in  a  sense,  proprietary  or  private.  The 
distinction  between  these,  though  sometimes,  indeed  very  often, 
difficult  to  trace,  is  highly  important,  and  is  frequently  referred  to, 
particularly  in  the  cases  relating  to  the  property  and  to  the  implied 
or  common-law  liability  of  municipal  corporations  for  the  negligence 

'  Girard  v.  Philadelphia,  7  Wall.  1;  Russell,  9  Mo.  503,  504;  ante,  {  92. 

Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  472,  It  is  justlv  observed  that  ''most,  if 

628;    Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  St.  not  all^  of  the  leading  cases  in  the  books, 

160;  infra,  if  122,  131,  Montpelier  v.  involving  the  question  of  the  inviolt^ 

E^ist  Montpelier  (division  of  town,  and  bility  of  municipal  charters,   in  the 

contest  as  to  trust  property  held  for  the  English  courts,  arose  between  the  pre- 

benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  original  rogative  of  the  crown  and  the  corporor- 

township),  29  Vt.  12 ;  same  controversy  Hon,    The  right  or  power  of  parliament 

at  law,  27  Vt.  704.    See  infra,  f  131,  in  England,  or  of  the  legislature  here, 

and  chapters  on  Corporate  Property  would  present    (and   was  decided  to* 

and  Reniedies  against  Illegal  Corporate  present)    quite    a    different    question. 

Acta,  post.    Text  approvedf.    Luenrman  Per  Nelson,  J.,  in  People  v.  Morris,. 

V.  Tax.    Dist.,   2   Lea    (Tenn.),   425;  13  Wend.  325,  334;    Philadelphia  v. 

FJIftwnAn  V.  McMains,  30  La.  An.  190;  Field,  58  Pa.  St.  320;  Hudson  County^ 

infra,  i  111;    Cincinnati  i;.  Cameron,  v.  Seymour,  35  N.  J.   L.  47;   People 

33  Ohio  St.  336.  v.  Bennett,  29  Mich.  451 ;  Austin  v. 

'  St.  Louis  9.  Allen  (extension  of  city  (Doggeshall,  12  R.  I.  329,  citing  and 

Snuts),    13    Mo.    400;    St.    Louis   v.  approving  text. 
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of  their  servants,  agents,  or  oflScers  in  the  execution  of  corporate 
duties  and  powers.  On  this  distinction,  indeed,  rests  the  doctrine 
of  such  implied  liability.*  In  Us  governmental  or  public  character, 
the  corporation  is  made,  by  the  State^  one  of  its  instruments,  or  the 
local  depositaiy  of  certain  limited  and  prescribed  political  powers, 
to  be  exercised  for  the  public  good  on  behalf  of  the  State  rather  than 
for  itself.  In  this  respect  it  is  assimilated,  in  its  nature  and  functions, 
to  a  county  corporation,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  purely  part  of 
the  governmental  machinery  of  the  sovereignty  which  creates  it. 
Over  all  its  civil,  political,  or  governmental  powers,  the  authori^ 
of  the  legislature  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  supreme  and  without 
limitation,  unless  the  limitation  is  found  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
particular  State.  But  in  Us  proprietary  or  private  character,  the 
theory  is  that  the  powers  are  supposed  not  to  be  conferred,  primarily 
or  chiefly,  from  considerations  connected  with  the  government  of 
the  State  at  large,  but  for  the  private  advantage  of  the  compact 
community  which  is  incorporated  as  a  distinct  legcd  personality  or 
corporate  individual;  and  as  to  such  powers,  and  to  property  ac- 
quired thereunder,  and  contracts  made  with  reference  thereto,  the 
corporation  is  to  be  regarded  quo  ad  hoc  as  a  private  corporation, 
or  at  least  not  public  in  the  sense  that  the  power  of  the  legislature 
over  it  or  the  rights  represented  by  it,  is  omnipotent.^ 

'  Ante,  §§  34,  37,  40;  post,  chapter  character,  in  the  management  of  prop- 
on  Actions  and  Liabilities.  DisUnc-  erty  and  rights  voluntarily  held  by 
tion  between  public  or  governmental  them  for  their  own  immediate  profit  or 
and  private  or  corporate  functions  advantage,  as  a  corporation,  fldthough 
recognized  and  discussed :  Birmingham  inuring  of  course,  ultimately  to  the 
V.  Birmingham  Water  Works  Co.,  139  benefit  of  the  public."  Per  Gray,  J.,  in 
Ala.  531;  Veraguth  v.  Denver,  19  Colo.  Olivers.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  489,499: 
App.  473 ;  Hourigan  v.  Norwich,  77  s.  p.  Detroit  v.  Corey,  9  Mich.  165,  184 ; 
Conn.  358;  Aschoff  v.  Evansville,  34  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344,  359. 
Ind.  App.  25 ;  Hamlin  v.  Biddeford,  In  the  one  case  no  private  action  lies 
95  Me.  308,  314 ;  Miller  v.  Minneapolis,  unless  it  be  expressly  raven ;  in  the 
75  Minn.  131 ;  Ulrich  v.  St.  Louis,  112  other  there  is  an  implied  or  common* 
Mo.  136,  138,  148 ;  Ely  v.  St.  Louis,  law  liability  for  the  negligence  of  their 
181  Mo.  723 ;  BuUmaster  v.  St.  Joseph,  officers  in  the  discharge  of  such  dutio. 
70  Mo.  App.  60,  67 ;  Springfield  Fire,  In  further  illustration  of  this  dual 
^c.  Ins.  Co.  V,  Keeseville,  148  N.  Y.  46 ;  character,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the 
Eddy  V.  Ellicotville,  35  N.  Y.  App.  cases  cited  in  the  next  note.  See 
Div.  256,258;  Williams  v.  Port  Chester,  reference  to  this  section  of  the  text  in 
97  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  84,  93 ;  Cleveland  Spaulding  v.  Andover,  54  N.  H.  38,  54 : 
V.  Clement  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  67  Ohio  and  in  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
St.  197;  Levy ».  Salt  Lake  aty,  3  Utah,  472,  528;  post,  §§  119-122,  and  chap. 
63 ;  Mendel  v.  Wheeling,  28  W.  Va.  233.    xxxii.,  and  cases. 

"The  distinction  is  well  established  '  West  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  v.  Fhiladel- 
between  the  responsibiUties  of  towns  phia,  31  Pa.  St.  175;  /&.  185;  Bailey 
and  cities  for  acts  done  in  their  public  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  3  Hill,  531 ; 
capacity,  in  the  discharge  of  duties  im-  People  v.  Fields,  58  N.  Y.  491 ;  People 
posed  on  them  by  the  legislature  for  the  v.  Ingersoll,  58  N.  Y.  1 ;  Maxinillian  r. 
public  benefit,  and  for  acts  done  in  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  160 ; 
what    may    be    called    their    private   People  v.  Briggs,  50  N.  Y.  553,  560; 
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§  110  (67).  Oronnds  of  Distinction.  — This  division  of  the  pow- 
ers of  a  municipal  corporation  into  two  classes,  one  public  and 
the  other  private,  has  been  before  alluded  to,  and  is  well  established, 
but  the  private  character  thus  ascribed  to  such  powers  it  is  difficult 
exactly  to  define.  It  is  easy  to  understand  that  if,  under  the  exercise 
of  lawful  powers  by  the  authority  of  the  legislature,  property  has 
been  acquired  by  a  municipality,  such  property  may  not  be  subject 
to  legislative  appropriation  to  uses  distinctly  foreign  to  the  interests 
of  the  municipality;  but  in  what  sense  are  powers  conferred  and 
to  be  exercised  for  the  good  of  all  the  people  of  the  place  private  ? 
Wherein  do  such  powers,  in  their  origin  or  nature,  differ  from  those 
admitted  to  be  public  ?  Are  not  all  powers  conferred  upon  munici- 
palities, whether  many  or  few,  given,  and  given  only,  for  their  better 
regulation  and  government,  and  to  promote  their  welfare  as  parts  of 
the  Commonwealth?  The  small  municipality,  with  few  and  simple 
powers,  is  no  more  completely  under  the  supreme  dominion  of  the 
l^;islature  than  the  more  populous  one,  requiring  for  its  proper  gov- 
ernment organs  and  powers  peculiar  to  itself.  Are  the  latter,  there- 
fore, privaiet     If  so,  it  must  be  in  a  qualified  and  peculiar  sense.^ 

Spiinsfield  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keeseville,  sea, ;   Niles  Water  Works  v.  Niles,  59 

148  N.  Y.  46;    Nichol  v.  Nashville,  9  Mich.  311.    On  the  ground  that  legis- 

Humph.  252;    Small  v.  Danville,  51 'lation  concerning  municipal  corpora- 

Me.  359 ;  Jones  v.  New  Haven,  34  Conn,  tions  is  of  a  peculiar  character  on  ac- 

1 ;    Western  College  v,  Cleveland,   12  count  of  their  being  agencies  of  the 

Ohio  St.  375;    Howe  v.  New  Orleans,  government,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 

12  La.  An.  481 ;   Martin  v.  Brooklyn,  Kentitcky  held  that  a  charter  provision 

1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  545 ;  Buttrick  v.  Lowell,  limUing  the  right  to  bring  actiona  to  re- 

1  Allen,  172;  Oliver  w.  Worcester,  102  cover  money  improperly  paid  for  taxes 

Mass.  489 ;  Touchard  v,  Touchard,  5  to  six  months,  wnen  the  general  statute 

GaL  306 ;  Gas  Co.  v.  San  Francisco,  9  of  limitations  allowed  five  ^ears  in  such 

OaL  453 ;  Commissioners  v.  Duckett,  20  cases,    was    not    unconstitutional    as 

Md.  449,  468 ;    Weet  v.  Brockport,  16  granting  a  special  privilege.      Coving- 

N.  Y.  161,  note;  Louisville  v.  Univer-  ton  v,  Hoadley,  83  Ky.  444.    In  Board 

aty  of  Louisville,  15  B.Mon.  (Ky.)642;  of  Education  v.  Blodgett,  155  III.  441, 

Louisville  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Duvall  450,  it  is  said  that  the  political  rights 

(Ky.),  295;  Weightman  v.  Washing-  and  privileges  delegated  to  municipal 

ton,  1  Black  (U.  S.),  39;  Reading  v.  corporations  are  not  within  the  consti- 

Commonwealth,  1 1  Pa.  St.  196 ;  Rich-  tutional  provisions  against  laws  which 

mond  V.  Long's  Admr.,  17  Gratt.  (Va.)  impair  vested  rights,  but  their  property 

375 ;   De  Voss  v,  Richmond,  18  Gratt.  rights  are  protected  by  the  same  con- 

(Va.)  338 ;  New  Orleans,  &c,  R.  R.  Co.  sti tutional  guarantees  which  shield  the 

V,  New  Orleans,  26  La.  An.  478 ;  s.  c.  76.  property  of  individuals  from  legisln- 

517;   Askew  v.  Hale  Co.,  54  Ala.  639;  tive    aggression.       Citing    Grogan    v. 

Detroit  v.  Corey,  9  Mich.    165,   184;  San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  590 ;  County  of 

People  V.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  opinion  Richmond  v.  County  of  Lawrence,  12 

of  Codey,  J. ;    People  v,  Detroit,  28  III.  1 ;  People  v.  Mayor.  Ac.  of  Chicago, 

Mich.  228;    In  re  Malone's  Estate,  21  51  111.  17;  Dubuque  ».  III.  Cent.  R.  Co., 

8L  C.  435.     As  to  what  are  municipal  39  Iowa,  56;  Aberdeen  Female  Acad- 

duties,  and  what  falls  within  the  scope  emy  v,  Aberdeen,  21  Miss.  645;  Milam 

i^  municipal  powers,  see  United  States  County  v.  Bateman,  54  Tex.  153. 

r.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Raibx)ad  Co.,  17        »  Ante,  §§  37,  3a 

Wall.  (U.  S.;  322,  332;  post,  §§  1398  et 
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Contracts  in  favor  of  the  creditor  are  protected  by  the  national 
Constitution;  but  as  against  a  State,  the  difficulty  is  to  find  a 
logical  and  sound  basis  on  which  to  rest  private  rights  in  favor  of  a 
municipality,  if,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  particular  State,  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  State  which  breathed  into  it  the  breath  of 
life  utterly  to  extinguish  its  existence  at  pleasure.  The  distinction 
originated  with  the  courts,  to  promote  justice,  and  has  been  most 
frequently  applied  to  escape  technical  difficulties  in  order  to  hold 
such  corporations  liable  to  private  actions.^  The  distinction,  how- 
ever, is  generally  recognized,  and  it  may  be  invoked  as  the  basis  of 
property  rights  in  favor  of  the  municipality  which  are  not  wholly 
withdrawn  from  the  protection  that  our  Constitutions  extend  to  prop- 
erty.* This  distinction,  however,  whatever  may  be  its  rationale^  is 
firmly  established  within  the  limits  shown  by  the  adjudged  cases. 
It  is  at  the  bottom,  as  we  think,  judicial  legislation  imperceptibly 
evolved  in  the  process  of  adjudication,  but  its  necessi^  in  order 
to  promote  justice,  and  its  salutary  operation  as  applied  by  the 
conservatism  and  intelligence  of  the  courts,  have  fully  justified  its 
wisdom.    It  is  the  law  of  the  land. 

§  111  (68).  Power  of  Legislature  over  PabHc  Property. — It  is» 
perhaps,  at  present,  impossible  to  define  with  precision  what  /mi- 
tations  exist  upon  the  power  of  the  legislature  over  municipal  corpo- 
rations, as  ordinarily  constituted.  It  is  practicable  only  to  refer  to 
the  leading  cases  upon  the  subject,  and  attempt  to  extract  the  prin- 
ciples upon  which  they  rest 

^  Section  approved  in  State  V.Smith,  emments,  and  maintains  that,  as  re- 

44  Ohio  St.  348.    On  this  subject  the  spects  the  Statef  all  their  powers  and 

opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Denio,  in  Dar-  functions  are  public.     He  affirms  that 

Ungton  V.  New  York,  31  N.   Y.  164,  the  legislature  may  compel  a  municipal 

may  be  read  with  profit.    The  Chief  coxporation  to  submit  to  arbitration 

Justice    there    asserts    the    unlimited  claims  as  to  which  private  corporations 

power  of  the  legislature  over  municipal  and  natural  persons  would  be  entitled 

corporations  and  their  property.     He  by  the  Constitution  to  a  trial  by  jury, 

maintains  that  such  corporations  are  Tne  opposite  view  is  nowhere  more 

altogether  pubtic,  and  all  their  rights  ably  presented  than  by  Campbdl,  C.  J., 

and  powers  public  in  their  nature,  and  in  People  v.   Hurlbut,  24  Mich.   44 ; 

that  their  property,  though  held  for  and  by  Coolet/f  J.,  in  People  v.  Detroit, 

income  or  sale,  and  unconnected  with  28  Mich.  228;    Gray  v.  Brooklyn,  10 

any  use  for  the  purposes  of  the  munici-  Abb.  Pr.   Rep.  N.  8.   186 ;    poH,  chap, 

pal  government,  is  under  the  control  xxxii.    See,  as  to  jury,  Dunsmore's  Ap- 

of  the  legislature,  and  not  within  the  peal,  52  Pa.  St.  374.    Consult  on  this 

provisions  of  the  Constitution  protect-  subject  Plimpton  v,  Somerset,  33  Vt. 

mg  private  property.     He  denies  the  283.     See  also  chapters  on  Municipal 

correctness  of  toe  dustinction  taken  in  Courts,  Property,  and  Ordinances,  potL 
Bailey  v.   Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,        *  See  ante,  §  4:  post,  §§  lllandnote, 

3  Hill,  531,  and  other  cases,  between  the  112,  113,  as  to  the  groimds  of  the  di»- 

public  and  private  funcHana  of  city  gov-  tinction. 
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It  is  decided  that  a  grant  by  the  legislature  of  the  State  to  a  town 
of  the  right  to  establish  a  ferry  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  contract; 
hence  the  grant  is  repealable,  and  the  corporation  may  constitu- 
tionally be  deprived  of  the  franchise.*  So  the  powers  conferred  by 
the  legislature  upon  a  municipality  in  respect  of  wharves  and  wharf- 
age may  be  revoked  by  it  at  pleasure  if  it  does  not  touch  property 
acquired  by  the  municipality  under  the  sanction  of  the  legblature.' 
An  act  conferring  upon  a  municipal  corporation  a  pvblic  trust,  and 
the  title  to  land  as  ancillary  to  its  execution,  is  not  a  contract,  but 
may  be  repealed  at  the  will  of  the  legislature.'  But  suppose  the  legis- 
lature had  granted  in  fee  to  the  corporation  a  tract  of  land  within 
its  limits,  is  such  a  grant,  or  is  an  ordinary  grant  of  land  to  the  cor- 
poration from  others,  a  contract  as  respects  the  State,  and  protected 
by  the  Constitution  from  legislative  invasion,  the  same  as  if  the 
grant  had  been  made  to,  or  the  property  acquired  by,  an  individ- 

■  East  Hartford  v,  Hartford  Bridge  and  cannot  compel  them  to  pay  to  it 

Co.,  10  How.  511 ;  s.  c.  16  Conn.  149 ;  wharfage  except  for  the  uae  of  wnarves 

17  Conn.  79 ;    Trustees  v.  Tatman,  13  of  which  it  is  the  proprietor."     Post, 

HL  30;    Police  Jury  v.  Shreveport,  5  chap.  viii.  f$  261-274. 

La.  An.  661 ;  Darlington  v.  New  York,  •  People  v.  Vanderii)at,  26  N.  Y.  287 ; 

31 N.  Y.  164, 202,  203,  per  Denio,  C.  J. ;  past,  §  275.    Where  an  act  incorporat- 

post,  {§  275, 277.  ing    a    city    donated    lands    included 

'  Railroad  Co.  v,  Ellerman,  105  U.  S.  therein  for  the  erection  of  certain  pub- 

166.     "Whatever  powers,"  says  the  lie  buildings,  and  the  residue  to  be  ap- 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  plied  to  eoucation,  and  the  charter  was 

by  Matthews,  J.,  in  Railroad  Co.  v.  El-  afterwards  repealed,  it  was  held  that 

lerman,  just  cited  (p.  172),  "the  mu-  until  the  trust  had  been  eoceaUed  it  was 

nidpal  body  [of  New  Orleans]  right-  competent  for  the  legislature  to  change 

fuUy  enjoys  over  the  subject  \pf  wharves  or  abolish  it,  and  that  the  repeal  of  the 

and  wharfage^  is  derived  from  the  legis-  charter  extinguished  the  trusts,  they 

lature.     They  are  merelv  administra-  being  public,  unexecuted,  and  condi- 

tive,  and  may  be  revoked  at  any  time,  tional.    Bass   v.    Fontleroy,    1 1   Tex. 

not  touching,  of  course,  any  property  of  698-708.     "Wliere  an  act  of  the  legis- 

the  city  actuaUy  acquired  in  the  course  of  lature,    instead    of    granting    certain 

administration.    Tne  sole  groimd  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  State  for  the 

right  €i  the  city  to  collect  wharfage  at  purposes  of  internal  improvements  to 

all  is  that  it  is  a  reasonable  compensa-  certain  counties  absolutely,  simply  ap- 

tion,  which   it  is  allowed  by  law  to  propriated  it  to  he  drawn  by  such  coun- 

chai}^  for  the  actual  use  of  structures  ties  and  expended  by  them  in  the  im- 

provided  at  its  expense  for  the  conven-  provement  of  roads,  &c.,  it  was  held 

lence  of  .vessels  engaged  in  the  naviga-  that  before  its  expenditure  by  the  coun- 

tion  of  the  river.    And  while  it  may  oe  ties  the  legislature  had  entire  control 

true,  as  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  over  the  fund,  and  might  resume  or 

Court   of    Louisiana,   in   Ellerman   v,  change  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 

McMains  (30  La.  An.  pt.  1,  190),  that  originally  designed  to  be  e^>ended,  or 

the  city  cannot  lawfully  be  reqmred  to  provide  for  tne  pa3rment  by  an  old 

permit  the  use  of  its  wharves,  without  county,  which  had  received,  but  not 

compensation,  on  the  ground  that  they  expended,  its  proportion  of  such  fund, 

are  private  property,  it  is  equally  true,  to  a  new  county  erected  out  of  the  old 

as  decided  by  the  same  court  in  City  of  county,  of  an  equitable  share  of  the 

New  Orleans   v.  Wilmot  (31  La.  An.  fund.     Richland  County  v.  Lawrence 

65),  that  the  city  cannot  forbid  any  County,  12  111.  1,  distinguished  from 

water-craft  from  using  the  banks  of  the  Hampshire  v.  Franklin,  16  Mass.  76; 

navigable  waters  of  the  State  for  the  post,  chap.  x. 
purposes  of  navigation  and  commerce, 
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ual  or  private  coiporation?  The  question  thus  stated  has  never 
arisen  directly  for  adjudication  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States;  but,  in  the  celebrated  Dartmouth  G>IIege  Case,  two  of  the 
judges  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  legislative  control  over  public 
and  municipal  corporations  was  not  so  transcendent  and  absolute  as 
to  extend  to  an  arbitrary  divestiture  of  its  private  property  and  the 
destruction  of  rights  of  a  private  nature.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  a  distinguished  and  able  judge  in  New  York,  in  a 
case  already  mentioned,  that  the  authority  of  the  legislature  over 
the  powers,  rights,  and  property  of  municipal  and  public  corporar 
tions  is,  as  respects  the  corporations,  quite  without  limit.*  That  prop- 
erty acquired  and  owned  by  a  municipal  corporation  by  legislative 
consent  is  not  subject  to  an  unlimited  power  of  the  legislature  over 
it,  is  consonant  with  natural  justice.  The  need  of  having  property 
and  of  property  rights  is  one  of  the  main  reasons  why  municipal 
corporations  are  created.  This  is  strongly  expressed  by  Savigny  in 
respect  of  municipal  corporations  in  ancient  Rome.'  If  a  munici- 
pal corporation,  as  representing  a  distinct  community,  be  regarded 
as  a  legal  person,  the  legislature  in  effect  says  to  it,  ''You  may  at 
your  own  expense  acquire  property";  and  if  it  acts  on  such  per- 
mission, the  courts  may,  perhaps,  fairly  deduce  a  contract  that  the 
legislature,  while  it  may  regulate  or  change  the  uses  of  such  property, 
will  not  deprive  the  corporation  of  it.  Accordingly,  the  weight  of 
opinion  seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  that  there  may  be,  in 
such  corporations,  rights  under  contracts  and  grants  which  are 
beyond  destruction  by  the  legislature,  though  not  beyond  legitimate 
legislative  authority  and  control;'   but  in  the  present  state  of  the 

»  Denio,  C.  J.,  in  Darlington  v.  New  66.     See  West  Sav.  Fund  Society  v. 

York,  31  N.  Y.  164.    See  post,  §  112.  Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  St.  175;  lb.  185. 

■  Savigny,  Jural  Relations   (tran»-        "  But  while  the  legislative  power  [to 

lated  by  Rattigan),  §  85.     **  Property  enlaiige,  restrain,  or  even  destroy  mu- 

CapacUy  is  the  essential  quality  of  a  nicipal  corporations,  as  the  public  in- 

Juristical  Person"  t.  e.,  a  corporation,  terest  may  require]  may  be  exercised 

lb.  §§  86,  87 ;  antSy  §  3.  over  public  and  municipal  corporations, 

'  In  Richland  County  v.  Lawrence  it   has  as   imiformly   been    held   thai 

County,   12  111.   1,  while  the  plenary  townSf   and  o&ier   public   corporations, 

power  of  the  legislature  over  the  public,  may  have  private  rights  and  interests 

civil,  or  political  rights  of  pubhc  cor-  veded  in  them  under  their  charter;  and 

porations  was  asserted  ana  declared,  as  to  those  rights,  they  are  to  be  regarded 

still  it  was  admitted,  by  the  very  able  and  protected  the  same  as  if  they  were 

and  cautious  judge  who  delivered  the  the  rights  and  interests  of  individuaU  or 

opinion,  that  "the  State  may  make  a  of  private  corporations;  and  mnts  of 

contract  with,  or  a  grant  to,  a  public  property  in  trust  for  other  than  cor- 

municipal  corporation  which  it  could  porate  and  municipal  use  [that  is,  as 

not  subsequently  resume ;  but  in  such  we  understand,  for  private,  as  di^tin- 

case  the  corporation  is  to  be  regarded  guished  from  public,  purposes]  are  no 

as  a  private  company."    Per  TrumbuU,  more  the  subject  of  legislative  control 

J.    Sangamon  Co.  v.  Springfield,  63  III.  than  are  the  private  and  vested  rights 
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decisions  the  point  cannot  fairly  be  said  to  be  settled.    It  has,  how- 
ever, been  adjudged  that  the  rights  of  the  city  of  New  York  to  real 


of  individiials."  Per  Isham,  J.,  ar^ 
endo,  in  Montpelier  v,  Blast  Montpelier, 
29  Vt  12,  19;  s.  c.  27  Vt.  704. 

LeffidaUve  grants  of  property  to  pri- 
vate, and  posnbly,  aliof  to  public  and 
municipcdf  corporations  cannot  be  re- 
peated  so  as  to  divest  the  rights  of  the 
grantees.     Town  of  Pawlet  v.  Clark,  9 
Cranch  (U.  S.),  292,  336,  per  Story,  J., 
obiter;  Terret  v.  Taylor,  lb,  43,  52.    In 
this  last  case  Mr.  Justice  Story  remarks, 
arguendo:   "In  respect,  also,  to  public 
corporations,  which  exist  only  for  pub- 
lic purposes,  such  as  counties,  towns, 
cities,  &c.,  the  legislature  may,  under 
proper   limitations,    have   a   right   to 
change,   modify,  enlarge,   or  restrain 
them,  securinq,  however,  the  property, 
for  the  uses  of  those  for  whom  and  at 
whose  expense  it  was  originally  pur- 
chased."   Followed  by  Chancellor  Kent, 
2  Com.  305 ;   by  Mr.  Justice  Washing- 
ton, Dartmouth  College  Case,  4  Wheat. 
(U,  S.)  518,  663.     In  the  last  case  Mr. 
Justice  Story  said :  ''  But  it  will  hardly 
be  contended,  that  even  in  respect  to 
such  [publicj  corporations,  the  legisla- 
tive power  IS  so  transcendent  that  it 
may,  at  its  will,  take  away  the  private 
property  of  the  corporation,  or  change 
the  uses  of  its  private  funds  acquir&d 
under  the   public   faith."     4    Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  518,  694,  obiter.     And  such  is 
Mr.  Justice  Coolers  view  in  his  valua- 
ble treatise.  Constitutional  Limitations. 
238.     He  reiterates  it  in  his  leamea 
opinion  in  People  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich. 
44;    and  also  in  his  elaborate  judg- 
ment in  the  important  case  of  People 
v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228.    Detroit  v.  De- 
troit &  Howell  P.  R.  Co.,  43  Mich.  140. 
In  Grogan  v.  San  Francisco,  18  Cal. 
590,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Field,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
California,  takes  the  ground  that  the  real 
estate  or  private  property  of  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  is  protected  by  the 
clause    in    the    national    Constitution 
security  the  inviolability  of  contracts ; 
that  aU  legislative  authority  over  it 
must  be  exercised  in  subordination  to 
this  guaranty ;  and  that  it  is  subject  to 
legisuitive  control  to  the  same  extent, 
but  no  greater  extent,  than  all  other 
property  in  the  State.     But  in  Dar- 
ungton  9.  Mayor,  dec.  of  New  York,  31 
NTy.  164,  193,  205,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Denio  obeerves:  "Let  us  suppose  the 
<stf  to  be  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of 


land  not  adapted  to  any  municipal  use, 
but  valuable  onlv  for  sale  to  private 
persons  for  building  purposes,  or  the 
like,  no  one,  I  think,  can  doubt  but 
what  it  would  be  competent  for  the  leg- 
islature to  direct  it  to  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  devoted  to  some  municipal  or 
other  public  purpose,  within  the  city, 
as  a  court-house,  a  hospital,  or  the  like. 
.  .  .  It  is  unnecessaiy  to  say  whether 
the  legislative  juriscuction  would  ex- 
tend to  diverting  the  city  property  to 
other  public  use  than  such  as  concerns 
the  city  and  its  inhabitants."  And  he 
considers  the  expression  of  Chancellor 
Kent  (2  Com.  305)  and  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  that  where  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion is  empowered  to  have  and  to  hold 
private  property,  such  property  is  in- 
vested with  the  security  ot  other  pri- 
vate rights,  to  ptiean  only  that  it  pos- 
sesses such  rights  against  wronff-doers, 
and  not  that  it  is  exempt  from  legisla- 
tive control.     31  N.  Y.  164,  196. 

It  is  worth  while,  we  think,  to  con- 
sider this  interesting  subject  a  moment 
longer^  and  the  author  ventures  the 
following  observations.  The  city  of 
New  York  is  the  owner  of  valuable  real 
property  in  fee  made  by  ancient  grants, 
from  which  it  derives  lar]^  revenues. 
No  one  deni^  that  the  legislature  may 
regulate  or  direct  the  uses  of  this  prop- 
erty, provided  it  is  not  diverted  from 
the  municipality  or  appropriated  to 
exfro^municipal  purposes.  But  could 
the  legislature  require  it  to  be  sold  and 
the  proceeds  ^ven  to  the  city  of  Albany, 
or  covered  into  the  State  treasury? 
The  injustice  of  such  an  act  is  so  stnk- 
ing  that  it  suG;ge8t8  that  it  must  be  be- 
yond the  le^slative  power,  even  if  there 
are  no  special  limitations  in  the  Con- 
stitution. The  text  (§  111)  states  a 
ground  on  which  the  denial  of  such 
a  power  in  the  le^slature  can  be  rested. 
A  chartered  mumcipality  is  certainly  a 
distinct  legal  personality;  and  it  is  a 
familiar  principle  that  property  ac- 
quired by  a  corporation  under  its  fran- 
cnises  is  invested  with  all  the  attributes 
of  property,  although  the  franchises  of 
sucn  corporation  may  be  absolutely 
subject  to  legislative  control.  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  supra,  and  Rvger,  C.  J., 
in  People  v.  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1,  ex- 
press tne  opinion  that  the  private  prop- 
erty of  municipalities  and  of  corponn- 
tions  is  protected  by  the  contract  dause 


188 


MUNiaPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§111 


estate  which  it  owns  in  fee  simple  absoluie,  under  grants  made  to  It 
in  its  ancient  charters,  which  grants  were  confirmed  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  State,  are  as  indestructible  by  legislative  act  as  are 
the  like  property  rights  of  citizens;  and,  applying  this  principle,  it 
was  held  that  the  legislature  had  no  authority  to  pass  an  act  order- 
ing the  demolition  of  a  reservoir  in  actual  use  as  part  of  the  water 
system  of  New  York,  built  by  the  city  at  the  expense  of  its  citizens. 


of  the  Federal  Constitution.  Since  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Field  was  given, 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  has  been 
adopted.  It  provides  that  no  person 
shaU  be  deprived  of  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  and  the  property 
rights  of  private  corporations  are  held 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  to  be  within  the  Amendment. 
A  compact  bod^  of  people,  such,  for  ex- 
ample, as  the  city  of  New  York,  have 
ne^  not  common  to  the  body  of  the 
State  at  large ;  hence  their  incorporar 
tion  with  a  custinct  capacity  to  acquire 
and  hold  property  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  this  distinct  body  of  people.  It 
is  their  property.  No  reason  suggests 
itself  to  us  why  their  ownership,  as 
against  a  total  diversion  of  use,  is  not 
protected  by  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment. See  further,  infra,  §§  112,  119, 
120. 

In  Mount  Hope  Cemetery  v.  Boston, 
158  Mass.  509  (referred  to,  post,  §  132), 
relating  to  the  city's  cemetery  prop- 
erty, the  court,  by  AUen,  J.,  says: 
"Tne  city  of  Boston  is  possessed  of 
much  other  property  which,  in  a  certain 
sense  and  to  a  certain  extent,  is  held  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  but  in  other 
respects  is  held  more  like  the  property  of 
a  private  corporation.  Notably  among 
these  may  be  mentioned  its  system  m 
water  works,  its  system  of  parks,  its 
markets,  its  hospitals,  and  its  library. 
In  establishing  all  these  the  city  has 
acted  not  strictly  as  an  agent  of  the 
State  government  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  general  public  or  political  pur- 
poses, but  with  special  reference  to  the 
Benefit  of  its  own  inhabitants.  If  its 
cemetery  is  under  le^slative  control 
so  that  a  transfer  of  it  without  com- 
pensation can  be  required,  it  is  not 
easy  to  see  why  the  other  properties 
mentioned  are  not  also."  The  court 
held  that  the  legislative  act  requiring 
the  city  of  Boston  to  transfer  its  ceme- 
tery property  to  the  Mount  Hope  Cem- 
etery Company  without  compensation, 
was  in  conflict  with  the  Federal  and 
State  Constitution.    See  Town  of  Mil- 


waukee V.  City  of  Biilwaukee,  12  Wis. 
93  (title  of  town  to  land) ;  Grogan  v. 
San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  590  (title  to 
wharf  property) ;  People  ».  Detroit,  28 
Mich.  228  (Detroit  Park  Case) ;  Milan 
Ck>unty  v.  Bateman,  54  Tex.  153  (title 
of  county  to  school  lands) ;  Essex  Pub- 
lic Road  Board  v.  Skinkle.  140  U.  S. 
334  (title  to  lands  acoulrea  for  roads). 
Compare  David  v.  rortland  Water 
Ck>m'rs,  14  Oreg.  98 ;  Ruaaell  v.  Tacoma, 
8  Wash.  156. 

In  two  cases  arising  out  of  the  Tweed 
frauds  in  New  York,  the  conclusion  was 
reached  that,  as  between  the  State  and 
the  municipal  corporation,  the  funds  oi 
the  corporation  owned  and  held  for  the 
public  uses  of  the  corporation  are  dis- 
tinctively and  exclusively  the  property 
of  the  corporation;  and  the  opinion 
was  expressed  arguendo  that  such  funds 
were  invested  with  the  security  of  other 
private  property,  subject  to  the  pleuiiry 

B)wer  of  the  legislature,  as  declared  in 
arlington  v.  Mayor,  Ac,  supra,  to 
.direct  their  appropriation  to  any  use  or 
purpose  for  the  benefit  of  the  munici- 
pahty  or  its  inhabitants.  People  v.  In- 
eersoll,  58  N.  Y.  1 ;  People  v.  Fields,  58 
N.  Y.  491.  The  exact  point,  however, 
which  was  adjudged  in  these  cases  Is 
that,  unless  expressly  given  by  statute, 
an  action  could  not  be  maintained  in 
the  name  of  the  State  by  the  Attorney- 
General,  to  recover  a  judgment  for 
moneys  of  the  county  and  city  of  New 
York,  fraudulently  taken  by  the  de- 
fendants, as  such  right  of  action  was 
exclusively  in  the  municipality,  which 
was  the  owner  of  moneys  illegally  i^ 
propriated.  Poa/,  chap.  xxxi.  Chapter 
IX.  of  Profeasor  Goodnow's  Municipal 
Home  Rule  is  devoted  to  the  question, 
"  What  municipal  property  is  protected 
by  the  constitutional  provisions  pro- 
tecting private  property,"  and  the 
learned  author  holds  that  the  true  view 
is  that  such  protection  exists  as  to  prop- 
erty held  by  a  municipality  in  its  pn>- 
prietarv  as  distinguish^  from  its  public 
and  political  capacity. 
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upon  property  which  it  thus  owned  in  fee  simple  and  upon  the  demo- 
lition of  such  reservoir  further  enacting  that  the  lands  covered  by 
it,  together  with  other  lands  adjoining  the  same  owned  in  like  man- 
ner by  the  city,  should  be  converted  into,  and  maintained  as  one  of 
the  public  parks  of  the  city,  except  upon  making  compensation  to 
the  city  therefor.* 


*  Webb  V,  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York, 
64  How.  Pr.  Rep.  10  (Supreme  Court, 
special  term,  1882).  In  givmg  the  judg- 
ment ci  the  court,  MacombeTf  J.,  after 
observing  that  the  land  in  (question  was 
granted  to  the  city  in  fee  simple  by  the 
Dongan  charter  in  1686,  ana  was  also 
Bubfitantially  embraced  in  the  Mont- 
gomerie  charter  of  1730,  which  was  con- 
firmed by  the  colonial  le^slature  in 
1732,  and  by  the  Constitutions  of  New 
York  erf  1777,  1821,  and  1846,  says: 
"The  lands  in  question,  therefore,  are 
owned  by  the  city  in  fee  simple  abso- 
lute [citing  Furman  v.  New  York,  5 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  16;  s.  c.  10  N.  Y.  567]. 
If,  therefore,  the  legislature  has  under- 
taken by  its  acts  to  destroy  the  prop- 
erty of  this  corporation,  or  to  deprive 
the  city  of  its  use,  without  just  compen- 
sation, it  has  violated  a  fundamental 
law  of  the  State.  Chancellor  Kent  (City 
Charter  in  Kent's  Notes) ,  in  comment- 
ing upon  the  provisions  of  the  ancient 
charters  of  the  city,  says :  '  It  may  not 
be  amiss  to  state  here,  once  for  all,  that 
it  is  an  acknowledged  and  settled  prin- 
ciple that  no  vesteid  right  of  property, 
wnether  it  belongs  to  private  individ- 
uals or  be  in  the  shape  of  a  corporate 
franchise,  can  ever  be  lawfully  taken 
away  without  some  default  or  forfeiture, 
to  be  ascertained  by  a  fair  trial  and  pro- 
nounced by  judicial  decree.  The  Eng- 
lish statute  of  Magna  C^rto  establishes 
as  a  great  principle  the  sanctity  of  rights 
And  privileges  then  existing  or  there- 
after to  be  lawfully  procured ;  and  that 
principle  was  intended  to  be  of  general 
and  perpetual  implication.  It  provided 
that  the  city  of  London,  and  all  other 
cities,  should  have  all  their  liberties  and 
free  customs;  and  that  no  freeman 
should  be  dic»eized  of  his  freehold  or 
liberties,  or  f r^  customs,  but  by  lawful 
judgment  of  his  peers  or  bv  the  law  of 
the  land.  Corporate  franchises  in  this 
country  rest  on  a  basis  which  ought  to 
be  at  least  as  solid  as  Magna  Charia, 
for  they  are  founded  on  grants  which 
are  contracts,  and  "no  State,"  says  the 
Cdostitution  of  the  United  States,  "can 


pass  any  law  impairing  the  obligation 
of  contracts.' ' 

"I  perceive,"  continues  Macomber, 
J.,  "no  difference  between  the  tenure  of 
property  thus  held  by  the  city  and  the 
proprietary  rights  of  natural  persons  or 
private  corporations.  This  privilege, 
however,  is  peculiar  in  this  State  to  tne 
city  of  New  York  [not  meaning  by 
this  to  decide  that  property  owned  in 
fee  simple  absolute  by  other  cities  is  not 
equally  protected  by  the  Constitution]. 

"Nor  is  this  property,  with  other 
real  estate  ownea  by  the  city,  held  in 
trust  for  any  person  |  nor  is  it  stami)ed 
with  any  mere  political  trust  of  wmch 
the  city  may  be  deprived,  and  thus  its 
claim  to  the  risht  to  the  possession  of 
the  property  destroyed.  The  title  to 
the  land  rests  somewhere,  ,and,  as  has 
been  shown  above,  so  far  as  the  records 
extend,  no  one  claims  it  except  the  city 
itself. 

"  It  seems  to  me  that  the  weight  of 
authorit^jT  is  to  the  effect  that  the  prop- 
erty which  New  York  holds  in  its  pro- 
prietary or  j^rivate  character,  though 
originally  derived  from  the  power  claim- 
ing the  ultimate  title,  and  which  con- 
cerns the  private  advantage  of  the 
corporation,  as  a  distinct  legal  person- 
ality, is  stamped  with  so  many  of  the 
rights  and  powers  of  natural  persons  or 
private  corporations  as  that  the  citj 
cannot  be  deprived  of  this  reservoir 
without  due  process  of  law  and  without 
just  compensation.  It  admits  of  no  . 
doubt  that  the  legislatiAie  may  change, 
modify,  enlarge,  or  restrain  the  powers 
of  a  corporation  which  it  has  created. 
But  whenever  this  is  done,  and  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  is  relieved  of  the 
privilege  and  duty  of  maintaining  a 
jurisdiction  over  the  property  and  prop- 
erty rights,  care  has  invariably  been 
taken  to  restore  to  the  ori^nal  owner  or 
proprietor  the  rights  which  the  muni- 
cipal corporation  were  for  a  time  per- 
mitted to  exercise.  Terret  v,  Taylor,  9 
Cranch,  52;  2  Kent,  Com.  257;  Dart- 
mouth College  Case,  4  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
694;  People  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228; 
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§  112  (68  a).  Bflect  of  Repeal  or  DiBsolution.  —  Where  the  Cm- 
stUuiion  or  laws  have  reserved  to  the  legislature  absolute  and  unre- 
stricted power  to  repeal  the  charters  of  private  corporations  and  to 
dissolve  them  at  will,  the  legislative  supremacy  over  their  existence 
would  seem  to  be  as  complete  as  it  is  over  that  of  municipal  corpo- 
rations; and  by  analogy  the  limitations  on  the  legislative  power 
over  the  property  and  contract  rights  or  other  vested  rights  of  private 
corporations  throw  light  upon  like  questions  as  respects  municipal 
corporations.  As  to  private  corporations  it  can,  we  think,  safely 
be  affirmed  that  while  the  legislature  may,  under  and  pursuant  to 
such  reserved  power,  annul  and  dissolve  them  at  pleasure,  it  is  not 
within  its  competency,  under  the  Federal  G>nstitution  as  amended, 
or  under  Uke  provisions  in  the  Constitutions  of  the  States,  to  impair 
or  affect  the  property  or  property  rights  of  the  dissolved  corpora- 
tion, but  only  its  right  to  exist,  and  such  other  rights  as  are  directly 
and  necessarily  dependent  on  the  continued  existence  of  the  corpora- 
tion. The  rights  of  mortgagees,  of  creditors  generally,  and  rights 
arising  under  valid  contracts  with  the  corporation,  survive  the  repeal 
and  dissolution.^    And  the  same  doctrine,  doubtless,  applies  to  prop- 

sideration  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  York  in  Broadwav  Surface  Rail- 
way Case.  People v,  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y. 
1.  In  that  case  the  Broadway  Surface 
Railway  Company  was,  in  1884,  duly 
incorporated.  It  acquired  from  the 
municipal  authorities  the  right  to  lav 
down  tracks  and  to  run  cars  over  Broad- 
way from  the  Battery  to  Fourteenth 
Street.  It  was  authorized  by  statute  to 
mortgage  its  property  and  franchises, 
and  also  to  make  contracts  with  con- 
necting railroad  companies  for  the  use 
of  their  tracks.  It  executed  mortgages 
on  its  property  and  franchises  to  secure 
negotiable  bonds,  which  were  sold  in 
the  market.  Afterwards  it  appeared  to 
the  legislature  probable,  if  not  certain, 
that  the  corporation  acquired  the  ri^ht 
to  occupy  the  streets  by  means  of  bnb- 
ery  of  a  majority  of  the  board  of  alder- 
men ;  and  this  was  the  motive,  doubt- 
less, that  led  the  legislature,  in  1886,  to 
repeal  the  charter  of  the  Broadway 
CompsLnVf  to  dissolve  the  corporation,  and 
to  provide  for  winding  up  its  affairs  and 
disposing  of  and  distributing  its  crop- 
erty.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  deliv- 
ered by  Chief  Judge  Ru^,  discusses 
the  interesting  questions  involved  with 
learning  andinarked  ability.  The  court 
held  that  the  franchise  of  the  corpora- 
tion, under  its  charter,  and  the  grants 
from  the  municipal  authorities  to  lay 


Bailey  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  3 
Hill,  531 ;  People  v.  Fields,  58  N.  Y. 
.  591 ;  People  v,  Ingersoll,  /&.  1 ;  Max- 
millian  v.  New  YoS,  62  N.  Y.  160." 

'  People  V,  O'Brien  (Broadway  Rail- 
way Case),  111  N.  Y.  1 ;  Mumma  v. 
Potomac  Co.,  8  Pet.  281,  285 ;  Fletcher 
V.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87,  135;  Sinking 
Fund  Cases  (arising  under  reserved 
power  to  amend  or  repeal  Pacific  Rail- 
way acts),  99  U.  S.  700 ;  Greenwood  v. 
Freight  Co.,  105  U.  S.  13 ;  Detroit  ». 
Howell  Plank  Road  Co.,  43  Mich.  140, 
147. 

Broadway  Surface  Railway  Case: 
While  the  legislature  of  New  York, 
under  the  power  reserved  in  the  Consti- 
tution "to  alter  or  repeal,"  from  time 
to  time,  laws  under  which  corporations 
are  formed,  and  under  a  general  re- 
served power  bv  statute  that  "all  cor- 
porations shall  be  subject  to  alteration, 
suspension,  and  repeal  in  the  discretion 
of  tne  legislature,  may  annul  or  repeal 
the  charter  of  a  corporation  or  dissolve 
it ;  yet  it  cannot,  by  virtue  of  such  an 
act,  or  any  act,  impair  or  affect  the 
property  orproperty  rights  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  extent  and  limits  of  legis- 
lative power  over  corporations  and  their 
rights  and  the  rights  of  their  mortgagees, 
and  of  persons  having  contracts  with 
the  dissolved  corporations,  underwent 
the  most  thorough  and  deliberate  con- 
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erty  rights  iEux|uired  by  virtue  of  valid  municipal  grants;  ^  and  it  has 
also  been  declared  in  respect  of  the  property  rights  of  municipalities, 
though,  as  to  this,  th^  doctrine  remains,  perhaps,  to  be  fully  settled, 
defined,  and  its  limitations  ascertained  by  actual  judicial  judg- 
ments.^ It  is  agreed  by  all  the  authorities  that  under  the  power  to 
repeal  the  charters  of  private  corporations  the  legislature  cannot 
take  away  property  acquired  under  the  operation  of  the  charter;* 


down  tracks  and  operate  its  railroad, 
VHU  a  property  right  which  survived  the 
diaBolution  of  the  corporation ;  so  were 
the  rights  of  the  corporation  under  its 
contracts  with  connecting  railroads, 
and  also  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees  to 
the  continued  use  of  the  street  in  con> 
nection  with  the  railroad,  under  the 
municipal  consent  to  the  use  thereof 
for  railway  purposes.  The  special  pro- 
visions of  the  rejiealing  act  as  to 
winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  dissolved 
corporation  and  disposing  of  and  dis- 
tributing its  property,  were  held  to 
be  unconstitutional. 

»  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Delamore,  114  U.  S. 
501;  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  93  N.  Y. 
129;  People  v.  O'Brien,  aupraf  and 
cases  dted.  Concerning  rights  acquired 
under  municipal  grants  to  others,  Ri^ 
ger,  C.  J.,  in  reople  v.  O'Brien,  supra, 
speaJdog  of  the  grant  by  the  corpo- 
ration of  New  York  City  to  the  Broad- 
way Surface  Railway  Company  to  use 
the  streets  of  New  York  for  its  railway, 
says :  "  Grants  similar  in  all  material  re- 
spects to  the  one  in  question  have  here- 
tofore been  before  the  courts  of  this 
State  for  construction,  and  it  has  been 
quite  uniformly  held  that  they  are 
grants  in  fee  vesting  the  grantee  with 
an  interest  in  the  street  in  perpetuity  to 
the  extent  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
a  street  railroad.  People  v.  Sturte- 
vant,  9  N.  Y.  263 ;  Davis  v.  Mayor,  &c., 
14N.Y.506;  Milhau  v.  Sharp^  27  N.  Y. 
611 ;  liayor  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.,  32 
N.  Y.  261 ;  Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr, 
72  N.  Y.  330.  Other  cases  are  also  re- 
ported in  the  books,  but  it  is  deemed 
unnecessary  to  accumulate  authorities 
on  this  {x>int.  .  .  .  We  are  therefore  of 
the  opinion  that  the  Broadway  Surface 
Railroad  Company  took  an  estate  in 
perpetuity  in  Broadway  through  its 
grant  from  the  city  under  the  authority 
of  the  Constitution  and  the  act  of  the 
legislature.  It  is  also  well  settled  by 
authority  in  this  State  that  such  a  right 
constitutes  property  within  the  usual 
and  common  signification  of  that  word. 
Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  72  N.  Y.  330; 


People  V.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y.  263.  .  .  . 
It  is,  however,  earnestly  contended  for 
the  State  that  such  a  franchise  is  a  mere 
license  or  privilege  enjoyable  during  the 
life  of  the  grantee  only,  and  revocable 
at  the  will  of  the  State.  We  believe  this 
proj^osition  to  be  not  only  repugnant  to 
justice  and  reason,  but  contrarsr  to  the 
uniform  course  of  authority  in  tms  coun- 
try. The  laws  of  this  State  have  made 
such  interests  taxable,  inheritable, 
alienable,  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under 
execution,  to  condenmation  under  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain, 
and  invested  them  with  the  attributes 
of  property  generaUv." 

'  Mayor,  &c.  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co., 
32  N.  Y.  261.  In  this  case  Brown,  J., 
said :  "The  rights  of  municipal  cor^K)- 
rations  to  property  in  lanoiB  and  its 
usual  incidents,  and  to  create  ferries 
and  railroad  franchises,  are  <^uite  dis- 
tinct and  separate  from  their  duties 
as  legislatures,  having  authority  to  pass 
ordinances  for  the  control  and  govern- 
ment of  persons  and  interests  within 
the  city  hmits.  The  latter  are  powers 
held  in  trust,  as  all  legislative  powers 
are,  to  be  used  and  exercised  for  the 
benefit  and  welfare  of  the  whole  com- 
munity, while  the  former  are  property, 
in  the  ordinar]^  sense,  to  be  acquired 
and  conveyed  in  the  same  manner  as 
natural  persons  acquire  and  transfer 
property."  The  same  learned  judge 
saia,  in  Brookhrn  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Brooklyn  aty  R.  R.  Co.,  32  Barb.  358, 
364 :  ''^The  grant  to  the  City  Railroad 
Company  and  its  acceptance  of  the 
conditions  annexed,  with  the  duties 
and  obligations  and  large  expenditures 
resulting  therefrom,  would  seem,  there- 
fore, to  invest  the  company  with  the 
right  of  property  in  the  franchise,  of 
which  it  cannot  be  deprived  without 
its  consent  or  against  its  will.'' 

'  See  cases  cited  in  note  1  to  this 
section.  In  Detroit  v.  Howell  Plank 
Road  Co.,  43  Mich.  140,  147,  Cooley,  J., 
said:  ''It  is  immaterial  in  what  way 
the  property  was  lawfully  acquired, 
whether  by  labor  in  the  ordinary  vooa- 
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and  as  to  municipal  coqx>rations  the  only  question  is  whether  the 
legislature  can  deprive  them,  or  rather,  perhaps,  their  inhabitants, 
of  their  property.  It  is  believed  by  the  author,  for  the  reasons  sug- 
gested in  this  chapter,^  that  while  the  legislature  has  full  power  of 
legitimate  regulation  and  control,  it  cannot  deprive  them  (that  is, 
in  essence,  the  people  of  the  locality  at  whose  expense  it  has  been 
acquired  or  for  whose  benefit  it  was  granted)  of  such  property.  It 
is  in  effect  fastened  with  a  trust  for  the  incorporated  municipali^ 
as  long  as  the  legislature  suffers  it  to  live,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
people  of  the  locality  if  the  corporate  entity  which  represents  their 
rights  shall  be  dissolved. 

§  113  (69).  Legialatiye  Pow«r  oy«r  Oontracta  off  M mddpalllgr. — 
It  is  an  interesting  question,  which  has  not  yet  arisen  for  judgment, 
whether  the  legislature  of  the  State  has  the  right,  in  virtue  of  its  con- 
trol over  municipal  corporations,  to  annul  or  interfere  with  contracts 
between  two  municipalities.  This  would  depend  perhaps  upon  the 
nature  of  the  contracts,  that  is,  whether  th^  related  to  the  public 

tioDs  of  life,  by  gift  or  descent,  or  by  Mumma  v.  Potomac  Co.,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
making  proiitabU  tue  of  a  franckUe  281,  285.  The  power  to  repeal  the* 
franM  by  the  State;  it  is  enough  that  charter  of  a  corporation  cannot,  upoo 
It  has  become  private  property,  and  it  any  legal  principle,  include  the  power 
is  then  protected  by  the  '  law  of  the  to  rep^  what  is  in  its  nature  inqoeal- 
land.' "  able,  or  to  undo  what  has  been  lawful^ 

Speaking  of  the  reserved  power  to  done  under  power  lawfully  conferred, 
''amend  or  repeal"  the  charter  of  the  Butler  v.  Palmer,  1  EQU  (N.  Y.),  SM, 
Union  Pacific  Ck>mpany,  Waite,  C.  J.,  335." 

in  the  Sinking  Fund  Cases,  99  U.  S.  700,  A  legislative  grant  of  an  exclusive 
delivering  the  opinion  -  of  the  court,  right  to  supply  gas  to  a  municipality  and 
said:  "^agreethatit  cannot  be  used  to  its  inhabitants,  through  pipes  and 
to  take  away  property  already  acquired  mains  laid  in  the  public  streets,  and 
under  the  operation  of  the  charter,  or  to  upon  condition  of  the  performance  of 
deprive  the  corporation  of  the  fruits,  the  service  by  the  grantee,  is,  after 
actuallv  reduced  to  possession,  of  con-  acceptance  and  performance  by  the 
tractA  lawfully  made."  erantee,  a  contract  protected  by  the 

In  the  same  case  (p.  73),  Strong,  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
J.,  defines  property.  In  People  v.  against  subsequent  State  legislation 
O'Brien,  supra,  Ruger.  C.  J.,  said:  "It  which  impairs  it.  The  legislature,  how- 
is  also  to  be  observed  that  in  none  of  ever,  retains  its  police  power,  including 
the  provisions  for  repeal  in  this  State  is  the  duty  to  protect  the  public  health, 
there  anything  contained  which  pur-  morals,  and  safety.  New  Orleans  Gas 
ports  to  confer  power  to  take  away  or  Company  v.  Louisiana  light  Company. 


applied  1 

rests  wholly  upon  what  is  churned  to  be  legislative  grant  of  an  exdustve  right  to 

the  necessary  consequence  of  the  extinc-  supplj^  water  to  a.  munieipatity  and  he 

tion  of  corporate  life.    We  do  not  think  inhabitants.       New     Orleans    Water- 

the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  works  Works  Company  v.  Rivers,  115  U.  8. 

any  such  effect.    It  would  not  naturally  674 ;  chapter  on  Public  Utilities,  post 
seem  to  have  any  other  operation  upon        '  Ante,  §  111 ;  poet,  §§  112,  113,  and 

its  contracts  or  property  rights  than  notes. 
the  death  of  a  natural  person  upon  his. 
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or  so-called  private  or  proprietary  rights  of  the  municipalities.  If, 
however,  a  municipal  coiporation  becomes  indebted,  the  rights  of 
the  creditor  based  upon  the  obligation  of  the  contract  cannot,  it  is  clear, 
be  impaired  by  any  subsequent  legislative  enactment.^    Thus,  where 


*  Von  Hoffman  v.  Quincy,  4  Wall. 
535 ;  approved  in  Wolff  v.  New  Orleans, 
103  U.  S.  358 ;  Galena  v.  Amy,  5  Wall. 
705;  Amy  t».  Galena,  7  Fed.  Rep.  163; 
and  see   Meriwether  v,   Garrett,    102 
U.  S.  472;   Butz  v.  Muscatine,  8  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  575 ;    Lee  County  v,  Rogers,  7 
Wall    (U.  S.)   181,   185;    Furman  v, 
Nichol,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  44;   Woodruff 
r.  Trapnall,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  206 ;  Bron- 
son  V.  Kmsie,  1  How.  (U.  S.)  316;  Lan- 
aine  V.  County  Treasurer,  1  Dillon  Cir. 
C.  R.  522 ;   Muscatine  v.  Railroad  Co., 
lb.  536;    State  v,  Milwaukee,  25  Wis. 
122;   Brooklyn  Park  Com'rs  v.  Arm- 
strong, 45  N.  Y.  234 ;  Soutter  v.  Madi- 
son (act  forbidding  city  to  levy  taxes 
to  pay  judgments  neld  void),  15  Wis. 
30;   Western  Savings  Fund  Society  v. 
Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  St.  175,  185;  San 
Francisco   v.    Canavan,   42  Cal.   541; 
Goodale  v.  Fennell,  27  Ohio  St.  426. 
The  power  of  taxation  by  a  municipal 
corporation,  and  its  extent  at  the  date 
of  a  contract,  become  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  continue  to  exist  in  favor  of 
a  creditor  under  such  contract  without 
regard  to  subsequent  reduction  of  the 
timitation  or  restriction  of  the  power. 
Morris  V.  State,  62  Tex.  728;    United 
States  17.  Port  of  Mobile,  12  Fed.  Rep. 
768;  Mobile  v.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289; 
United  States  v.  County  Court,  3  Fed. 
Rep.  1.    Where  a  contract  was  made 
by  a  municipal  corporation  while  a  law 
providing  a  remedy  by  compulsorv  tax- 
ation was  in  force,  the  repeal  of  the  law 
and  the  adaption  of  a  new  Constitution 
forbidding  the  levy  of  a  tax  in  such  case 
were  held  invalid  as  impairing  the  ob- 
ligation of   the  contract.     Sawyer  v. 
Concordia,  12  Fed.  Rep.  754. 

Where  there  is  a  mode  prescribed  by 
statute  for  levying  taxes  to  pay  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  ojf  bonds  which  may 
be  issued  by  municipal  corporations  in 
aid  of  railroads,  it  is  consiaered  a  part 
of  the  obligation;  and  any  subsequent 
change  of  it  by  the  legislature  which 
substantially  modifies  that  mode  so  as 
injuriously  to  affect  rights  under  the 
contract,  is  void  as  impairing  the  ob- 
li^tion  of  the  contract.  No  uniform 
rule  can  be  laid  down  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes such  impairment,  and  each  case 
must  depend    upon  its  own  circum- 


stances. Seibert  v.  Lewis,  122  U.  S.  284. 
A  contract  made  with  a  municipal  cor- 
poration upon  the  faith  of  taxes  to  be 
levied,  cannot  be  altered  by  the  repeal 
or  material  modification  of  the  power 
of  the  municipality  to  levy  the  taxes ; 
such  legislation  is  void  for  being  an 
impairment  of  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract. Nelson  v.  St.  Martin's  Parish, 
111  U.  S.  716;  Louisiana  v.  Pillsbury, 
105  U.S.  278;  posf,  §1612. 

But  where,  by  the  change,  additional 
property  is  made  taxable  to  pay  the 
bonds,  a  levy  of  taxes  upon  both  species 
of  property  may  be  ordered.  Cape 
Girardeau  County  v.  Hill,  118  U.  S.  68. 
Previous  to  1879  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans had  the  power  to  tax  for  general 
purposes  to  the  extent  of  12^  per  cent. 
The  Constitution  adopted  in  that  year 
reduced  the  limit  to  10  per  cent.  On 
an  appUcation  for  a  manaamus  brought 
by  a  judgment  creditor  whose  judg- 
ment was  founded  upon  a  contract 
entered  into  in  1873,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  that  State  held,  that  tne  power  of 
taxation  as  it  existed  at  the  dcUe  of  the 
contract  was  read  into  it,  and  that,  so  far 
as  was  necessary  to  satisfy  the  contract, 
the  power  of  taxation  had  not  been 
affected  by  the  new  Constitution ;  and 
the  writ  was  issued  directing  the  levy 
of  a  tax  within  the  12^  per  cent  linut 
to  satisfy  the  judgment.  State  v.  New 
Orleans,  37  La.  An.  13.  See  also  State  v. 
New  Orleans,  37  La.  An.  528;  State 
V.  New  Orleans^  36  La.  An.  687;  State 
r.  Jefferson  Pohce  Jury,  34  La.  An.  673. 
In  a  later  case,  upon  a  similar  applica- 
tion, where  the  judgment  was  oased 
upon  a  contract  entered  into  in  1874, 
after  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to 
tne  Constitution,  providing  that  the 
city  should  not  increase  its  debt  under 
any  pretext,  and  forbidding  the  draw- 
ing of  warrants  except  against  cash 
actually  in  the  treasury,  it  was  held, 
by  the  same  court,  that  the  contract 
was  restricted  as  to  satisfaction  to  the 
revenues  of  the  year,  and  imposed  no 
obligation  upon  the  city  to  exercise  in 
the  future  the  power  of  taxation  pos- 
sessed by  it  at  that  time;  and  it  was 
also  hela  that  the  provision  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  1879  limiting  the  rate  of 
taxation  to  10  per  cent  was  not  a  viola- 
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an  act  of  the  legislature  was  passed  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  a  municipal  corporation,  and  authorizing  the  creation  of  a 
sinking  fund,  to  be  deposited  and  applied  in  a  particular  manner, 
and  where  creditors  acting  thereunder  have  surrendered  the  evi- 
dences of  their  debts  and  received  new  bonds,  for  the  payment  of 
which  the  fund  stands  pledged  by  the  act,  it  is  not  competent  —  be- 
cause it  impairs  the  obligation  of  contracts  —  for  a  subsequent  l^is- 
lature,  in  providing  for  the  liquidation  of  the  corporate  debts,  to 
give  a  di£Perent  destination  to  the  sinking  fund  by  changing  the  de- 
pository of  the  fund/  So  where  the  effect  of  an  act  of  the  l^islature 
authorizing  a  city  to  fund  its  floating  dtbi  was,  in  substance,  a  pledge 
to  those  who  surrendered  their  claims  and  received  new  obligations, 
of  a  portion  of  its  revenues  and  property,  to  be  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  its  obligations  in  a  specified  mode,  thiSy  if  acted  on,  cansti- 
ivies  a  contract  which  cannot  be  materially  altered,  either  by  the 
municipality  or  the  legislature,  without  the  consent  of  the  creditors ; 
but  it  was  held  that  a  subsequent  act,  simply  changing  the  mode  of 
levying  taxes,  and  which  did  not  and  could  not  affect  the  result  or 
impair  the  security  of  the  creditors,  was  not  invalid.*  So,  also,  where 
the  legislature  authorized  an  indebted  city  to  issue  bonds  to  a  spe- 
cified amount,  in  payment  of  a  like  amount  of  its  outstanding  bonds, 
and  among  other  provisions,  plainly  intended  to  induce  creditors 
to  make  the  exchange,  was  one  prohibiting  the  city  from  thereafter 
issuing  its  bonds,  "except  in  payment  of  its  bonded  debt,"  and  this 
authority  having  been  acted  on,  the  arrangement  accepted  by  the 
creditors,  and  new  bonds  issued,  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Wisconsin  that  the  prohibition  against  the  issue  of  further 
bonds  constituted,  in  favor  of  the  holders  of  the  new  bonds,  a  con- 
tract which  the  legislature  could  not  impair  by  a  subsequent  enact- 
ment authorizing  the  municipality  to  issue  additional  bonds  for 
other  purposes.' 

tion  of  the  obligation  of  the  contract.  '  People  v.  Bond,  10  Cal.  563.  And 
It  refused  to  compel  the  city  to  levy  a  see  People  v.  Wood,  7  CaL  679 ;  Brook- 
tax  in  excess  of  that  limit.  State  v.  lyn  Park  Com' re  v.  Armstrong,  45  N.  Y. 
New  Orleans,  37  La.  An.  436.  234. 

Further,  see  chapter  on  Contracts,  •  Smith  v.  Appleton,  19  Wis.  468. 
postf  §§  886  et  8eq.  For  effect  of  judicial  Text  cited  and  approved ;  Moimt  Pleas- 
determination  of  the  law  at  the  time  a  ant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514.  Extent 
contract  is  entered  into,  see  poatf  §  901.  of  legislative  power  over  municipal  in^ 

^  Liquidators  v.  Municipality,  6  La.  debtedness  as  against  the  municipality. 

An.  21.    As  to  sinking  fund,  see  Terry  see  City  v.  Lamson,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  477 ; 

V.  Bank,  18  Wis.  87 ;  post,  chapter  on  and    read,    in    connection    therewith. 

Chartere.    Fratidvlent  transfers  of  prop-  Campbell  r.  Kenosha,  5  WalL  (U.  S.) 

erty  by  municipal  corporations.    Smith  194,  in  effect  overruling  the  practical 

V.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524 ;  post,  chapter  on  application  of  Foster  v,  Kenosha,  12 

Kemedi^  Wis.  616.    Further  as  to  rights  of  credi-- 
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§  114  (70).  Same  Subject.  —  But  authority  to  a  city  to  borrow 
money,  and  to  tax  all  the  property  therein  to  pay  the  debt  thus  in- 
curred, does  not  necessarily  deprive  the  State  of  the  power  to  modify 
taxation  so  as  to  exempt  portions  of  the  property,  if  the  rights  of 
creditors  be  not  thereby  impaired.^  So  authority  given  in  a  railroad 
charter  to  a  county  to  take  stock  and  issue  bonds  therefor,  if  a  ma- 
jority of  the  voters  so  determine,  is  not  a  contract,  but  a  mere  author- 
ity conferred  upon  the  county  in  its  public  capacity,  and  may  be 
repealed  after  a  vote  at  any  time  before  the  subscription  has  been 
made,'  or  agreed  to  be  made.' 

tors,  see  post,  chapters  on  Charters,  After  the  issue  of  such  bonds,  which 
Contracts,  and  Mandamus.  Youngs  v,  were  outstanding,  and  after  the  passage 
Hall,  9  Nev.  212.  of  a  subsequent  act  repealing  all  acts 

When  the  performance  of  the  Migor  which  authorized  the  municipality  to 
turn  of  a  pMic  or  municipal  corporation  collect  wharfage,  it  sued  the  aefendant 
has  been  rendered  impossible  by  act  of  for  refusing  to  pay  wharfage,  on  the' 
fft« /aw,  as,  for  example,  b^  a  subsequent  ground  that  the  repealing  act  was  un- 
valid  statute,  the  obligation  is,  in  Eng-  constitutional ;  but  the  Supreme  Court, 
land,  held  to  be  discharged,  and  no  assimilating  the  case  to  that  of  Gilman 
action  against  the  corporation  will  lie  v.  Sheboygan,  2  Black,  510,  and  dia- 
thereon.  This  principle  is  well  exempU-  tin^uishing  it  from  Von  Hoffman  v. 
fied  in  Brown  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  London,  Quincy,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  535,  held  that 
9  Com.  B.,  N.  s.,  726,  respecting  the  the  city  could  not  recover.  The  Ian- 
liability  of  London  on  bonds  payable  guase  of  the  judge  delivering  the  opinion 
out  of  tolls  and  duties  levied  on  vessels  would  seem  to  imply  that  the  repealing 
navigating  the  Thames.  In  this  coun-  act  would  not  be  invalid  as  to  creditors 
try,  however,  it  is  to  be  remembered  unless  other  funds  should  prove  insuf- 
tliat  the  legislative  power,  as  respects  ficient ;  but  it  should  be  observed  that 
creditors,  is  restrained  by  the  provision  this  was  not  a  point  adjudged  in  the 
of  the  Federal  Constitution  that  no  case.  St.  Louis  v.  Sluelds,  52  Mo. 
State  shall  pass  any  act  impairing  the  351. 

obligation  of  contracts,  ana  it  is  also  ^  Aspinwall  v.  County  of  Daviess, 
restrained  by  the  Fourteenth  Amend-  22  How.  (U.  S.)  364.  When  such  repeal 
ment.  is  effectual,  see  People  v.  Coon,  25  Cal. 

»  Gihnan  17.  Sheboygan,  2  Black,  510;  635;  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  t?. 
Muscatine  v.  Railroad  Co.,  1  Dillon  Davis  County,  6  Kan.  256;  compare 
C.  C.  636;  Seibert  v.  Lewis,  122  U.  S.  Town  of  Concord  v.  Portsmouth  Sav. 
284 ;  Goodale  v.  Fennell,  27  Ohio  St.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  625 ;  infra,  chapter  on 
426 ;  holding  a  subsequent  act  restrict-  Contracts.  In  State  v.  Miller,  67  Mo. 
ing  power  of  assessment  inoperative  604,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
against  a  contractor  who  had  agreed  of  that  State  that  while  municipal  cor- 
to  take  his  payment  in  assessments.       porations  cannot,  as  between  the  le^sr 

As  against  a  municipal  corporation^  lature  and  themselves,  place  their  pnvi- 
ths  leqidature  may,  it  has  been  decided  leges  on  the  ground  of  contract,  yet 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  where  the  State  creates  a  municipal 
repeal  its  powers  to  levy  and  coUect  wharf'  corporation,  and  through  it  contracts 
age,  although  the  proceeds  of  the  pubhc  witn  a  third  person,  whereby  rights  be- 
wharf  had  been  pledged  by  the  corpora-  come  vested  in  the  latter,  it  is  beyond 
tion,  under  legislative  authority,  as  a  the  power  of  the  State  to  impair  the 
fund  in  connection  with  other  revenues  obligations  of  the  contract  wnen  the 
for  the  payment  of  bonds  issued  for  contract  to  subscribe  for  stock  is  com- 
money  borrowed  by  the  corporation  pleted.  Cumberland  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
(o  maintain  and  improve  the  wharf.   Barren  County  Court,  10  Bush  (Ky.), 


'  Town  of  Concord  v.  Portsmouth  on  this  subject,  see  infra,  chapter  on 
Sav.  Bank,  92  U.  S.  625.    More  fully  Municipal  Bonds. 
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§  115  (71).  Legifllatiye  Power  oy«r  Public  Property  of  Mimici- 
paUty.  —  The  legislature,  as  the  trustee  for,  and  the  representative 
of,  the  general  public,  has  full  control  over  the  public  property  and 
the  public  righis  of  municipal  corporations.  Accordingly,  it  may, 
in  the  absence  of  constitutional  restriction,  authorize  a  railroad 
company  to  occupy  the  streets  in  a  city  without  its  consent  and  with- 
out pajrment  to  it;  ^  but  it  could  not,  probably,  authorize  the  taking 
of  the  private  property  of  a  city  by  a  railroad  company,  except  for 
public  purposes,  and  upon  compensation  being  made.^    Where  prop- 


604 ;  Shelby  Co.  v.  Cumberland  A  C.  R. 
R.  Co.,  8  Bush  (Ky.),  209,  299. 

In  California  it  is  held  that  while  the 
legislature  cannot  require  the  creditors 
of  a  county  to  surrenoer  their  evidences 
of  indebtedness,  and  accept  new  ones 
different  in  terms  from  the  old,  it  may 
refuse  to  provide  funds  to  pay  any 
portion  of  the  old  indebtedness,  unless 
the  creditors  will  accept  new  evidences 
in  place  of  the  old,  and  for  a  less  sum, 
ana  that  there  is  no  constitutional  ob- 
jection to  a  law  which  provides  a  county 
fund,  out  of  which  the  nolders  of  county 
indebtedness  can  obtain  50  per  cent  of 
the  nominal  value  of  their  demands, 
whenever  th^  may  choose  to  accept 
the  same.  People  v.  Morse,  43  Cat 
534. 

»  Pm/,  55 1222  rfse^.;  Potter  p.Collis, 
19  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  392,  quoting  text. 

'  Ante,  §§  111  and  note,  112  and 
notes;  see  post,  §§  119,  120;  Darling- 
ton V,  Mayor,  Ac.,  31  N.  Y.  164;  Rey- 
nolds V.  Stark  County,  5  Ohio,  204; 
5  Ohio  St.  1 13 ;  Clinton  v.  Railroad  Co., 
24  Iowa,  455 ;  Louisville  v.  University 
of  Louisville,  15  B.  Mon.  642 ;  Portland 
A  W.  V.  R.  Co.  V.  Portland,  14  Oreg.  188. 
See  further,  chapter  on  Streets  and  on 
Dedication,  post;  People  v.  Kerr,  27 
N.  Y.  188;  Mercer  v.  Railroad  Co.,  36 
Pa.  St.  99 ;  New  Orleans  v.  Hopkins,  13 
La.  326;  New  Orleans,  &c.  Kailroad 
Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  26  La.  An.  517 ; 
76.  478:  Reading  v.  Commonwealth, 
11  Pa.  St.  196;  post,  §§  1222  et  seq. 

So  the  permission  of  a  city  is  not 
necessary  to  the  privilege  of  layina  gas 
pij^s  through  the  streets  and  alleys, 
neither  can  it  impose  any  conditions 
upon  a  corporation  availing  itself  of  its 
rights  to  do  so  derived  from  the  legisla- 
ture. The  legislature  itself  can  provide 
for  the  laying  of  pipes  and  mains  in 
the  streets,  aUeys,  and  public  grounds 
in  order  to  distribute  natural' gas  and 
export  it  to  consumers,  and  for  this 


purpose  there  may  be  an  appropriation 
of  private  property  under  the  sovereign 
power  of  eminent  domain.  While  the 
city  cannot  confer  or  withhold  the 
privileg;e,  it  mav  be  that  reasonable 
regulations  mi^nt  be  prescribed  by 
ordinance,  looking  to  the  safety  A 
travellers  and  the  protection  of  the 
public,  while  the  work  is  in  progress. 
A  statute  granting  a  privilege  to  gas 
companies  to  lay  pipes  m  streets,  allejrs, 
and  public  grounds  of  a  citjr  is  not 
invahd  because  no  provision  is  made 
for  the  payment  of  compensation  to 
the  citj.  The  fee  of  the  streets  and 
alleys  is  in  the  public,  and  the  legisla- 
ture, which  represents  the  public,  and 
has  unlimited  control  of  the  streets 
and  alleys,  may,  in  the  absence  of 
constitutional  restriction,  grant  the 
privilege  or  franchise  in  them  without 
providing  for  the  payment  of  com- 

Ssnsation.  La  Harpe  v.  Elm  Township 
as  Co.,  69  Kan.  97. 
Municipal  sewers  and  the  privilege  of 
dischaiging  them  into  a  river  are  not 
held  by  a  city  as  private  property  in 
such  sense  tnat  the  le^^ture  cannot 
impair  the  city's  right  therein  without 
compensation.  The  municipal  corpo- 
ration is  simply  one  of  the  governmental 
agencies  of  the  State,  and  is  subject  to 
legislative  control  without  limitation, 
saving  such  as  the  Constitution  im- 
poses. Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic  Valley 
Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183; 
8.  c.  71  N.  J.  L.  574.  -The  ooosiitu- 
tional  provision  that  private  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  witb- 
out  compensation  has  no  application 
to  sewers  constructed  by  a  city.  The 
sewers  are  already  public  property ;  the 
municipal  corporation  is  but  a  public 
trustee  with  powers  conferred  by  the 
l^islature  for  the  purposes  of  the  trust. 
Those  powers  may  be  revoked,  and  ^he 
trust  resumed  by  the  State  at  the  will  of 
the  legislature.     Van  Cleve  v.  Pa 
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erty  is  held  by  a  municipal  corporation  purely  as  an  agent  of  the  State 
in  the  exercise  of  its  governmental  functions,  such  municipality  only 
holds  the  title  thereto  as  trustee  for  public  and  governmental  pur- 
posesy  and  the  State  has  the  right,  if  it  desires,  to  change  the  trustee, 
and  may  do  so  by  transferring  the  property  to  another  governmental 
agency  for  the  same  purpose,  without  compensation  to  the  munici- 
pality and  without  imposing  upon  the  new  agency  any  obligation  to 
pay  debts  incurred  by  the  municipality  in  acquiring  the  property.^ 


Valley  Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L. 
183 ;  8.  c.  71  N.  J.  L.  574 ;  Essex  PubUc 
Rottd  Board  v.  Skinkle,  49  N.  J.  L. 
641,  671;  140  U.  8.  304;  MiUbura  v. 
So.  Orange,  55  N.  J.  L.  254,  257 ;  New- 
ark V.  Watson,  66  N.  J.  L.  667,  673. 

An  act  having  been  passed  ''to  pro- 
vide for  the  improvement  of  the  nver 
bed  and  harbor  of  Mobile,"  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  expenses  for  the  work 
could  not,  under  the  State  Constitution, 
be  imposed  upon  the  county  of  MobiUf 
the  work  being  for  the  benent  of  the 
whole  State,  which  would  be  in  contrar 
vention  of  the  article  forbidding  the 
taking  of  private  property  for  public 
use  without  just  compensation  or  for 
private  use  or  the  use  of  corporations 
other  than  municipal  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owners,  and  of  the  article 
restraining  the  legislature  from  dele- 
gating power  to  levy  taxes  to  an  indi- 
vidual private  corporation.  The  court 
held  that  the  issue  by  the  president 
and  commissioners  of  revenue  of  Mo- 
bile County  of  bonds  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  river  bed  and  haroor  of 
Mobile  as  authorized  by  the  act  was 
not  a  taking  of  private  property  for 
public  use  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  clause.  It  was  a  loan 
of  the  credit  of  the  county  for  a  work 
public  in  its  character,  designed  to  be 
of  general  benefit  to  the  State,  but 
more  especially  and  immediately  to 
the  county.  It  was  competent  for  the 
l^islature  to  apportion  the  burden 
ratably  amonc  all  the  counties  or  other 
particular  subdivisions  of  the  State, 
or  lay  the  greatest  part  or  the  whole 
upon  that  county  or  portion  of  the 
State  especially  and  immediately  bene- 
fited by  the  expenditure.  The  harsh- 
ness m  the  act  in  imposing  upon  the 
ooun^  of  Mobile  the  entire  burden  of 
the  improvement  was  not  a  matter  for 
the  court  to  consider.  Mobile  County 
r  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691. 

The  legislature  having  granted  to  a 
town,  by  its  charter,  the  full  power  to 


grant  licenses  to  sell  vinous  and  spiritual 
quors  within  its  corporate  Umits  and 
to  appropriate  the  proceeds  to  city  pur- 
poses, it  was  held  that  a  subsequent  act, 
changing  the  purposes  to  wnich  the 
proc^ds  should  be  applied  and  direct- 
ing such  proceeds  to  oe  apptied  to  a 
female  academy,  was  unconstitutional, 
the  city  having  by  its  charter  a  vested 
interest  in  the  profits  arising  from  the 
franchise  of  granting  licenses.  The 
power  was  held  to  be  partly  for  pubUc 
purposes  and  partly  for  private  sidvan- 
ta^  or  emolument.  The  lep;islature 
mieht  take  away  the  franchise  alto- 
gether, but  it  could  not  permit  the 
continuance  of  its  exercise  and  divert 
the  advantage  to  be  derived  therefrom 
to  another  purpose  than  that  pointed 
out  by  the  charter.  Aberdeen  Female 
Academy  Trustees  v.  Aberdeen,  21 
Miss.  645.  This  decision  is,  we  think, 
of  questionable  soundness,  since  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  that  the  munici- 
pality has  a  vested  right  in  profits 
arising  from  licenses.  See  IndianapoUs 
V.  Indianapolis  Home,  Ac,  50  Ind.  215. 
*  Board  of  School  Com'rs  of  India- 
napolis V.  Centre  Township,  143  Ind. 
391.  In  this  case  territory  was  an- 
nexed to  a  city  which  contained  a 
school  house  and  lot  belonging  to  the 
school  township  from  which  the  ter- 
ritory was  taken.  For  the  purpose  of 
erecting  the  school,  the  township  had 
incurred  debt,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
annexation  a  portion  of  the  debt  was 
still  unpaid.  The  statute  annexing  the 
territory  to  the  city  directed  that  the 
title  to  the  school  property  in  the  an- 
nexed territory  should  vest  in  and  be 
conveyed  to  the  school  corporation  of 
the  city,  but  no  provision  was  made  for 
the  payment  of  any  part  of  the  value 
of  such  property,  or  any  part  of  any 
indebtedness  created  (mi  account  thereof 
and  remaining  unpaid.  It  was  held  that 
the  statute  was  within  the  constitu- 
tional power  of  the  leg;islature,  and  that 
it  did  not  interfere  with  or  impair  any 
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So,  too,  roads  and  bridges  are  not  private,  but  public  property,  and 
the  legislature  may  organize  a  public  corporation  for  a  limited  pur- 
pose, and  authorize  such  corporation,  in  connection  with  the  con- 
struction of  an  improvement  delegated  to  it,  to  remove  and  destroy 
a  bridge  constructed  and  paid  for  by  the  first  public  corporation.' 
But  the  legislature  has  no  power  to  appropriate  the  funds  of  a  munici- 
pality to  the  discharge  of  an  obligation  against  the  entire  State,  or  to 
direct  the  payment  of  such  funds  for  any  other  purpose  than  such  as 
pertains  to  the  municipality  itself.^  It  may  authorize  corporations 
to  make  contracts,  but  it  is,  perhaps,  more  doubtful  how  far  it  can 
compulsorily  make,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word,  contracts  for  them, 
since  the  essence  of  a  contract  consists  in  the  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties.' And  on  this  view  it  has  been  held,  in  Vermont,  that  the  legis- 
lature cannot,  without  the  consent  of  a  municipal  corporation,  appoint 
an  agent  for  it,  and  authorize  him,  as  such  agent,  to  purchase  prop- 
erty and  bind  the  corporation  to  pay  for  it.^    So  the  Supreme  Court 


veffted  rights  of  the  township.  An  act 
which  makes  the  mayor  ana  aldermen 
of  a  corporation  commissionerB  of  the 
court  house  and  jail  may  be  repealed 
by  the  legislature,  and  tnese  buildings 
placed  under  the  control  of  county  or 
other  officers.  State  v.  Savannah  R.  M. 
Charlt.  (Ga.)  250.  All  corporations 
which  are  made  merelv  for  the  purpose 
of  city  government,  of  town  police,  are 
so  far  the  creatures  of  the  legislature 
that  they  may  be  controlled  by  it,  and 
have  their  constitutions  altered  and 
amended  by  the  government  in  such 
manner  as  the  public  interest  may  re- 
ouire.  Such  an  act  is  not  repugnant  to 
tne  Constitution  of  the  State.  State  v. 
Dews,  R.  M.  Charlt.  397.  A  grant  to  a 
city  to  aid  in  building  a  court  house, 
and  for  educational  purposes,  is  sub- 
ject, until  executed,  to  l^slative 
resumption  and  control  Bass  v. 
Fontleroy,  11  Tex.  698. 

*  Heffner  v.  Cass  and  Morgan  Coun- 
ties, 193  111.  439.  In  this  case  a  drain- 
age district  was  organized  under  the 
Illinois  statute,  by  which  authority 
was  given  to  the  drainage  commis- 
sioners to  remove  bridges,  &c.,  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  drains  and 
ditcnes.  The  duty  was  placed  upon 
the  corporate  authorities  of  construct- 
ing or  replacing  the  bridges,  &c., 
removed.  The  drainage  commissioners, 
in  connection  with  the  construction  of 
a  ditch,  destroyed  a  public  bridge  over 
a  stream  forming  a  county  boundary. 
This  bridge  had  oeen  constructed  and 


paid  for  by  the  two  counties.  An 
action  of  trespass  was  brought  by  the 
counties  against  the  drainage  commia- 
sioners  on  the  ground  that  the  l^ia- 
lature  could  not  authorize  the  drainage 
commissioners  to  take  and  appropriate 
the  property  of  the  counties  without 
just  compensation.  The  court  held 
that  the  constitutional  provision 
against  taking  or  damaging  private 
property  without  just  compensation 
nacl  no  application,  and  that  the  lqgi»- 
lature  hadf  full  power  to  authorise  the 
drainage  commissioners  to  remove  a 
public  oridge  over  a  stream  which  runs 
across  a  public  highway  without  oon>- 
pensation,  although  such  bridge  may 
have  been  constructed  by  the  county. 

'  Conlin  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  114 
CaL404. 

'  Cooley  on  Taxation  (2d  ed.),  688 
et  seq.,  where  the  subject  is  Hia^^i^i^ 
and  the  leading  cases  referred  to. 

«  Atkins  V.  Randolph,  31  Vt.  226. 
The  case  was  this:  Plaintiff  sued  the 
town  of  Randolph  in  assumpsit  for 
liquor  sold  to  an  "agent"  appointed  by 
the  county  commissioners  to  purchase 
liquors  (under  the  Act  of  1852,  "to  pre- 
vent the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors  "), 
at  the  exfsense  of  the  town  for  which  he 
was  appointed.  The  town  never  gave 
any  assent,  express  or  implied,  to  this 
appointment;  nor  did  it  receive  any 
benefit  from  the  sale  of  the  liquors,  or 
have  any  knowledge  that  the  axent  was 
purchasing  liquors  on  its  credut.  The 
court  held  the  Act  of  1852  unoonstitik- 


5116 


LEGISLATIVE   POWER   OVER   PUBUC   UTILITIES 


199 


of  Illinois  has  decided  that  the  legislature,  under  peculiar  provisions 
in  the  Constitution  of  that  State,  has  no  power  to  compel  a  city  to 
incur  a  debt  against  its  will.' 


§  116.  Power  off  Legislature  over  PabUc  UtilitieB  owned  by  a 
Municipality.  —  The  difficulty  which  exists  in  determining  the  nature 
and  proper  scope  of  the  legislative  power  over  the  property  and  affairs 
of  a  municipality  is  well  illustrated  in  the  case  of  public  viilities  such 
as  vxxler,  gas,  and  electric-light  works  constructed  by  the  mimid^ 
paliiy  or  purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  taxation.  It  is  generally 
laid  down  that  in  constructing  or  purchasing  works  for  these  pur- 
poses and  in  operating  and  managing  them  a  city  or  other  municipal 
corporation  acts  rather  in  its  private  and  corporate  capacity  than  in 
the  exercise  of  its  governmental  functions.^    But  this  statement  is 


taonal,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not 
recover.  The  decision  was  put  mainly 
upon  the  ground  that  the  legislature 
could  not  authorize  a  binding  contract 
to  be  made  creating  a  debt  against  a 
public  corporation  without  its  consent. 
Btnnett,  J.,  dissented,  not  on  the  ground 
that  the  corporation  was  bound  by  force 
of  any  contract,  but  because  the  Act  of 
1852  imposed  a  duty  upon  the  towns,  as 
irtttffiicipo^  corportUums,  to  pay  for  the 
liquors,  and  this  for  ptiblic  purposes 
and  to  carry  out  a  jxdice  regulation. 
Chief  Justice  Denio  criticises  this  case, 
and  considers  it  as  "standing  upon  no 
principle."  Darlington  v.  Mayor,  &c. 
of  New  York,  31  N.  Y.  164,  206.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  approved  by  Lyon, 
J.,  in  SUte  v.  Tappan,  29  Wis.  664 ;  re- 
ferred to  infra,  §  123  and  note.  And 
ne  Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  St.  320 ; 
po8t,  I  1487,  note;  §§  119  et  aeq.;  Has- 
Drouck  V.  Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  37;  Mills 
V.  Charlton.  29  Wis.  400. 

»  Cairo  &  St.  Louis  R.  R.  Co.  v.  City 
of  Sparta,  77  111.  505 ;  People  v.  Chicago 
(Lincohi  Park  Case),  51  111.  17 ;  People 
V.  Sak>mon  (South  Park  Case),  lb.  37 ; 
Harvard  v.  St.  Clair,  &c.  Drainage 
Co.,  51  111.  130;  Board  of  Education  v. 
Blodgett,  155  111.  441.  Though  the 
reasoning  of  the  court  is  general,  yet 
the  point  decided  —  that  the  city  could 
not  be  compelled  to  contract  a  debt 
against  its  consent  —  was  influenced 
fcyy,  if  it  does  not  rest  upon,  a  constitu- 
tional provision  (art.  ix.  §  5)^  which 
was  construed  to  restrict  the  legislature 
from  granting  the  right  of  local  or  cor- 
porate taxation  to  anv  other  than  the 
corporate  atUhorUiea  of  the  municipality 


or  district  to  be  taxed.  In  lUinoia  an 
act  authorising  police  commiaaioners  to 
issue  certificates  of  indebtedness  without 
its  consent  is  unconstitutional.  People 
v.  Canty,  55  111.  33 ;  ante,  §  103 ;  People 
V.  McAdams,  82  111.  356;  Park  Com'rs 
V.  Tel.  Co.,  103  lU.  33.  Compare  Dar- 
lington V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  31 
N.  Y.  164.  See  Dunnovan  v.  Green,  57 
111.  63 ;  Sinton  v.  Ashbury,  41  Cal.  525. 
In  Calif omia  it  is  held  that  the  legisla- 
ture may  empower  the  authorities  of  a 
city  to  purchase  an  agricultural  park, 
and  to  issue  its  bonds  in  payment 
therefor,  and  to  levy  a  tax  for  tneir  pay- 
ment. Sonoma  CJounty  Bank  v,  Fair- 
banks, 52  Cal.  196;  infra,  Ull^etseq. 

The  general  propositions  in  the  text 
as  to  the  restridums  on  legislative  •power 
over  municipal  corporations  will  be  round 
to  be  sustained  by  the  following  cases : 
Atkins  17.  Randolph,  31  Vt.  226;  White 
V.  Fuller,  39  Vt.  193;  LouisviUew.  The 
University,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  642; 
Western  Savings  Fund  Society  v.  Phil- 
adelphia, 31  Pa.  St.  175,  185;  Mont^ 
pelier  v.  East  Montpelier,  29  Vt.  12; 
Poultney  v.  Wells,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  180; 
University  of  Alabama  v.  Winston,  5 
Stew.  &  Port.  (Ala.)  17 ;  Norris  v.  Trus- 
tees Abingdon  Academy,  7  Gill  &  Johns. 
(Md.)  7 ;  Regents  of  University  v.  Wil- 
liams, 9  Gill  &  Johns.  365 ;  Trustees  of 
Academy  v.  Aberdeen,  21  Miss.  645; 
Brunswick  v.  Litchfield,  2  Me.  28,  32. 

*  See  post,  chapter  on  Public  Util- 
ities :  Birmingham  v.  Birmingham  Water 
Works  Co.,  139  Ala.  531,  533;  Hender- 
son 1?.  Young,  119  Ky.  224;  Lynch  v. 
Springfield,  174  Mass.'  430;  Bullmaster 
V.  St.  Joseph,  70  Mo.  App.  60;  Ironton 
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intended  merely  to  embody  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  law 
upon  which  the  rights  of  the  municipality  as  a  contracting  party 
with  another  or  for  liability  for  negligence  are  to  be  determined. 
For  some  purposes,  even  in  connection  with  works  of  public  utility, 
a  municipal  corporation  acts  in  a  governmental  rather  than  a  private 
or  proprietary  capacity.  Thus,  the  decisions  generally  deny  any 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  municipality  for  property  destroyed  by 
fire,  through  its  failure  to  maintain  proper  works  and  a  sufficient 
supply  of  water  to  extinguish  the  fire,  upon  the  ground  that  in  under- 
taking to  furnish  a  supply  of  water  and  to  maintain  appliances  for 
that  purpose  the  municipality  acts  in  a  governmental  and  not  merely 
in  its  private  or  corporate  capacity.^  It  is  apparent  that  in  the  man- 
agement and  operation  of  the  property  so  acquired  municipal  cor- 
porations cannot  be  wholly  exempt  from  legislative  control.  Their 
duties  and  obligations  to  the  consumers,  the  inhabitants  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, in  furnishing  water  and  light  are  plainly  a  proper  subject 
of  legislative  supervision  and  control  in  many  respects,  and  some 
courts  have  asserted  a  power  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  over  these 
utilities  which  extends  to  the  appointment,  control,  and  supervision 
of  the  agents  by  whom  the  property  of  the  municipality  shall  be 
acquired  or  administered.  Thus,  it  has  been  doubted  whether  there 
is  any  rule  which  draws  the  line  between  powers  which  are  govern- 
mental in  their  nature  and  those  which  relate  to  the  local  conven- 
ience of  the  citizens  and  are  private  and  proprietary  in  their  nature, 
and  to  place  those  relating  to  water,  gas,  and  public  parks  on  the 
quasi  private  side  of  the  corporation.  Subjects  of  that  character 
might  under  some  aspects  be  regarded  as  properly  belonging  to  the 
private  affairs  of  a  corporation,  but  under  others  would  be  regarded 
as  a  public  matter.^  Public  parks,  gas,  and  water  in  towns  and  cities 
may  ordinarily  be  classed  as  private  affairs,  but  they  often  become 
matters  of  public  importance,  and  when  the  legislature  determines 
that  there  is  a  public  necessity  for  their  use  in  a  certain  locality,  it 
has  been  said  that  they  cannot  be  designated  as  the  mere  private 
affairs  of  the  corporation.  That  is  a  relative  question.  Therefore, 
as  a  part  of  a  purpose  of  securing  an  adequate  supply  of  pure  water 
to  a  city,  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  within  the  power  and  scope  of  the 
legislature  to  provide  therefor,  and  to  appoint  the  agents  by  whom 
the  work  shall  be  constructed  or  purchased  for  the  benefit  and  at  the 

V.  Kelley,  38  Ohio  St.  50;  Western  Sav.  ities;  Miller  v.  Minneapolis,  75  Minn. 

Fund  Soc.  V.  Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  St.  131 ;  Mendel  v,  WheeUng,  28  W.  Va. 

175,  183 ;  Ysleta  v.  Babbitt,  8  Tex.  Civ.  233. 

App.432.  *  David   v,  Portland   Water  Coib- 

'  See  po^,  chapter  on  Public  Util-  mittee,  14  Oreg.  98,  122. 
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expense  of  the  municipality.*  Even  when  a  city  has  already,  through 
money  derived  from  taxation  or  otherwise,  acquired  its  own  munici- 
pal water  works,  it  has  been  held  that  there  is  no  principle  of  law 
which  gives  to  the  city  any  vested  or  constitutional  right  as  against  the 
State  to  manage  and  control  its  water  works  or  to  appoint  agents  or 
managers  to  control  them,  and  that  the  legislature  may  regulate  the 
management  of  the  water  works  of  the  municipality  and,  if  it  sees 
fit,  appoint  the  agents  and  managers  therefor.^  The  court  declared 
that  while  the  municipality  exists  as  a  corporation  endowed  with  the 
capacity  of  purchasing^  and  holding  property,  it  has  a  right,  as  against 
eveiy  other  corporation  or  person,  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  its 
property  as  fully  as  a  private  person  can  hold  and  enjoy  similar 
property.  But  cities  as  corporations  are  emanations  of  the  supreme 
law-maJking  power  of  the  State,  and  they  are  established  for  the  more 
convenient  government  of  the  people  within  their  limits.  Although 
the  title  to  property  is  vested  in  the  corporate  body,  it  is  not  to  be 
shielded  from  the  control  to  a  certain  extent  of  the  legislature.  While 
the  corporation  exists  by  authority  of  the  State  and  is  authorized  to 
purchase  and  hold  property  for  the  inhabitants  to  be  paid  by  taxa- 
tion, the  State  cannot  take  away  such  property  and  give  it  to  other 
corporations  or  persons  by  the  appointment  of  a  board  of  commis- 
sioners, but  the  action  of  the  legislature  complained  of  was  not  a 
diversion  of  the  property  from  the  purposes  of  its  acquisition.  No 
tide  is  to  be  diverted  and  no  property  is  wrongfully  taken,  whether 
managed  by  the  city  council  or  by  a  board  of  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  authority  of  the  legislature ;  the  uses  and  purposes  of 
the  water  works  —  the  supplying  of  water  to  the  corporators,  or 
inhabitants  of  the  city  ^-  will  be  the  same,  and  while  these  purposes 
and  objects  continue  the  same,  there  is  no  violation,  by  the  act  of  the 
l^islature  in  appointing  a  board  of  commissioners,  of  any  equitable 
li^t  of  which  the  city  may  complain.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  has  reached  the  opposite  conclusion,  and  has 
declared  that  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  manage  the 
water  works  of  a  city  otherwise  than  by  the  authority  of  the  city  is 
UDcon3titutional  and  void,  as  divesting  the  city  of  the  management 
and  control  of  its  property.'  In  reaching  this  conclusion  the  court 
pointed  out  that  the  right  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  hold  and 
manage  property,  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  to  act  generally  as  a 
private  corporation  in  supplying  local  needs  and  conveniences,  is 

<  David   V.   Portland  Water  Com-       '  Goyle  v.  Mclntire,  7  Houst.   {Del) 
mittee,  14  Oreg.  96.  44  . 

*  State  V,  Barker,  116  Iowa,  06. 
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distinctly  recognized  by  the  authorities;  that  the  estal^lishment  and 
control  of  water  works  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  is 
a  matter  that  pertains  to  the  municipality  as  distinguished  from  the 
State  at  large ;  that  if  the  city  were  a  mere  private  corporation,  then 
the  legislature  could  not  take  the  management  of  its  property  out  of 
the  hands  of  its  officers  and  directors  and  place  them  in  the  custody 
and  control  of  officials,  even  if  they  be  stockholders,  selected  by  per- 
sons who  had  no  interest  in  the  corporate  entity  and  who  were  in  no 
manner  responsible  to  those  interested  in  the  welfare  of  the  organi- 
zation, and  that  the  same  rule  shoiild  be  applied  to  property  held  by 
a  municipal  corporation  in  its  private  and  proprietary  capacity ;  and 
therefore,  when  the  municipality  has  a  proprietary  and  private  inter- 
est in  its  wa^r-works  system  granted  to  it  by  the  legislature  or  inci- 
dent to  its  power  to  acquire  and  hold  property,  the  management  and 
control  of  this  property  cannot  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
municipality  and  vested  in  trustees  appointed  by  an  agency  having 
no  connection  with  or  responsibility  to  the  municipality.  Whatever 
may  be  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  municipalities  to  dis- 
pose of,  or  to  surrender  the  control  of,  property  acquired  for  a  public 
utility,  such  as  railroads,  water  works,  &c.,  it  may  authorize  them 
to  do  so  at  their  discretion.*  But  a  municipality  cannot,  without 
such  legislative  authority,  dispose  of  such  property,  which  is  held  for 
the  public  use  and  charged  with  a  public  trust.' 

§  117.  Oontrol  of  the  Legislatare  over  Pablie  Parks. — It  has 
been  held  that  although  title  to  the  land  within  a  city  forming  a 
public  park  is  vested  in  a  dty,  the  control  of  the  public  parks  belongs 
primarily  to  the  State.  The  authority  which  the  common  council 
or  park  commissioners  of  a  city  may  exercise  in  the  control  and 
management  of  public  parks  is  not  derived  from  the  citizens  of  the 
municipality  within  the  limits  of  which  such  parks  are  situated,  but 
from  the  legislature.  Such  parks  are  held  not  for  the  sole  use  of 
the  people  of  a  particular  municipality,  but  for  the  use  of  the  gen- 
eral public  which  the  legislature  represents.  Municipalities,  in  con- 
trolling and  managing  such  public  parks,  act  as  a  governmental 
agency  exercising  authority  delegated  by  the  State,  and  are  always 
subject  to  legislative  control.'     By  virtue  of  its  control  over  the 

*  Cinciimati  v.  Dexter,  55  Ohio  St.  West  Chicago  Park  Com'rs  v.  Mc- 
93.  MuUen,  134  111.  170;    Commonwealth 

'  Huron  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Huron,  v.  Davis,  162  Mass.  510.  But  see  re- 
7  S.  Dak.  9.  marks  of  AOen,  J.,  in  Mount  Hcqpe Gem- 

'  People  V,  Holladay,  93  Cal.  241 ;  etery  v,  Boston,  158  Mass.  509,  quoted 
Hartford   v.   Maslen,    76   Conn.    599;   a/t/e,  §  111,  note;  in/ra,  §  132.    In iSi- 
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public  parks  the  legislature  possesses  the  power  to  authorize  a  mu- 
nicipality to  devote  it  to  a  use  which  is  inconsistent  with  park 
purposes,  so  long  as  such  inconsistent  use  is  some  other  and  higher 
public  purpose  which  will  render  its  enjoyment  by  the  public  more 
extended  and  general.^ 

§  118.  Mandatory  Legislation  as  to  Hours  of  Labor,  Wages,  and 
Union  Labor  upon  Municipal  Works.  —  Attempts  have  been  made 
by  the  legislatures  of  many  States  to  regulate  the  hours  of  daily 
labor,  and  the  compensation  of  persons  rendering  services  for 
municipal  corporations  or  for  contractors  for  municipal  improve- 
ments, and,  in  some  instances,  to  limit  the  employment  to  members 
of  labor  unions  in  good  standing.  So  far  have  the  demands  of 
laborers  and  labor  unions  in  these  respects  been  recognized  that 
the  Constitutions  of  a  few  of  the  States  contain  provisions  designed 
to  accomplish  these  objects.^  Legislation  on  these  subjects  has  been 
vigorously  attacked,  and  its  application  to  individuals  and  private 
corporations,  as  well  as  to  municipal  and  other  public  corporations, 
strenuously  resisted.  Although  this  work  does  not  deal  with  the 
rights  and  remedies  of  private  individuals  and  corporations,  yet  a 
proper  understanding  of  the  law  of  municipal  corporations  requires 
a  statement  of  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  courts  in  the  case  of  indi- 
viduals and  private  corporations,  for  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  legis- 

noU  a  park  district  Ib  a  quasi  municipal  lature.  Hartford  v.  Maslen,  76  Conn, 
corporation  for  park  purposes  and  is  599. 

subject  to  legislative  control.  Its  pow-  *  "  Not  more  than  eight  hours'  act- 
ers  may  be  changed,  abridged,  or  en-  ual  work  shall  constitute  a  lawful  day's 
Ureed  over  any  part  of  the  territory  work  on  all  State  and  municipal  worlos" 
witnin  the  original  limits  of  the  district  (Idaho  Ck>nst.,  1889.  art.  xiii.  §  2). 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislature.  West  "  Eight  hours'  actual  work  shaU  con- 
Chicago  Park  Com'rs  v.  McMuUen,  stitute  a  lawful  day's  work  in  all  mines, 
134  lu.  170;  People  v.  Salomon,  51  111.  and  on  all  State  and  municipal  works" 
37;  Wilcox  t».  People,  90  111.  186,  192;  (Wyoming  Const.,  1889,  art.  xix.  b, 
People  V.  Williams,  51  III.  63;  South  §  1).  "The  legislature  shall,  by  appro- 
Park  Com'rs  V.  Dunberry,  91  111.  49 ;  priate  legislation,  see  that  the  provi- 
People  V.  Walsh,  96  111.  232.  sions  of  the  foregoing  section  are  en- 

"  Hartford  v,  Maslen,  76  Conn.  59^.  forced"  (lb,  §  2).  "The  rights  of  labor 
Authority  to  change  the  use  to  which  a  shall  have  just  protection  through  laws 
public  park  is  devoted  mav  be  granted  calculated  to  promote  the  industrial 
either  by  express  words  or  by  necessary  welfare  of  the  State"  (Utah  Ck)nst.., 
imptication.  Hartford  v,  Maslen,  76  1895,  art.  xvi.  §  1).  "Eight  hours 
Conn.  599 ;  Evergreen  Cemetery  Assoc,  shall  constitute  a  day's  work  on  aU 
r«  New  Haven,  43  Conn.  234,  242;  works  or  undertakings  carried  on  or 
Driacoll  v.  New  Haven,  75  Conn.  92,  aided  by  the  State,  county,  or  munici- 
101.  The  use  of  a  public  park  of  a  city  pal  governments ;  and  the  legislature 
as  a  site  for  a  capitol  building  for  the  shallpass  laws  to  provide  for  the  health 
State  held  not  to  be  incondstent  with  and  safety  of  employees  in  factories, 
park  purposes,  or,  if  inconsistent  there-  smelters,  and  mines"  (lb.  §  6).  "The 
with,  to  oe  subject  to  the  higher  public  legislature  by  appropriate  legislation 
purpo&e  as  the  city  might  devote  the  shall  provide  for  the  enforcement  of 
tanas  to,  with  the  consent  of  the  legis-  the  provisions  of  this  article"  (lb.  §  7). 


204  MUNiaPAL   CORPORATIONS  §  118 

lature  has  the  power  to  r^ulate  the  relations  between  private 
employers  and  their  employees,  a  fortiori  it  may  regulate  the  employ- 
ment of  labor  by  public  and  municipal  Corporations  created  by  it. 
The  extreme  case  of  a  statute  which  prohibits  any  person  from  enter- 
ing into  contracts  with  respect  to  property,  or  contracts  having  as 
their  object  the  acquisition  of  property,  is  undoubtedly  a  violation 
of  the  provisions  of  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions  against  laws 
depriving  any  person  of  property  without  due  process  of  law.'  It 
has  accordingly  been  urged,  and  in  many  instances  successfully, 
that  statutes  which  declare  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  em- 
ployer to  require  or  permit  an  employee  to  labor  more  than  a  speci- 
fied number  of  hours  per  day,  or  which  regulate  the  manner  of 
payment,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  contract  relations  between 
employer  and  employee,  infringe  the  right  of  employer  and  em- 
ployee to  enter  into  contracts  which  are  innocent  and  beneficial  in 
their  nature,  which  interfere  with  no  public  interest,  and  which  are 
not  susceptible  of  regulation  under  the  police  power  of  the  State; 
and  therefore  deprive  the  parties  subject  to  their  provisions  of  their 
property  without  due  process  of  law.  These  statutes  have  also  been 
held  to  be  unconstitutional  on  the  cognate  ground  that  they  violate 
the  inalienable  right  of  the  individual  to  enjoy  and  defend  his  liberty, 
and  to  acquire,  possess,  and  protect  his  property,  —  a  right  expressly 
guaranteed  by  some  Constitutions,  and  held  to  exist  as  a  necessary 
incident  to  the  republican  and  constitutional  form  of  government, 
even  in  cases  where  no  express  constitutional  guarantee  exists.^ 

^  Speaking  of  the  provisions  of  the  process  of  law,  may  be  violated  without 
Federal  Constitution  forbidding  the  the  physical  taking  of  property  for  pub- 
deprivation  of  property  without  due  lie  or  private  use.  Property  may  be 
prooessof  law,  Brcnim,  J.  y  said, in  Holden  destroyed  or  its  value  may  be  annihi- 
V.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  391 :  "As  the  lated;  it  is  owned  and  kept  for  some 
possession  of  property,  of  which  a  per-  useful  purpose,  and  has  no  value  unless 
son  cannot  be  deprived,  doubtless  im-  it  can  be  used.  Its  capability  for  enjoy- 
plies  that  such  property  may  be  ac-  ment  and  adaptability  to  some  use  are 
quired,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  a  State  law  essential  characteristics  and  attributes 
which  undertakes  to  deprive  any  class  without  which  property  cannot  be  con* 
of  persons  of  the  general  power  to  ac-  ceived ;  and  hence  any  law  which  de- 
quire  property  womd  also  be  obnoxious  stroys  it  or  its  value,  or  takes  away  any 
to  the  same  provision.  Indeed,  we  may  of  its  essential  attributes,  deprives  the 
go  a  step  further,  and  sav  that,  as  prop-  owner  of  his  property." 
erty  can  only  be  legally  acquired  as  *  In  Matter  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98, 
between  living  persons  by  contract,  a  106,  which  involved  the  constitution - 
^neral  prohibition  against  entering  ality  of  a  statute  prohibiting  the  manu- 
mto  contracts  with  resi^ct  to  property,  facture  of  cigars  in  teneinents,  B{mH,  J^ 
or  having  as  their  object  the  acquisition  said :  **  One  may  be  deprived  of  his  lib- 
of  property,  would  be  equally  invalid."  ertvand  his  constitutional  rights  thereto 
In  Matter  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  105.  violated  without  the  actual  imprison- 
Earl,  J.,  said:  "The  constitutional  ment  or  restraint  of  his  person.  Lib- 
guaranty  that  no  person  shall  be  de-  erty.  in  its  broad  sense,  as  understood 
prived  of  his  properly  without  due  in  tnis  country,  means  the  right,  not 
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When  legislation  of  this  character  has  been  limited  in  its  applica- 
tion to  certain  occupations  or  classes  of  employees,  —  e.g.,  to 
employees  in  mines,  —  it  has  been  also  held,  in  many  cases,  to  be 
discriminative  and  class  legislation,  and  imconstitutional  on  that 
ground.  A  detailed  examination  of  the  decisions  is  unnecessary,  but 
the  principal  cases  involving  the  rights  of  individual  employers  and 
their  employees  will  be  found  in  the  notes." 


only  of  freedom  from  actual  servitude, 
imprisomnent,  or  restraint,  but  the 
rignt  of  one  to  use  his  faculties  in  all 
lawful  wajTs,  to  live  and  work  where  he 
will,  to  earn  his  livelihood  in  any  lawful 
calling,  and  to  pursue  any  lawful  trade 
or  avocation.  All  laws,  therefore, 
which  impair  or  trammel  these  rights, 
which  limit  one  in  his  choice  of  a  trade 
or  profession,  or  confine  him  to  work  in 
a  specified  locality,  or  exclude  him  from 
his  own  house,  or  restrain  his  otherwise 
lawful  movements  (except  as  such  laws 
may  be  passed  in  the  exercise  of  the 
pohce  power  .  .  .),  are  infringements 
upon  his  fundamental  rights  of  liberty, 
which  are  under  constitutional  protec- 
tion." See  also  Butchers'  Union  Cor. 
r.  Crescent  aty  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746; 
Uvi;  Stock,  &c.  Assoc,  v.  Crescent  CSty, 
Ac.  Co.,  1  Abb.  (U.  S.)  388,  398;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  ReiUy,  74  N.  Y.  609,  515. 

'  An  act  making  it  a  misdemeanor 
to  permit  labor  for  more  than  eight 
hours  per  day  in  mines,  smelters,  £c., 
held  unconstitutional,  as  infringing  the 
right  to  contract  and  as  class  legislar 
tion.  In  re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  415 ;  In 
re  Eight  Hour  Bill,  21  Colo.  29 ;  but 
see,  amtraf  State  v.  Holden,  14  Utah, 
71,  96;  Short  v.  BuUion-Beck,  &c. 
Min.  Co.,  20  Utah,  20;  57  Pac.  Rep. 
720;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366. 
A  statute  providing  that  no  female 
shall  be  employed  m  anv  factory  or 
woriEshop  more  than  eight  nours  on  any 
day,  or  forty-eight  hours  in  any  one 
week,  held  unconstitutional  on  similar 
grounds.  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  III. 
98;  but  see,  cmUrat  Commonwealth  v. 
Hamilton  BIfg.  Co.,  120  Mass.  383; 
State  V.  Buchanan,  29  Wash.  602.  An 
act  providing  that  for  all  classes  of 
mechanics,  servants,  and  laborers  ex- 
cept those  engiuced  in  farm  or  domestic 
labor,  a  day  shau  not  exceed  eight  hours, 
held  unconstitutional,  because  the  dis- 
crimination against  farm  and  domestic 
laborers  makes^  it  roecial  legislation, 
and  because  it  interferes  with  the  con- 
Rtitutional  riffht  of  parties  to  contract. 
Low  r.  Rees  Printing  Co.,  41  Neb.  127. 


A  statute  providing  that  no  female 
shall  be  employed  in  any  factory  before 
six  o'clock  m  the  morning  or  after  nine 
o'clock  in  the  evening  is  unconstitu- 
tional. People  V.  Wiffiams,  116  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  379. 

A  statute  which  requires  private  cor- 
porations to  pay  the  wages  of  employees 
weekly  violates  the  right  of  the  indi- 
vidual to  contract  and  is  unconstitu- 
tional. Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,^ 
147  III.  66.  But  see  conJbra,  In  re 
Weekly  Wage  Act,  163  Mass.  589.  An 
act  wmch  provides  that  if  any  railroad 
company  shall,  under  ccfrtain  cireum- 
stances,  refuse  to  pay  the  amount  due 
to  its  employees,  it  shall  be  liable  to 
pay  twenty  per  cent  in  addition,  is 
unconstitutional.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  4  Tex.  App.  570. 
Statutes  prohibitinjg  persons  and  cor- 
porations engaged  in  mining  or  manu- 
facturing from  paying  wages  by  orders 
on  stores  kept  by  themselves  or  others, 
held  unconstitutional  as  class  legisla- 
tion and  as  interfering  with  the  prop- 
erty rights  and  liberty  of  the  individual. 
State  V.  Haun,  61  Kan.  147;  State  v. 
Loomis,  115  Mo.  307;  Godcharles  v. 
Wigeman,  113  Pa.  St.  431 ;  State  v, 
GoodwiU,33W.Va.  179.  But  see  State 
r.  Peel  SpUnt  Coal  Co.,  36  W.  Va.  802 
Hancock  v.  Yaden,  121  Ind.  366 
Shaffer  v.  Union  Min.  Co.,  55  Md.  74^ 
An  act  prohibiting  persons  and  corpo- 
rations engaged  in  mining  and  manu- 
facturing, and  interested  in  selling  mer- 
chandise and  supplies,  from  selling  to 
their  own  employees  at  a  greater  profit 
than  to  others,  is  unconstitutional,  as 
class  legislation  and  an  unjust  inter- 
ference with  private  contracts  and 
business.  State  v.  Fire  Creek  C.  &  C. 
Co.,  33  W.  Va.  188.  An  act  prohibiting 
persons  engaged  in  mining  or  manufac- 
turing from  keeping  truck  stores  held 
unconstitutional,  as  class  legislation. 
Frerer  v.  People.  141  111.  171. 

An^  act  whicn  prohibits  employers 
from  imposLug  a  nne  upon  employees 
engaged  at  weaving,  or  m>m  withhold- 
ing wages  in  whole  or  in  part  for  im- 
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In  opposition  to  these  views,  it  has  been  declared  that  the  liberty 
to  contract  is  not  absolute  and  universal.'  Eyery  one  may,  by 
statute,  be  denied  the  right  to  make  certain  contracts,  whilst  some 
individuals  may  be  restrained  from  all  contracts.  The  limitations 
in  this  respect  are  shown  by  the  disability  of  infants,  and  of  married 
women  at  the  common  law;  the  invalidity  of  marriage  brokerage 
contracts,  post  obit  bonds,  and  covenants  in  restraint  of  trade;  the 
regulation  of  the  form  in  which  contracts  may  be  made  by  statutes 
of  frauds;  the  supervision  of  the  contracts  of  seamen;  the  ex- 
emption of  wages  from  attachment;  usury  laws,  and  the  like. 
The  legislation  on  the  subject  of  contracts  between  individuals 
relates  to  a  great  variety  of  contracts,  and  has  been  passed,  —  some 
of  it  to  promote  the  public  health,  morals,  or  convenience;  some 
of  it  for  the  protection  of  individuals  against  fraud,  and  some  of 
it  for  the  protection  of  classes  of  individuals  against  unfair  or 
unconscionable  dealing.  Accordingly,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  upon  the  request  by  the  legislature  that  it 

perfections  that  ma^  arise  during  the  for  the  exclusive  employment  of  meay- 

process  of  weaving,  is  unconstitutional,  bers  of  the  labor  umon  is  void,  as 

as  interfering  with  the  right  of  acquir-  against  public  policy.    Jacobs  v.  Cohen, 

ing,  possessing,  and  protecting  prop-  99  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  48 ;  see  also  Mills 

erty.     Commonwealth  v.   Peny,   155  v.  U.  S.  Pnnting  Co.,  99  N.  Y.  App. 

Mass.  117.    An  act  providing  for  the  Diy.  605. 

weighing  of  coal  at  the  mines,  and  '  In  Frisbie  v.  United  States,  157 
requiring  owners  of  mines  to  furnish  U.  S.  160,  the  constitutionality  of  a 
and  pla^  upon  the  railroad  track  ad-  statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  for 
jacent  thereto  a  track  scale  of  the  an  attorney  to  receive  more  than  ten 
standard  measure,  to  employ  a  weigher  dollars  for  prosecuting  a  claim  for  a 
and  to  keep  a  record  of  the  weights  pension  was  sustained.  The  court  said : 
of  the  coal  mined  by  the  different  em-  ^' While  it  may  be  conceded  that,  gen- 
ployees,  is  unconstitutional,  as  class  erally  speaking,  among  the  inalienable 
legislation,  and  because  it  prohibits  rights  of  the  citizen  is  that  of  the  lib- 
persons  8ui  juris  from  making  their  erty  of  contract,  yet  such  liberty  is  not 
own  contracts.  Millett  v.  People,  117  absolute  and  umversal.  It  is  within 
111.  294.  A  law  which  reouires  the  the  undoubted  power  of  government 
owners  of  coal  mines  to  weign  coal  be-  to  restrain  some  individuius  from  all 
fore  screening,  and  to  pay  their  em-  contracts,  as  well  as  all  individuals 
ployees  upon  the  weignts  so  ascer-  from  some  contracts.  It  may  deny  to 
tained,  deprives  the  persons  subject  to  all  the  right  to  contract  for  the  pur- 
its  provisions  of  liberty  and  property  chase  or  ^e  of  lottery  tickets ;  to  the 
and  of  the  right  to  contract,  and  is  un-  minor  the  right  to  assume  any  <^tiga- 
constitutional.  Ramsey  v.  People,  142  tions,  except  for  the  necessaries  of  ex- 
lU.  380;  In  re  House  Bill.  21  Colo.  27.  istence;  to  the  common  carrier  the 
A  law  which  makes  it  unlawful  for  an  power  to  make  any  contract  releasing 
employer  to  prohibit  an  employee  from  himself  from  n^ligenoe ;  and,  indeed, 
joining,  or  to  require  an  employee  to  may  restrain  alTenga^jed  in  any  em- 
withdraw  from,  a  trade  or  labor  union,  ployment  which  is  against  pubhc  pol- 
or  other  lawful  organization,  is  invalid,  icy.  The  possession  of  this  power  by 
as  special  legislation,  and  because  it  government  in  no  manner  conflicts 
deprives  the  employer  of  property  with  the  proposition  that,  generally 
without  due  process  of  law.  State  v.  speaking,  every  citizen  has  a  lifht 
Julow,  129  Mo.  163.  A  contract  be-  freely  to  contract  for  the  price  of  his 
tween  an  employer  and  a  labor  union  labor,  services,  or  property." 
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give  its  opinion  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  requiring 
all  employers  engaged  in  any  manufacturing  business  and  hav- 
ing more  than  twenty-five  employees  to  pay  the  wages  of  the 
employees  weekly,  declared  that  it  could  not  say  that  such  a  statute 
was  not  within  the  legislative  power,  if  the  legislature  deemed  it 
expedient  to  enact  it.^  In  some  cases  statutes  applicable  to  private 
corporations  have  been  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  such  corpo- 
rations owe  their  existence  to  the  pleasure  of  the  legislature;  their 
charters  are  subject  to  amendment  and  repeal ;  and  the  legislature 
may  prescribe  the  conditions  upon  which  they  may  engage  in  busi- 
ness.' In  some  instances  statutes  limiting  the  hours  of  daily  labor 
of  employees  have  been  sustained  as  health  or  police  regulations,^ 

■  In  re  Weekly  Wage  Act,  163  Mass.  which  made  a  violation  of  the  statute 
589.  In  this  case  the  court  remarked :  a  misdemeanor,  was  sustained,  because 
'^The  legislative  power  granted  to  the  the  defendant  was  a  corporation  which, 
general  court  by«the  Constitution  of  under  the  laws  of  the  State,  enioyea 
MafiBachusetts  is  perhaps  more  com*  unusual  and  extraordinary  privileges, 
prehensive  than  I  have  found  in  the  which  enabled  it  to  surround  itself  with 
bonstitution  of  some  of  the  other  a  great  retinue  of  laborers  who  needed 
States."  This  remark  has  been  the  to  be  protected  ag^ainst  all  fraudulent 
ground  for  distinguishing  it  in  cases  in  and  suspicious  devices  in  the  weighing 
which  the  opposite  conclusion  has  been  of  coal  and  the  payment  of  labor ; 
reached  in  other  States.  See  Ritchie  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
V.  People,  155  111.  58 ;  In  re  Morgan,  fendant  was  a  licensee  of  the  State,  and 
26  Colo.  415.  In  International  Text-  was  pursuing  a  vocation  which  the 
Book  Co.  V.  Weissinger,  160  Ind.  349,  State  has  taken  under  its  general  super- 
a  statute  prohibiting  the  assignment  of  vision  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
future  wages,  and  declaring  invalid  safety  of  the  employees  by  ventilation, 
any  agreement  whereby  the  employer  inspection,  and  governmental  report, 
is  relieved  from  paying  wages  weekly,  and  the  defendant  therefore  must  sub- 
was  sustained  as  a  lawful  exercise  of  mit  to  such  regulations  as  the  sov- 
the  police  power,  in  view  of  the  impor-  ereign  deems  conducive  to  the  public 
tance  to  the  State  of  the  well-being  of  health,  morals,  and  public  security, 
wage-earners  and  the  temptation  to  In  Shaffer  v.  Union  Mining  Co.,  55  Md. 
sacrifice  future  earnings.  74,  an  act  which  prohibited  the  ^ay- 

'  In  Leap  v.  Railway  Co.,  58  Ark.  ment  of  employees  of  corporations 
407,  a  statute  which  required  the  wages  engaged  in  mining  or  manufacturing 
of  employees  of  railroads  and  of  rail-  otherwise  than  in  legal  money  of  the 
road  contractors  to  be  paid  immedi-  United  States,  was  sustained,  upon  the 
ately  upon  discharge,  and  which  con-  ground  that  the  defendant  was  a  cor- 
tinued  the  employment  until  the  wages  poration  whose  charter  was  subject  to 
were  paid,  was  sustained  on  this  ground  alteration  or  amendment  at  pleasure, 
as  to  cori>orat]on8,  although  the  court  In  Massachueetts  this  ground  of  dis- 
declared  it  to  be  clearly  unconstitu-  tinction  seems  to  have  been  rejected; 
tional  if  applied  to  individuals.  So  and  a  statute  which  required  corpora- 
construed,  this  statute  does  not  violate  tions  to  pay  wages  weekly  was  de- 
any  provision  of  the  Federal  Constitu-  clared  not  to  have  been  passed  neces- 
tion.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  sarily  in  amendment  of  tneir  charters, 
Paul,  173  U.  S.  404.  In  State  v.  Peel  nor  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  the 
Splint  Coal  Co.,  36  W.Va.  802,  a  statute  power  of  the  corporations.  In  re 
which  prohibited  corporations,  &c.  from  Weekly  Wage  Act,  163  Mass.  589,  596. 
paying  the  wages  ot  employees  other-  '  In  Commonwealth  v.  Hamilton 
Wiseman  in  money  or  by  scrip  redeem-  Mf^.  Co.,  120  Mass.  383,  a  statute  pro- 
able  in  money,  and  which  required  hibitin^  the  employment  of  infants 
ownera  of  coal  mines  to  weigh  and  to  under  eighteen  and  women  in  any  man- 
pay  for  the  coal  before  screening,  and  ufacturing  establishment  for  more  than 
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and  the  Supreme  G)urt  of  the  United  States  has  held  that  an  act 
of  the  legislature  of  a  State  which  limits  the  daily  hours  of  employ- 
ment, if  sustained  by  the  Constitution  or  courts  of  the  State  under 
the  police  power,  does  not  violate  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution by  abridging  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  its  citizens,  or ' 
by  depriving  them  of  their  property  without  due  process  of  law,  or 
by  denying  to  them  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws/  It  has  also 
been  held  that  a  statute  which  prohibits  coal  miners  from  stipu- 
lating in  advance  that  they  waive  their  right  to  receive  their  wages 
for  mining  coal  in  legal  tender  money  of  the  United  States  is  within 
the  legislative  power ,^  and  a  statute  which  requires  the  redemption 

ten  hours  in  anv  one  day,  and  limiting  strictions  which  had  formerlv  been 
the  hours  of  labor  to  sixty  per  week,  laid  upon  the  conduct  of  individuals  or 
was  sustained,  as  a  health  or  police  classes  of  individuals  had  proved  det- 
regulation.  In  State  v.  Buchanan,  29  rimental  to  their  interest;  while,  on 
Wash.  602,  a  statute  limiting  employ-  the  other  hand,  certain  other  classes 
ment  of  females  in  manufacturing  and  of  persons,  particularly  those  engaged 
mercantile  establishments  to  ten  nours  in  dangerous  or  imhealthy  employ- 
in  any  one  day  was  sustained,  as  a  ments,  have  been  found  to  be  in  need 
proper  exercise  by  the  police  power,  ^f  additional  protection.  The  court 
The  Constitution  of  Utah  contains  a  also  expresses  the  opinion  that  the 
provision  that  ''The  legislature  shall  people  of  each  State  may  adopt  such 
provide  for  the  health  and  safety  of  systems  of  law  as  best  conform  to  their 
employees  in  factories,  smelters,  and  own  traditions  and  customs,  subject 
mines."  Under  this  provision  a  stat-  always  to  the  restrictions  and  limitsr 
ute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to  re-  tions  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  It 
quire  or  permit  an  employee  to  labor  further  declared  that  it  had  no  disix>- 
more  than  eight  houlv  m  any  one  dav  sition  to  criticise  the  many  authorities 
in  the  mines  or  smelters  was  sustained,  which  hold  that  State  statutes  restrict- 
State  V.  Holden,  14  Utah,  71,  96;  ing  the  hours  of  labor  are  unconstitu- 
Short  V,  Bullion-Beck,  &c.  Wsnng  Co.,  tional;  that  it  was  not  called  upon  to 
20  Utah,  20 ;  57  Pac.  Rep.  720.  In  express  an  opinion  upon  that  subject ; 
People  V.  Lochner,  177  N.  Y.  145,  a  that  they  have  no  application  to  cases 
statute  r^ulating  and  limiting  the  where  the  legislature  nad  adjudged  that 
hours  of  employment  in  bakeries  was  a  limitation  was  necessary  for  the  pres- 
sustained,  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  ervation  of  the  health  of  employees,  and 
power  of  the  legislature  in  the  mter-  there  are  reasonable  grounds  for  believ- 
ests  of  the  public  health.  But,  on  writ  ing  that  such  determination  is  supported 
of  error,  this  decision  was  reversed  by  by  the  facts.  It  said :  "The  ouestion  in 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  on  each  case  is  whether  the  legislature  has 
the  ground  that  it  denied  to  employer  adopted  a  statute  in  the  exercise  of  a 
and  employed  the  right  to  freely  con-  reasonable  discretion ;  or  whether  its 
tract  without  reason.  Lochner  v.  New  action  be  a  mere  excuse  for  an  unjust 
York,  198  U.  S.  45.  discrimination   or    the    oppression   or 

1  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366.  spoliation  of  a  particular  claai."  The 
The  grounds  upon  which  the  court  Supreme  Court  of  Colorado  has  refused 
reached  this  conclusion  are  stated  at  to  follow  this  decision.  See  In  re 
large  in  the  opinion.  The  court  seems  Morgan,  26  Colo.  415.  Holden  v. 
to  have  gjiven  great  weight  to  the  fact  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  is  distinguished 
that  law  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  a  pro-  in  Lochner  v.  New  York,  198  U.  S. 
gressive  science ;    that  in  some  States  45,  54. 

the  methods  of  procedure  which  at  the  '  Hancock  v.  Yaden,  121  Ind.  366. 
time  the  Constitution  was  adopted  This  decision  appears  to  be  placed  upcm 
were  deemed  necessary  to  the  si^ety  the  unsatisfactory  ^und  that  the 
and  protection  of  the  people  or  to  the  statute  mav  be  sustained  as  tending  to 
liberty  of  the  citizen,  have  been  found  protect  and  maintain  the  lawful  money 
to  be  no  longer  necessary;    that  re-  of  the  nation.    The  court  declined  to 
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in  cash  of  store  orders,  and  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  issued 
by  employers  in  payment  of  wages,  and  gives  a  cause  of  action  for 
refusal  so  to  redeem,  does  not  conflict  with  any  provision  of  the 
Federal  Constitution.*  It  is,  of  course,  apparent  that  in  those  States 
where  the  validity  of  any  of  the  statutes  referred  to  above  has  been 
sustained,  a  statute  in  similar  terms  operating  upon  municipal  cor- 
porations is  valid ;  but,  as  has  already  been  said,  municipal  corpo- 
rations have  a  twofold  character,  and  some  decisions  have  insisted 
upon  treating  them  as  merely  agencies  adopted  by  the  State  for  the 
purposes  of  local  government.  Being  creatures  of  the  State,  their 
charters  can  be  revoked  or  amended  at  pleasure,  and  the  same 
power  which  can  create  and  destroy  may  regulate  all  the  internal 
affairs  of  the  corporations.  Accordingly  it  has  been  held  that  a 
statute  which  declares  the  number  of  hours  that  shall  constitute  a 
day's  work  on  the  works  of  the  State  or  government  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  direction  to  the  agents  of  the  State  or  government.'  And  under 
the  principles  which  make  a  municipal  corporation  merely  an  agent 
of  a  State  for  governmental  purposes,  it  has  been  similarly  held 
that  the  legislature  may  prescribe  the  number  of  hours  which  shall 
constitute  a  day's  labor  upon  municipal  improvements,  and  may 
require  municipal  oflBcers  and  contractors  to  observe  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute,  under  penalty  of  being  convicted  of  a  misde- 
meanor.* Such  a  law,  in  its  application  to  a  person  who  has  con- 
tracted with  a  city  subsequent  to  its  enactment,  does  not  deprive 
the  contractor  of  his  liberty  or  his  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  even  though  it  appears  that  the  current  rate  of  wages  is^  based 
on  private  work  where  a  greater  number  of  hours  constitutes  a  day's 
work,  and  that  work  in  excess  of  the  prescribed  number  of  hours  is 
not  dangerous  to  the  health  of  the  laborer.^ 

express  any  opinion  whether  the  legia-  comparatively  helpless  condition  of  the 

lature  might  absolutely  prohibit  the  emplovee,  to  protect,  by  legislation  of 

payment  of  wages  in  anything  other  this  character^  the  employee  against 

than    money,  saying,  ''Whether   the  fraud,   hardship,   and    oppression,   or 

legislature    may    absolutely     declare  his  own  improvidence, 

that  nothing  shall  be  payment  but  '  Unitea  States  v.  Martin,  94  U.  S. 

monc^,  we  need  not  inquire ;    for  all  400.   See  also  Clark  v.  State,  142  N.  Y. 

that  IS  important  here  is  to  decide  that  101. 

it  may  prohibit  a  contract  being  made  "  In  re  Dalton,  61  Kan.  257 ;  State 
in  advance,  waiving  the  right  to  pay-  v.  Atkin,  64  Kan.  164,  175 ;  s.  c.  191 
ment  in  what  the  Uw  says  shall  be  the  U.  S.  207;  State  v.  Wilson,  65  Kan. 
medium  for  payment."  237.  A  city  ordinance  making  eijght 
*  KnoxviUe  Iron  Go.  v,  Harbison,  hours  a  day's  work  on  all  municipal 
1S3  U.  S.  13.  The  true  ground  on  which  construction^  and  declaring  a  violation 
the  validity  of  such  le^lation  as  that  of  this  provision  by  a  municipal  con- 
mentioned  in  the  text  rests,  is,  we  tractor  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  has  been 
think,  that  the  legislature  has  deemed  sustained.  In  re  Brmid,  36  Wash.  449. 
it  necessary  or  expedient,  in  view  of  *  AtUn  v.  Kansas,  191  U.  S.  207. 
the  practice   of  employers,  and  the  The  statute  in  this  case  provided  that 
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But  courts  of  great  ability  have  adopted  a  contrary  view.  It  has 
been  most  emphatically  declared  that  a  municipal  officer  directing 
a  local  improvement  is  not  the  agent  of  the  State ;  he  is  the  agent 
of  the  city,  and  the  city  alone  is  responsible  for  his  acts.*  The 
legislature  cannot  authorize  or  compel  the  city  to  give  any  of  its 
money  or  property  or  to  loan  its  credit  for  any  private  purpose, 
nor  to  expend  any  of  its  money  directly  or  indirectly  for  any  other 
than  city  purposes.  If  the  legislature  should  by  statute  require  a 
city  to  enter  into  contracts  which  directly  or  indirectly  secure  bene- 
fits to  private  individuals  or  particular  classes  of  citizens,  and  not 
for  purely  city  purposes,  the  statute  would  be  void,  as  in  conffict 
with  the  spirit,  U  not  the  letter,  of  the  Constitution.  Therefore  a 
statute  which  tends  to  divert  the  money  or  property  of  the  city  or 
of  the  local  property  owners  from  strictly  city  purposes,  and  devotes 
it  directly  or  indirectly  to  private  interests,  or  to  interests  of  some 
class  of  persons  as  distinguished  from  the  whole  body,  whether  the 
transaction  is  made  to  assume  the  form  of  the  payment  of  wages  or 
something  else,  is  in  conflict  with  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  Con- 
stitution.' Accordingly,  many  decisions  hold  that  a  statute  which 
prohibits  a  contractor  with  a  city  or  other  municipal  corporation 
from  requiring  or  permitting  his  laborers  to  work  more  than  ei^t 
hours  in  one  day  is  unconstitutional.'    For  similar  reasons,  stat- 

f  Eight  hours  shall  constitute  a  day's  served    that    the    opinion    makes    no 

work  for  all  laborers,  workmen,  me-  mention  of  the  fact  that  the  obU|p- 

chanics,  or  other  persons  now  employed,  tions  undertaken  by  the  citv  under  its 

or  who  mav  hereeifter  be  employed,  by  contract  must  ultimately  be  met  by 

or  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  or  taxation ;    that  the  natural  tendency 

by  or  on  behalf  of  any  county,  city,  of  a  statute  such  as  that  under  consider- 

township,  or  any  other  mimicipality  of  ation  is  to  impose  a  greater  burden  on 

said  State " ;  required  the  payment  of  the  city  and  its  taxpayers ;   and  thai 

the  current  rate  of  per  diem   wages  the    statute    mi^ht    be    regarded    as 

in  the  locality;  and  declared  that  all  arbitrarily  imposing  obligations  upon 

laborers,  Ac.,  employed  by  contract-  the   city   for   the    oenefit   of    certain 

ors  or  sub-contractors  of  the  State  or  individuals  or  class,  viz.,  laborers  upon 

municipality  should  be  deemed  to  be  local  improvements, 
employed  by  the  State  or  the  munici-        *  People  v.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  1,  10. 
pality.    The  court  did  not  enter  upon        *  People  v.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  1,  10. 

any  extended  discussion  of  the  cases  What  is  a  ''city  purpose"  7    People  v, 

decided  other  than  those  decided  in  Kelly,  76  N.  Y.  475;  Index,  City  Pitr- 

Kansas.    It  placed  its  decision  "upon  pose. 

the  broad  ground  that  the  work  being        '  People  v.  Orange  Co.  Road  Const, 

of  a  pubUc  character,  absolutely  under  Co.,  175  N.  Y.  84 ;  People  v.  Grout,  179 

the  control  of  the  State  and  its  munici-  N.    Y.    417 ;     Cleveland    v.    Clements 

pal  agents  acting  by  its  authority,  it  is  Bros.   Const.   Co.,   67   Ohio   St.    197. 

for  the  State  to  prescribe  the  conditions  City    ordinances    and    provisions    in 

under  which  it  will  permit  work  of  specifications  to  the  same  effect  have 

that  kind  to  be  done.    Its  action  touch-  been  held  invalid  and  illegal  for  similar 

ing  such  a  matter  is  final  so  lon^  as  reasons.    Fiske  v.  People,  188  IIL  200, 

it  does  not  by  its  regulations  infnnge  206;  McChesney  v.  People,  200  IIL  146; 

the  personal  rights  of  others ;  and  that  Ex  parte  Kuback,  85  Qd.  274 ;  Seattle 

has  not  been  done."     It  is  to  be  ob-  v.  Smyth,  22  Wash.  327. 


118 


LEGISLATION   AS  TO   LABOR  ON   WORKS 


211 


utes  which  prescribe  the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid  to  the  employees 
of  contractors  for  the  public  works  of  a  municipality  —  whether  by 
fixing  a  minimum  wage  or  by  requiring  the  rate  of  wages  prevail- 
ing in  the  locality  to  be  paid  —  have  been  held  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional.^ But  one  of  the  courts,  which  declared  that  the  legislature 
could  not  compel  contractors  for  a  municipality  to  pay  the  prevail- 
ing rate  of  wages,  held  that  it  may  require  a  municipality  to  pay  its 
own  employees  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages.' 

For  reasons  similar  to  those  under  which  statutes  regulating 
the  rates  of  wages  are  unconstitutional,  a  sUUvie  which  requires 
the  use  of  stone  cut  and  dressed  within  the  city  upon  any  local  im- 
provement, is  invalid.  This  statute  is  also  in  conflict  with  the 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  conferring  upon  Congress  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  States.^  Laws  and  ordi- 
nances which  require  the  employment  of  union  labor  only  upon 
public  improvements  tend  to  create  a  monopoly,  are  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  a  class- of  citizens,  improperly  restrict  com- 
petition, and  impose  an  additional  and  unwarranted  burden  upon 
taxpayers  by  increasing  the  cost  of  the  work,  and  are  therefore 
unconstitutional.^    It  must  be  confessed  that  the  decisions  do  not 


•  People  V,  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  1; 
Street  v.  Vamey  EL  Supply  Co.,  160 
Ind.  338;  66  K  £.  Rep.  894.  In  the 
Utter  case  the  court  declared  that  the 
Indiana  Wage  Law,  which  required  un- 
sldlied  laborers  upon  the  public  works 
of  the  State  and  municipalities  to  re- 
ceive not  less  than  twenty  cents  per 
hour,  and  which  made  it  a  misdemeanor 
for  any  contractor  to  violate  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute,  was  unconstitu- 
tional, because  its  effect  was  to  con- 
fiscate the  property  of  the  taxpayers 
by  forcing  them  to  pay  an  arbitrary 
price  for  labor  on  pubUc  works,  and 
also  because  the  statute  deprived  the 
individual   of    property    without   due 

Srocess  of  law.  See  also  Knowles  v. 
few  York,  37  N.  Y.  Misc.  195;  Meyers 
V.  Pa.  Steel  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  307 ; 
People  V.  Featherstonhaugh,  172  N.  Y. 
112. 

»  Ryan  v.  New  York,  177  N.  Y.  271. 
In  this  case  the  plaintiff  had  been  em- 
ployed by  the  city  as  a  street  laborer ; 
after  his  employment  began  the  legis- 
lature passed  a  statute  requiring  that 
the  wages  to  be  paid  for  a  legal  day's 
work  to  all  laborers  upon  pubuc  works 
shall  be,  "not  less  than  the  prevailing 
rate  for  a  day's  work  in  the  same  trade 
or  occupation  in  the  locality."  The 
plaiDtiff  remained  in  the  employment 


of  the  city  for  a. period  of  six  years 
after  the  enactment  of  this  statute, 
and  during  that  time  he  continued  to 
receive  pa;pient  at  the  rate  of  S3 
per  day  without  protest.  Six  years 
after  the  statute  was  passed  he  began 
an  action  to  recover  from  the  city  an 
additional  payment  of  50  cents  per  day 
from  the  time  when  the  law  was  en- 
acted, alleging  that  he  had  been 
underpaid  to  that  extent  during  the 
whole  period.  The  court  held  that  by 
so  doing  he  had  waived  the  right  to 
take  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  and  it 
would  seem  that  that  ground  alone 
was  sufficient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's 
claim  whether  the  statute  be  held  to 
be  valid  or  invalid.  An  opinion  was, 
however,  rendered,  and  concurred  in  by 
four  judges,  holding  the  statute  to  b!e 
valid ;  a  dissenting  opinion  holding  that 
as  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in 
any  event,  the  validity  of  the  statute 
was  not  before  the  court,  but  also 
expressing  the  belief  that  in  any  event 
the  statute  was  unconstitutional,  was 
concurred  in  by  three  judges. 

»  People  V.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  144 ; 
contra,  Allen  v.  Labsap,  188  Mo.  692. 
See  also  St.  Louis  Quarry  &  Const.  Co. 
V.  Von  Versen,  81  Mo.  App.  519. 

*  Inge  V.  Board  of  Public  Works, 
135  Ala.  187;  Atlanta  v.  Stein,  111  Ga 
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disclose  any  generally  acknowledged  or  unifonn  ground  upon  which 
these  laws  may  be  either  upheld  or  overthrown.  The  power  of  the 
legislature  to  prescribe  the  qualifications,  hours  of  attendance,  and 
the  compensation  of  municipal  officers  is  undoubted.  It  would  not 
seriously  be  contended  that  the  legislature  could  not  fix  the  compen- 
sation of  the  mayor,  commissioners  of  police,  city  treasurer,  or  comp- 
troller, nor  can  there  be  any  doubt  but  that  the  legislature  may 
prescribe  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  minor  officers  of  the  city, 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  functions  relating  to  police,  health, 
and  public  safety.  But  when  officers  of  this  class  have  been  elimi- 
nated, there  remain  a  great  number  of  persons  employed  by  a  city 
and  drawing  compensation  from  its  treasury,  whose  only  claim  to 
payment  is  that  they  are  mechanics  or  laborers  rendering  services  as 
such  to  the  city.  It  is  with  reference  to  this  latter  class  that  the  dif- 
ficulty arises.  It  is  difficult  at  timeato  tell  where  the  one  class  begins 
and  the  other  class  ends,  and  from  this  difficulty  appears  to  have 
arisen  the  unwillingness  of  the  courts  to  adopt  any  uniform  rule. 
Yet  the  duty  of  the  courts  would  appear  to  be  imperative,  for  if 
the  only  claim  which  the  person  has  to  compensation  is,  not  that 
he  is  an  officer  and  entrust^  with  some  public  function,  however 
humble,  but  merely  that  he  is  a  simple  mechanic  or  laborer  ren- 
dering services  which  any  mechanic  or  laborer  having  the  requisite 
skill  or  intelligence  may  render,  any  statute  which  results  in  paying 
to  him  more  than  others  pay  for  the  same  or  like  services  imposes 
an  increased  burden  upon  the  taxpayers,  and  diverts  to  the  use  of  a 
private  individual  money  raised  by  taxation,  which,  by  rights,  can 
only  be  applied  to  a  municipal  and  public  purpose. 

It  would  seem  that  statutes  which  attempt  to  regulate  the  rate  of 
the  wages  or  the  hours  of  labor  of  employees  of  cities  or  of  contract- 
ors for  municipal  improvements  in  such  manner  as  to  give  municipal 
employees  more  pay  than  other  employees  receive  for  like  services^ 
violate  the  principles  of  constitutional  law,  notwithstanding  the  high 
judicial  authority  which  has  sustained  them.  If  the  legislature  can 
authorize  a  city  to  let  a  contract  to  the  lowest  or  other  bidder,  it  is  a 
confession  that  in  the  performance  of  that  contract  the  contractor  is 
not  exercising  any  governmental  duty.  In  other  words,  during  the 
period  of  construction  the  only  rights  and  interests  which  are  af- 

789 ;  Adams  v,  Brennan,  177  111.  194 ;  App.  Div.  221 ;    People  v.  Edbcomb, 

Holden  v.  Alton,  179  lU.  318;  Fiske  o.  112  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  604;  Mmhall  A 

People,  188  IlL  206;  Lewis  v.  Detroit  Bruce  Co.  v.  Nashville,  109  Tenn.  4d5. 

Board  of  Education,  139  Mich.  306;  See  also  Van  Qeve  v.  Passaic  Valley 

State  V.  Toole,  26  Mont.  22 ;  Paterson  Sewerafre   Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.    183; 

Chronicle  Co.  r.  Paterson,  66  N.  J.  L.  s.  c.  71  N.  J.  L.  574. 
129;    Davenport  v.  Walker,  57  N.  Y. 
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fected  are  the  private  property  rights  of  the  municipality  and  of  the 
contractor.  It  may  be  that  public  duties  attach,  when  the  construc- 
tion is  completed,  if  the  improvement  is  one  which  has  an  essential 
relation  to  some  governmental  function,  but,  except  for  the  power  or 
duty  to  make  the  improvement,  that  relation  does  not  arise  until 
completion.  In  making  a  contract  for  a  local  improvement,  a  mu- 
nicipality uses  its  own  means  and  credit  and  the  resources  of  its  tax- 
payers, and  buys  from  some  person  so  much  labor  and  material  as 
may  be  necessary  to  effect  the  improvement.  The  contractor  is 
merely  selling  that  labor  and  material.  Hence  it  is  apparent  that  the 
contractor  cannot  possibly  exercise  any  governmental  function  on  be- 
half of  the  dty  or  the  State.  The  fact  that  the  improvement  is  made 
for  a  governmental  purpose  under  a  power  given  or  a  duty  imposed 
upon  the  munidpalily  by  its  charter,  should  not  place  the  city  in  any 
different  position.  The  duty  to  use  the  improvement  for  a  public 
purpose  does  not  ordinarily  arise  until  completion,  and  until  that 
time  the  power  or  duty  to  furnish  the  improvement  should  not  be 
made  an  excuse  for  placing  an  increased  burden  on  the  city  and  its 
taxpayers.  Therefore  the  rights  and  relations  of  the  parties  in  the 
construction  of  such  improvement  should  be  placed  upon  the  same 
basis  as  if  tfie  contract  were  between  individuals.  If  any  other  prin- 
ciple be  applied,  the  result  is  increased  taxation,  and  the  diversion 
of  money  raised  or  ultimately  to  be  raised  by  taxation  to  the  benefit 
of  the  contractor,  or  those  whom  he  is  compelled  to  employ  in  ful- 
filling his  contract.  The  proper  application  to  public  uses  of  money 
nused  by  taxation  seems  to  be  the  controlling  principle,  and  if 
strictly  and  logically  applied,  it  would  seem  to  result  that  the  legis- 
lature should  pass  only  such  laws  as  assure  to  mechanics  and  laborers 
employed  by  the  municipality,  and  by  contractors  contracting  with 
it,  freedom  from  restraint,  hardship,  and  oppression  in  contracting 
with  the  municipality  or  its  contractors  to  furnish  their  labor  and 
services,  and  should  not  pass  laws  discriminating  in  favor  of  munici- 
pal employees  as  respects  the  rate  of  wages  or  measure  of  compen- 
sation for  services  rendered  or  materials  sold  to  the  municipality.^ 

§119  (72).  OompulBory  Oontracts;  Detroit  Park  Oaae.— The 
Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  in  a  case  arising  under  a  staivte 
relating  to  a  public  park  for  the  city  of  Detroit,  which  created  a  board 
of  park  commissioners  for  the  city,  the  act  naming  the  commis- 
sioners and  investing  them  with  power  to  acquire  by  purchase  the 
necessary  lands,  at  a  cost  not  exceeding  $300,000,  and  imperatively 

'  See  chapter  on  Public  Utilities,  pasL 
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requiring  the  city  council,  without  its  assent  to  the  appointment  of 
the  commissioners  or  to  the  purchase  of  the  lands  by  them  selected, 
to  |)royide  the  money  to  pay  therefor  by  the  issue  and  sale  of  the 
bonds  of  the  city,  held  that  the  city  covld  not  be  compelled  against  the 
wiU  of  the  council  to  issue  its  bonds;  and  the  decision  was  placed  on 
the  ground  that  a  park  was  purely  a  matter  of  locals  as  distinguished 
from  State^  concern,  and  that  it  was  beyond  legislative  competency 
to  coerce  a  municipal  corporation  to  contract  a  debt  for  local  pur- 
poses without  its  consent.^ 


'  People  V.  Common  Council  of  De- 
troit (mandamus  to  compel  the  coimcil 
to  raise  money  to  pay  for  lands  for  the 
park),  28  Mich.  228.  The  ground  upon 
which  the  judgment  in  the  Detroit  Park 
Case,  just  mentioned,  rests,  as  appears 
by  the  opinion  of  the  court  delivered 
by  Cooley,  J.,  is  that  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration like  that  of  Detroit  will  be  found 
to  be  in  part  a  mere  public  agency  of 
the  State,  and  in  part  possessed  of  pe- 
culiar and  local  franchises  and  rights 
which  appertain  to  it  as  legal  personal- 
ity for  its  vrivaie  (as  distinguisned  from 
the  public)  advantage.  It  is  admitted 
that  "in  all  matters  of  general  concern 
there  b  no  local  right  to  act  independ- 
ently of  the  State,  .  .  .  and  the  State 
mav  exercise  compulsory  authority, 
ana  enforce  the  performance  of  local 
duties,  either  by  employing  local  of- 
ficers for  the  purpose,  or  through  agents 
or  officers  of  its  own  appointment.  .  .  . 
The  proposition  whicn  asserts  the  am- 
plitude of  legislative  control  over  mu- 
nicipal corporations,  when  confined,  as 
it  should  be,  to  such  corporations  as 
agencies  of  the  State  in  its  government, 
is  entirely  sound.  They  are  not  created 
exclusively  for  that  purpose,  but  have 
other  objects  and  purposes  peculiarly 
local,  and  in  which  the  State  at  laige, 
except  in  conferring  the  power  and 
regulating  its  exeroise,  is  legally  no 
more  concerned  than  it  is  in  the  individ- 
ual and  private  concerns  of  its  several 
citizens.  Indeed  it  would  be  easy  to 
show  that  it  is  not  from  the  standpoint 
of  State  interest,  but  from  that  of  local 
interest,  that  the  necessity  of  incorpo- 
rating cities  and  villages  most  distinctly 
appears.  Stat43  duties  of  a  local  nature 
can  for  the  most  part  be  very  well  per- 
formed through  the  usual  township  and 
county  organizations.  It  is  because, 
where  an  urban  population  is  collected, 
many  things  are  necessary  for  their  com- 
fort and  protection  which  are  not  needed 
in  the  country,  that  the  State  is  then 


called  upon  to  confer  larger  powers  and 
to  make  the  locality  a  suborainate  com- 
monwealth. ...  It  is  a  fundamental 
principle  in  this  State,  reco^ized  and 
perpetuated  by  express  provision  of  the 
Constitution,  that  the  peapU  of  every 
hanUetj  toum,  and  city  of  the  State  are 
eniiUed  to  the  henefUa  of  local  edf -govern- 
ment. But  authority  in  the  legislature 
to  determine  what  shall  be  the  extent 
of  the  capacity  in  a  city  to  acquire  and 
hold  property  is  not  equivalent  to,  and 
does  not  contain  within  itself,  authority 
to  deprive  the  city  of  property  actually 
acqmred  by  legislative  permission.  As 
to  property  it  tnus  holds  for  its  own  pri- 
vate purposes,  a  city  is  to  be  r^arded 
as  a  constituent  in  State  government, 
and  is  entitled  to  the  like  protection 
in  its  property  rights  as  any  natural 
person  who  is  also  a  constituent.  The 
right  of  the  State  is  a  right  of  regulation, 
not  of  appropriation.  It  cannot  be 
deprived  of  such  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  And  when  a  local  con- 
venience or  need  is  to  be  supplied  in 
which  the  pNeople  of  the  State  at  lai^, 
or  any  portion  thereof  outside  the  city 
limits,  are  not  concerned,  the  State  can 
no  more  by  process  of  taxation  take 
from  the  individual  citizens  the  monej 
to  purchase  it,  than  they  could,  if  it 
had  been  procured,  appropriate  it  to 
the  State  use.  ...  From  the  very 
dawn  of  our  liberties  the  principle  most 
unquestionable  of  all  has  been  this: 
that  the  people  shall  vote  the  taxes 
they  are  to  pay,  or  be  permitted  to 
choose  representatives  for  the  purpose." 
See  8upra,  §§  97-102,  as  to  home  rule. 
In  Helena  (Consolidated  Water  Co.  v. 
Steele,  20  Mont.  1,  a  statute  provided 
that  no  city  or  town  haying  a  water 
supply  furnished  by  private  parties 
under  contract  or  franchise  entered  into 
or  granted  by  the  city  or  town,  should 
proceed  to  the  erection  or  construction 
of  a  water  plant  to  be  operated  for  it, 
but  in  case  it  desired  to  own  and  operate 
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§  120  (73).  Same  Subject. — The  jvdgmerd  of  this  able  court 
in  the  Detroit  Park  Case,  as  well  as  the  argument  of  the  eminent 
judge  in  the  opinion  by  which  it  is  supported,  is,  under  the  facts,  as 
applied  to  a  strictly  local  park,  in  the  author's  judgment  not  only 
sound,  but  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  weight  of  judicial  expression 
on  the  subject.^  There  are  difficulties  attending  the  assertion  of  un- 
limited legislative  power  over  municipalities,  and  difficulties,  also,  in 
assigning  limits  to  that  power.  The  legislative  power  of  the  State 
ought  to  be  at  all  times  comprehensive  enough  and  penetrating 
enough  to  enforce  all  duties  and  to  redress  all  evils.  Abuses  will 
inevitably  arise  which  nothing  but  legislative  surgery  can  remedy. 
It  seems  to  be  right  and  just  that  the  citizens  of  Detroit  should  not 
be  compelled  without  their  consent  to  incur  a  large  debt  for  a  local 
park,  which  af  er  all  is  a  matter  of  luxury  and  ornament  rather 
than  a  prime  necessity.  But  change  the  instance.  Suppose  the  city 
should  refuse  to  provide  a  system  of  sewers  or  drainage,  whereby 
the  health  of  its  people  was  injuriously  affected:  may  it  say  that 
this  does  not  concern  the  people  of  the  State  outside  the  city,  that 
it  is  peculiarly  a  local  matter,  and  therefore  is  beyond  the  power 
of  the  State  to  compel  the  city  to  make  such  a  provision,  and  to 
raise  the  necessary  taxes  or  make  the  necessary  assessments  to 
that  end  ?  On  the  whole,  the  question  whether  a  city  may  be  com- 
pelled  to  create  a  dAt  or  liability  against  its  wHl  must  be  answered, 
we  think,  with  reference  not  only  to  the  constitutional  provisions 
of  the  State,  but  to  the  nature  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  debt 
or  liability  is  to  be  incurred. 

§  121  (74).  Power  to  compel  Municipality  to  perform  General 
Pablic  Duty.  —  Thus,  if  there  is  no  special  limitation  in  the  Con- 
stitution, and  the  debt  or  liability  is  one  to  be  incurred  in  the  dis- 
charge of  a  public  or  State  duty,  which  it  is  proper  for  the  legislative 
to  impose  upon  the  municipaUty,  it  can  constitute  no  objection  to 
the  validity  of  the  act  that  the  debt  or  liabiUty  is  to  be  created  with- 
out its  consent.  Accordingly,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  re- 
striction, it  has  been  decided,  and  the  decision  is  doubtless  correct, 

ite  water  supply,  it  should  acquire  the  enact.  The  court  also  considered  it  as 
plant  already  in  operation  therein  in  violating  the  provision  of  the  Montana 
the  manner  provided  by  the  act.  It  Constitution  which  prohibits  the  Gen- 
was  held,  largely  upon  the  authority  of  eral  Assembly  from  levying  taxes  for 
People  V.  Common  Council  of  Detroit,  municipal  purposes.  But  qtuFre  as  to 
28  Mich.  228,  that  this  act  was  in  efTect  the  soundness  of  the  decision  in  this 
a  law  compelling  the  municipality  to   case. 

acquire    specific  property  for  stnctly        *  See  supra,  §  111  and  note;  J  112 
municipal    purposes,  and  that  it  was  and  notes, 
beyona  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
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that  it  is  competent  for  the  legisUdwre  to  direct  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion  to  build  a  bridge  over  a  navigable  vxUercourse  within  its  limits, 
or  the  State  may  appoint  agents  of  its  own  to  build  it,  and  empower 
them  to  create  a  loan  to  pay  for  the  stn^cture,  payable  by  the  cor- 
poration.'   Thus,  also,  since  municipal  corporations  are  instruments. 


'  Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  St. 
320,  approving  Thomaa  v.  Leland,  24 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  65;  Guilder  v,  Otsego, 
20  Minn.  74;  Simon  v,  Northup,  27 
Oreg.  487 ;  citing  text,  supra,  {  92,  note 
and  cases  cited ;  United  states  v,  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  Co.,  17  WaU.  (U.  S.)  322 : 
po8tf  §  1398;  Carter  v.  Bridge  Proprie- 
tors, 104  Mass.  236.  But  the  le^sla- 
ture  would  not,  of  course,  possess  such 
extensive  powers  over  a  pnvate  corpo- 
ration. Erie  t;.  Canal,  59  Pa.  St.  174. 
Public  highways  and  bridges  are  matter 
of  ^neral  or  State,  rather  than  of  mu- 
nicipal concern.  Cooiey,  Taxation  (2d 
ed.),  682.  A  city  street,  however,  while 
its  character  is  chiefly  public,  has  also 
a  local  and  peculiar  and  quasi  public 
or  corporate  character ;  which  is  shown 
in  chapters  on  Streets  and  Actions.  In 
Prince  v,  Crocker,  166  Mass.  347,  citing 
the  text,  it  was  held  that  as  to  roads, 
bridges,  and  sewers,  the  legislature  may 
prescribe  what  shall  be  done,  and  re- 
quire cities  and  towns  to  bear  the  ex- 
pense to  such  an  extent  and  in  such 
proportions  as  it  may  determine.  In 
Bu%eley  v,  Williams,  68  Conn.  131,  it 
was  held  that  the  legislature  may  re- 
quire a  town  to  contribute  a  portion 
of  the  cost  of  maintaining  a  road  or 
bridge  which  specially  benefits  the  town, 
although  the  road  or  bridge  be  wholly 
outside  of  its  territorial  Emits.  This 
case  was  affirmed  under  the  name  of 
WilUams  v.  Eggleston,  170  U.  S.  304,  and 
it  was  held  that  an  act  apportioning 
between  the  State  and  five  municipal 
corporations,  in  proportions  determined 
by  the  statute,  the  cost  of  condemna- 
tion of  the  franchise  and  property  of 
a  company  which  had  constructed  and 
was  maintaining  a  toll  bridge  across 
the  Connecticut  at  Hartford,  and  the 
proceeding  had  under  that  and  subse- 
quent legislation,  did  not  violate  any 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 

The  cities  of  Portland  and  South 
Portland,  having  neglected  to  perform 
the  duty  of  maintaining  a  bridge,  part 
of  the  public  highway,  between  tnese 
two  cities  so  as  to  comply  with  the  Fed- 
eral and  State  regulations  and  laws,  the 
house  of  representatives  submitted  to 
the  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 


Blaine  the  following  questions :  First, 
assuming  that  the  municipal  indebted- 
ness of  the  city  of  Portland  is  already 
in  excess  of  five  per  cent  of  its  total 
valuation,  would  a  bill  providing  that 
the  cost  of  removing  the  present  bridge 
and  of  replacing  it  with  a  new  one  not 
exceeding  the  sum  of  $400,000  should 
be  met  by  the  issue  of  bonds  the  ma- 
turitjT  of  which  might  be  extended  to 
any  time  not  exceeding  forty  years,  the 
payment  of  the  bonds  being  imposed 
upon  the  two  cities  in  proportions  to 
be  determined  later  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  bill,  the  proportional  part 
thereof  to  be  assumed  by  the  ci^  of 
Portland  to  "constitute  a  legal  obfin- 
tion  of  the  city  of  Portland"  and  to  oe 
met  by  taxation  upon  the  proper^  and 
polls  within  the  city,  be  in  violation  of 
art.  XX.  of  the  amendments  to  the 
State  Constitution,  to  the  effect  that 
"no  city  or  town  shall  hereafter  create 
any  debt  or  liability  which  sinsly  or  in 
the  a^^regate  with  previous  dcMbts  or 
liabilities  shall  exce^  five  per  cent  of 
the  last  regular  valuation  of  the  said 
city  or  town,"  with  certain  excep- 
tions which  are  not  applicable  to  the 
ciuestion ;  and,  second,  would  the  bill  be 
in  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  State  Constitution?  A  majority  of 
the  justices  decided  that  it  was  within 
the  power  of  the  legislature  under  such 
circumstances  to  maintain  the  brid^ 
itself,  or  through  any  agency  that  it 
saw  fit  to  adopt ;  that  it  mi^ht  estab- 
lish a  commission,  and  direct  that 
commission  to  proceed  forthwith  to 
remove  the  present  structure  and  to 
replace  it  with  a  new  one;  that  it 
mi^ht  impose  the  burden  upon  the 
cities,  in  such  proportions  as  might 
be  fixed  by  the  l^islature,  or  after- 
wards determined  by  appraisers  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose,  of  aswiming 
and  paying  the  cost  of  the  work  oon- 
templated  oy  the  bilL  But  they  were 
of  opinion  that  the  legislature  oouki 
not  authorize  the  city  to  increase  ita 
indebtedness  beyona  the  constitu- 
tional limit,  neither  could  it  compel  a 
city  to  incur  indebtedness  beyona  the 
prescribed  limit,  even  for  the  purpose 
of  meeting  the  cost  of  a  public  inipiove» 
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of  government,  created  for  political  purposes,  and  subject  to  legisla- 
tive control,  and  since  it  is  one  of  the  ordinary  duties  of  such  cor- 
porations, under  legislative  authority,  to  make  and  keep  in  repair 
the  streets  and  highways  and  bridges  connected  therewith,  the  Court 
of  Appeals  in  Maryland  sustained  an  act  mandatory  in  its  terms, 
which  not  only  empowered  but  required  the  city  of  Baltimore  in  its 
corporate  capacity  to  take  charge  of  and  maintain  cut  a  public  highway 
a  specified  bridge  within  that  city,  and  enforced  the  duty  created  by 
the  act  of  mandamus.^    But  the  legislature  cannot  by  an  imperative 


ment,  the  duty  of  making  which  was 
impoeed  by  the  legislature  upon  such 
city.  In  re  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  99 
Me.  515. 

A  statute  authorizing  county  com- 
miflsionerB  to  construct  a  bridge  across 
a  river  between  a  city  and  a  town 
directed  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners to  determine  what  cities  and 
towns  would  be  specially  benefited  by 
the  bridge,  and  what  proportion  of  the 
cost  should  be  borne  by  such  cities  and 
towns.  After  the  bridge  was  built  and 
the  report  of  the  cost  filed,  conunis- 
sioners  were  appointed,  who  made  an 
award,  upon  which  juagment  was  en- 
tered, determining  that  the  city  and 
town  between  which  the  bridge  was 
built  should  pay  to  the  county  the 
whole  cost  of  the  bridge  in  certain  pro- 
portions. A  subsequent  statute  pro- 
vided for  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners to  determine  and  report  the 
amount  of  special  benefit  which  the  city 
and  town  received  from  the  bridge,  and 
if  they  found  that  such  special  benefit 
did  not  equal  the  cost  of  the  bridge,  to 
determine  that  the  county  should  re- 
imburse the  city  and  town  the  amount 
that  each  had  paid  in  excess  of  the 
benefit  received.  It  was  held  that  this 
statute  was  constitutional.  Agawam 
V.  Hampden,  130  Mass.  528. 

The  raising  of  money  by  taxation  in 
towns  or  counties,  in  pursuance  of  a  gen- 
eral law  of  the  State  for  the  purpose  of 
building  bridges  in  the  public  highways 
and  for  other  purposes  of  a  simils^  char- 
acter in  which  the  people  of  the  State  at 
large  are  directly  mterested,  is  not  the 
levying  of  a  tax  for  a  strictly  local  cor- 
porate purpose  within  the  provision 
of  the  Illinois  Constitution,  that  the 
general  assemblv  shall  not  impose  taxes 
upon  municipal  corporations  or  prop- 
erty thereof  for  cori>orate  purposes. 
Municipal  authorities,  in  levymg  taxes 
for  sucn  purposes,  are  in  a  large  sense 
mere  agencies  of  the  State  in  canying 


into  effect  general  laws  which  have  been 
enacted  for  the  common  good.  They 
are,  in  fact,  when  thus  actine,  but  parta 
of  the  general  machinery  of  the  State 
and  county  government,  and  an  act 
making  it  an  absolute  dut3r  of  counties 
to  aid  m  the  building  of  bridges  by  the 
town  authorities  by  contributing  one- 
half  of  the  expense  of  town  bridges  in 
certain  circumstances,  was  held  not  to 
be  a  contravention  of  this  provision 
of  the  Constitution.  Will  (x>unty  v. 
People,  110  lU.  511. 

^  Pumphrey  v,  Baltimore,  47  Md. 
145.  A  county  being  rusdy  indebted 
under  a  contract  for  the  erection  of 
public  buildings  therein,  the  legidature 
may  require  it  to  issue  its  bonds  to  pay 
suck  indebtedness,  Jefferson  County  v. 
People,  5  Neb.  136.  The  power  of  the 
lenslature  over  municipal  contracts  and 
liabilities  was  very  fully  considered  in 
People  V.  Batchellor,  53  N.  Y.  128; 
and  the  conclusion  was  reached  that 
while  municipalities  may  be  compelled 
by  the  legislature,  without  their  con- 
sent, to  construct  and  maintain  im- 
provements of  a  public  character,  and 
even  enter  into  contracts  for  this  pur- 
pose, they  could  not  be  compelled,  with- 
out their  consent  or  that  of  their  taxable 
inhabitants,  to  become  stockholders  in 
a  railway  corporation;  and  therefore  a 
mandatory  statute  rehiring  a  munici- 
pal or  public  corporahon  to  subscribe  for 
stock  in  a  railway  corporation,  and  issue 
its  bonds  in  payment  therefor,  without 
such  consent,  iocls  unconstitutional.  The 
opinion  of  Grover,  J.,  contains  a  valu- 
able review  of  many  of  the  leading 
decisions  upon  the  extent  of  legislative 
control  over  municipalities.  And  the 
case  is  distinguished  from  People  v. 
Flagg,  46  N.  Y.  401,  where  a  manda- 
tory act  of  the  legislature,  requiring  the 
town  of  Yonkers,  without  its  consent, 
to  issue  bonds  to  raise  money  to  be  ex- 
pended in  the  construction  of  highways 
in  the  town,  was  held  to  be  constitu- 
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statute  compel  a  municipality,  without  its  consent  or  that  of 
its  inhabitants,  to  create  a  debt  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a 
railway.^ 

§  122  (74  a).  Oompnlaory  UabiUty;  City  HaU  Building  in  PhiU- 
delphia.  —  If  the  legislature  has  unlimited  power  to  determine 
for  what  purposes  and  in  what  amounts  indebtedness  chargeable 
upon  a  municipality  and  payable  by  its  inhabitants  may  be  created 
vriihoui  their  consent  or  that  of  their  local  authorities,  it  is  a  power 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  certain  to  lead  to  abuse  and  oppression. 
This  is  strikingly  illustrated  by  the  experience  of  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia, which  it  is  profitable  to  record  for  instruction  and  warning. 
At  an  early  day  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  under  the  lead 
of  Chief  Justice  Gibson,  asserted,  in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  a  meas- 
ure of  legislative  power  almost  as  unlimited  as  that  of  Parliament. 
It  came  to  be  the  accepted  doctrine  in  that  State,  that  municipali- 
ties held  not  only  their  existence,  but  all  of  their  rights,  at  the  absolute 
will  of  the  legislature,  which,  if  it  chose,  could  govern  the  inhab- 
itants of  municipalities  by  its  own  appointees.^     Acting  under  this 

tional.  The  case  of  Batchellor  was  also  A  constitutional  provision  that  no 
distinguished,  or  attempted  to  be,  from  county,  city,  or  town  shall  give  money 
the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  or  loan  its  credit  to  any  individual  or 
the  United  States  ana  of  the  State  corporation,  or  become  the  owner  of 
courts,  to  the  effect  that  railway  cor-  corporate  stock  or  bonds,  is  not  in  con- 
porations  are  public,  and  erected  for  fUct  with  a  statute  authorizing  two 
public  purposes  in  such  a  sense  as  that  cities  already  owning  stock  in  a  com- 
the  taxing  power  may  be  employed  to  pany  organized  to  build  a  bridge  be- 
aid  in  their  construction,  unless  there  tween  such  cities,  to  become  the  owners 
is  some  special  limitation  in  the  Con-  of  the  whole  stock,  by  purchasing  the 
stitution  of  the  particular  State.  The  stock  of  the  private  stockholders,  or, 
case  of  People  v.  Flagg,  supra,  was  in  case  of  a  failure  to  agree,  by  taking 
decided  before  the  constitutional  amend-  it  by  eminent  donuiin.  A  statute  au- 
ment  of  1874,  prohibiting  local  legisla-  thorizine  the  erection  of  a  certain  bridge 
tion  on  the  suDJect  of  laying  out  and  providea  that  the  trustees  should  call 
working  highways,  but  permitting  such  on  the  cities  who  were  to  pay  for  it  for 
power  to  be  delegated  to  the  local  the  funds  necessary,  "provided,  how- 
authorities  by  general  laws.  People  v.  ever,  that  the  whole  amount  to  be  paid 
Supervisors,  112  N.  Y.  585,  distin^ish-  by  both  cities  shall  not  exceed  eight 
ing  People  v.  Flagg.  See  Town  ofFlat-  milhon  dollars."  Held  that  this  was 
bush,  In  re,  60  NT  Y.  398,  cited,  anUf  not  an  absolute  limit  against  a  greater 
S  106,  note ;  Jensen  v.  Supervisors,  47  cost,  but  only  a  direction  that  no  more 
Wis.  298 ;  post,  { 1487,  note.  should  be  called  for  without  further 
In  the  Brooklyn-  and  New  York  legislative  authority  (Chwrdi,  C.  J., 
Bridge  Case,  the  Court  of  Appeals  has  Fciger  and  MiUer,  JJ.,  disBenttng). 
declc^d  that  the  erection  of  a  bridge  to  People  v.  Kelly,  76  N.  Y.  475. 
connect  two  cities  may  be  a  "city  pur-  *  People  v.  Batchellor,  53  N.  Y. 
pose"  for  which  indebtedness  may  be  128. 

incurred  under  the  late  constitutional        '  Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  St.  160- 

amendment  upon  that  subject.    In  de-  169,  180,  181,  per  Sharswood,  J.,  who, 

ciding  such  a  question  the  court  said  giving  the  judgment  of  ctie  court,  says: 

that  great  wei^t  should  be  ^ven  to  ''A  municipal  corporation  is  merely  an 

the  extermination  of  the  legislature,  agency  of  government  fully  subject  to 
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view,  the  legislature  in  1870  passed  an  act  ''To  provide  for  the  erec- 
tion of  all  public  buildings  required  to  accommodate  the  courts  for 
aU  the  municipal  purposes  within  the  city  of  Philadelphia."  By 
this  act  the  legislature  decided  that  the  city  should  have  new  public 
buildings.  The  act  selected  certain  citizens  by  name,  whom  it  ap- 
pointed commissioners  for  the  erection  of  the  buildings.  It  made 
this  body  perpetual  by  authorizing  it  to  fill  vacancies.  It  was  not 
chosen  by  the  inhabitants  or  taxpayers,  or  removable  by  them,  or 
accountable  to  them.  It  was  authorized  without  the  consent  of  the 
municipal  authorities  to  make  contracts  to  construct  the  buildings, 
which  the  act  declared  should  be  binding  at  law  upon  the  city  and 
the  contractors.  It  was  authorized  prior  to  December  1  of  each 
year  to  make  requisitions  on  the  common  councils  for  the  amount 
of  money  required  for  the  succeeding  year;  and  the  act  made  it  the 
duty  of  the  common  councils  to  levy  a  special  tax  sufficient  to  meet 
the  requisition,  and  to  do  all  such  acts  as  the  commission  might  from 
time  to  time  require.  This  commission  was  imposed  by  the  legbla- 
ture  upon  the  city,  and  given  absolute  control  to  create  debts  for  the 
purpose  named,  and  to  require  the  levy  of  taxes  for  their  payment 
A  scheme  more  repugnant  to  all  notions  of  local  self-government 
than  that  which  was  forced  upon  the  city  and  committed  to  this  legis- 
lative oligarchy  cannot  well  be  conceived.  "They  projected  [ac- 
cording to  a  learned  judge  of  that  State]  structures  at  the  comer  of 
Broad  and  Market  streets  upon  a  scale  of  magnificence  better  suited 


the  control  of  the  legislature,  who  may 
enlarge  or  diminish  its  territorial  extent, 
or  iU  functions,  may  change  or  modify 
its  internal  arrangement,  or  destroy  its 
very  existence,  with  the  mere  breath  of 
arbitrary  discretion.  .  .  .  The  sover- 
eign may  continue  its  [the  city's]  coi^ 
porate  existence,  and  yet  assume  or 
resume  the  appointments  of  ail  of  its 
<^Boer8  and  agents  into  its  own  hands ; 
for  the  power  which  can  create  and  de- 
stroy can  modify  and  change." 

It  may,  we  think,  be  doubted 
whether,  upon  fuU  arid  mature  consid- 
eration, the  Constitutions  of  the  several 
American  States  do  not  contain  express 
or  implied  limitations  upon  the  auto- 
cratic power  of  the  legislature,  asserted 
in  the  paragraph  quoted,  which,  how- 
ever, is  typical  of  many  to  be  found  in 
the  judiciu  discussions  on  this  subject. 
We  are  inclined  to  concur  in  the  sound- 
ness of  the  observations,  quoted  below, 
of  an  eminent  judge  and  jurist,  who  has 
given  much  attention  to  this  subject. 
In  the  coune  of  an  interesting  chapter 


"on  local  taxation  under  legislative 
compulsion,"  Judge  Cooley  (Taxation, 
2d  ed.  chap.  xxi.  p.  678)  says :  As ''  local 

gowers  of  taxation  must  come  from  the 
tate,  it  might  seem  to  follow,  as  a  cor- 
ollarv,  that  the  State  could,  at  pleasure, 
withhold  the  grant  and  exercise  the 
power  itself.  But  in  the  general  frame- 
work of  our  republican  governments 
nothing  is  more  distinct  and  unques- 
tionable than  that  they  recognize  the 
existence  of  local  self-government  and 
conteinplate  its  permanency.  Some 
State  Constitutions  do  this  m  express 
terms,  others  by  necessary  implication ; 
and  probably  in  no  one  of  the  States  has 
the  legislature  been  entrusted  with  the 
power  which  would  enable  it  to  abolish 
the  local  government.  It  has  usually  a 
large  authority  in  determining  the  ex- 
tent of  local  powers  and  the  framework 
of  local  government ;  but  while  it  may 
shape  the  local  institutions,  it  cannot 
abolish  them,  and,  without  substituting 
others,  take  all  authority  to  itself."  See 
nipra,  {{  9S-102. 
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for  the  capital  of  an  empire  than  the  municipal  buildings  of  a  debt- 
burdened  city."  * 

Acts  vesting  the  ordinary  municipal  functions  in  commissions 
appointed  by  the  legblature  would  seem  in  this  State  not  to  have 
been  unfrequent  Public  discontent  was  exhibited,  and  at  length 
found  its  expression  in  the  amended  Constitution  of  1874,  which 
prevents  for  the  future  the  creation  of  such  commissions,  by  ordain- 
ing "That  the  General  Assembly  shall  not  del^ate  to  any  special 
commission,  private  corporation  or  association,  any  power  to  make, 
supervise,  or  interfere  with  any  municipal  improvement,  money, 
property,  or  efiFects,  whether  held  in  trust  or  otherwise;  or  to  levy 
taxes,  or  to  perform  any  municipal  function  whatever/' '  This  Con- 
stitution also  provided  that  "no  debt  shall  be  contracted  or  liability 
incurred  by  any  municipal  commission,  except  in  pursuance  of  appro- 
priations previously  made  by  the  municipal  government" '  These 
provisions  failed,  however,  to  ^ve  relief  in  respect  to  the  buildings 
in  question,  for  the  construction  of  which  the  commission  had, 
prior  to  1874,  entered  into  contracts.  The  provision  first  quoted 
was  held  to  be  prospective  only,  and  not  to  apply  to  special  com- 
missions existing  before  the  adoption  of  the  amended  Constitution. 
And  as  to  the  second  provision  above  quoted,  it  was  held  that  while 
it  would  prevent  the  commission  thereafter  from  entering  into  any 
contract  until  an  appropriation  had  been  made  by  the  munidpal 
government,  it  did  not  repeal  the  obligation  imposed  by  the  above- 
mentioned  Act  of  1870  upon  the  common  councils  to  raise  the 
amount  required  by  the  commissioners  and  to  levy  the  necessary 
taxes.  Accordingly,  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  relation  of  the 
commission,  decided  that  it  was  entitled  to  a  peremptory  man- 
damus to  compel  the  conunon  councils  (they  having  refused  to  do 
so)  to  levy  a  special  tax  to  meet  a  requisition  of  the  conmiission  for 
11,500,000,  this  being  the  amount  found  by  the  conunission  to  be 
necessary  for  the  succeeding  years  for  the  city  hall  building  before 
mentioned.'' 


^  Per  Paxson,  J.,  in  PerkiiiB  v.  Slack,  It  is  confessedly  difficult  in  many  < 
86  Pa.  St.  283.  Speaking  of  this  build-  to  define  the  line  of  demarcation  be- 
ing, Judge  Hare  says  (1  Am.  Const,  tween  public  or  State  powers  and  duties 
Law,  630) :  "For  nearly  twenty  years  which  municipalities  may  be  oompdfed 
all  the  money  that  could  be  spared  from  to  perform  as  State  agencies,  and  those 
immediate  and  pressing  neeos  has  been  of  a  private  or  ouasi  private  or  coqpo- 
compuborily  expendea  upon  an  enor-  rate  nature  which  pertain  to  mimicipafi- 
mous  pile  which  surpasses  the  town  ties  as  the  organised  representatives 
halls  and  cathedrab  oi  the  Middle  Ages  of  compact  communities  tor  their  own 
in  extent,  if  not  in^randeur."  special  local  benefit  and  convenience. 

1  practice  must  larigriy 

A  county  may  doubts 

i  court  house 
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§  123  (75).  Mandatory  Statntea  te  pay  Olainui  not  legally  bind- 
ing on  the  MnnidpaUty.  —  The  fact  that  a  claim  against  a  muni- 
cipal or  public  corporation  is  not  such  an  one  as  the  law  recognizes 
as  of  legal  obligation  has  often  been  dedded,  by  courts  of  the  highest 
respectability  and  learning,  to  form  no  constitutional  objection  to 
the  validity  of  a  law  imposing  a  tax  and  directing  its  payment;  ^ 


if  no  special  constitutional  restriction 
stands  in  the  way.  But  the  building  of 
'  a  city  hall  of  the  character  of  the  one  in 
Philadelphia  would  seem  rather  to  be- 
long to  tne  category  of  local  or  munici- 
pid,  as  distinguished  from  State  or  pub- 
uc,  objects,  which  therefore  cannot,  or, 
if  it  can^  ou^ht  not  to  be  forced  by  cen- 
tral legislative  dictation  upon  a  reluc- 
tant community,  which  alone  must  bear 
the  burden.  In  Michigan,  the  State  can- 
not compel,  but  it  may  authorLse,  an 
incorporated  city  to  erect  a  court  house 
for  the  coimty  in  which  the  city  is  situ- 
ated.   CaOam  V.  Saginaw,  50  Mich.*  7. 

*  Guilford  v.  Supervisors,  &c.,  13 
N.  Y.  143.  This  case  holds  the  follow- 
ing propositions:  1.  That  the  legisla- 
tuie  has  power  to  levy  a  tax  upon  the 
taxable  property  of  a  town,  and  appro- 
priate the  same  to  the  i)ayment  of  a 
claim  made  by  an  individual  against 
the  town.  2.  That  it  is  not  a  vahd  ob- 
jection to  the  exercise  of  such  power 
that  the  claim,  to  satisfy  which  the  tax 
is  levied,  is  not  recoverable  by  action 
against  the  town.  3.  That  it  does  not 
iSt/er  the  case  that  the  claim  has  been 
rejected  by  the  voters  of  the  town, 
when  submitted  to  them  at  a  town 
meeting,  under  an  act  of  the  legiskik- 
ture  authorizing  such  submission,  and 
declarins;  that  their  decision  should  be 
final  and  conclusive. 

This  case  has  been  approved,  eayu- 
endo,  by  the  Supreme  Ck>urt  of  the 
United  States.  United  States  v.  Balti- 
more &  Ohio  Railroad  Co.,  17  Wall 
(U.  S.)  322 ;  New  Orleans  v.  Clark,  95 
U.  &  654;  United  States  v.  Realty  Co., 
163  U.  S.  427,  443.  See  also  Erskine  v. 
Steele  County,  87  Fed.  630,  citing  text ; 
ifi/ra,  f  125. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  same  case  has 
been  disapproved  by  the  Supreme 
Court  oi  YnBOonsan,  m  State  v.  Tap- 
pan,  29  Wis.  664,  and  an  act  of  the  k^- 
isLature  of  Wisconsin,  similar  in  its 
nature  and  principles  to  that  involved 
in  Guilford  v.  Supervisors,  tupra,  waa 
held  unconjstitutionaL  The  opinion  of 
Lyon,  J.,  evinces  great  care  in  its  prep- 
aration ;  but  it  has  failed  to  satii^  us 


that,  in  the  absence  of  special  constitu- 
tional restraints,  the  extent  of  the  leg- 
islative power  of  taxation  depends  upon 
the  consent  of  the  municipality  or  the 
people  therein,  or  that  the  special  act 
before  the  court  exceeded  the  rightful 
power  of  the  legislature.  The  principle 
nas  been  reaffirmed,  in  Massachusetts, 
that  the  discretionary  power  of  the  leg- 
islature in  the  distribution  of  pubkc 
burdens  embraces  the  power  to  author- 
ize an  assessment  on  one  district  for 
part  of  the  expense  of  repairing  a  por- 
tion of  a  bridge  in  another.  Carter  v. 
Bridge  Proprietors,  104  Mass.  236;  post, 
i  1352.  See  Mr.  Sedgwick's  opinion 
of  this  legislation,  Const,  and  St.  Law, 
313,  314.  The  principle  of  Guilford  v. 
Supervisors  was  apphed  in  Brewster  v. 
Syracuse,  19  N.  Y.  116,  where  it  was 
decided  bv  all  of  the  jud^  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals  that  the  legislature  has  the 
power  to  authorize  the  levy  of  a  tax  for 
the  purpose  of  payinjg  to  one  who  has 
constructed  a  municipal  improvement 
(a  street  sewer)  an  addition  to  the  con- 
tract price,  which  the  corporation  was 
forbidden  to  pay  by  its  cnarter.  The 
court  did  not  consider  that  there  was 
any  contract  in  the  case,  and  sustained 
the  legislation  on  the  ^und  that  it  was 
warranted  by  the  taxing  power,  which 
in  that  State  was  not  restrained,  thus 
leaving  it  in  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature to  recognize  and  direct  the  pay- 
ment of  claims  founded  in  equity  and 
J'ustice,  or  in  gratitude  or  charity, 
'eople  V,  Mayor,  &c.  of  Brooklyn,  4 
N.  Y.  419.  And  see  Thomas  v.  Leland, 
24  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  65;  People  v.  Day- 
ton, 55  N.  Y.  367 ;  infra,  §  125a ;  Shelby 
Co.  V.  Raihx>ad  Co.,  5  Bush  (Ky.),  225; 
Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  St.  320. 
This  seems  to  be  canying  the  doctrine 
of  the  control  of  the  l^islature  over 
public  corporations  to  its  extreme 
limit.  See  Mr.  Justice  CooUy'a  views, 
Const.  Lim.  380,  491,  notes;  Taxation 
(2d  ed.),  685,  698.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  California  has  followed  and  approved 
Guilford  v.  Supervisors.  Blanrting  v. 
Burr,  13  Cal.  343;  North  Mo.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Maguu«,  49  Mo.  482,  490,  500. 
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but  the  validity  of  legislation  of  this  character,  if  it  interferes  with 
what  have  been  called  the  private  contracts  of  such  corporations,  must 
be  sustained  on  the  ground  that  such  contracts,  so  far  as  the  corpo- 
rations are  concerned,  are  under  the  absolute  control  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and  not  within  the  protection  of  the  contract  clause  or  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  national  Constitution.  The  cases  on 
this  subject,  when  carefully  examined,  seem  to  the  author  to  go  no 
further,  probably,  than  to  assert  the  doctrine  that  it  is  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  compel  municipal  corporations  to  recognize 
and  pay  debts  or  claims  not  binding  in  strict  law,  and  which,  for 
technical  reasons,  could  not  be  enforced  in  equity,  but  which,  never- 
theless, are  just  and  equitable  in  their  character  and  involve  a  moral 
obligation.^    To  this  extent  and  with  this  limitation  the  doctrine 


And  more  recently  in  New  York  the 
Ck>iirt  of  Appeals,  while  not  question- 
ing the  judgment  in  Guilford  v.  Super- 
visors, &c.,  criticised  and  limited  some 
of  the  dicta  in  that  case  as  to  the  extent 
of  the  legislative  power.  Weismer  v. 
Village  of  Douglas,  64  N.  Y.  91.  See 
infra,  i  125. 

i  Under  special  provisions  of  Michigan 
Constitution,  see  People  v,  Onondaga, 
16  Mich.  254.  The  fact  that  a  township 
treasurer  has  been  robbed  of  the  pubhc 
money  and  has  made  good  the  loss,  does 
not  justify  the  legislature  in  Michigan  in 
directing  that  the  amoimt  be  raised  by 
taxation  and  refunded  to  him.  Bristol 
V.  Johnson,  34  Mich.  123.  In  Fitch  v. 
Manitou  County,  133  Mich.  178,  it  was 
held  that  whatever  power  might  be 
exercised  by  the  l^slatures  of  other 
States  to  determine  what  debts  a  muni- 
cipality shouldpay,  and  to  compel  their 
Eayment,  the  Constitution  of  Michigan, 
y  expressly  denying  the  legislature  the 
power  to  audit  an  account,  prohibits  the 
legislature  from  exercising  such  an  au- 
thority. The  provision  of  the  Kentucky 
Constitution  that  the  legislature  ''shall 
not  impose  taxes  for  the  pur()ose  of  any 
coimt^,  city,  or  other  municipal  cor- 
poration, but  may,  by  general  laws, 
confer  on  the  proper  authorities  thereof 
respectively  tne  power  to  assess  and 
collect  such  taxes,"  has  taken  away 
from  the  legislature  all  mandatory 
power  over  the  levy  and  application  of 
taxes.  McDonald  v.  Louisville,  1 13  Ky. 
425.  Where  one  county  is  under  a  moral 
obligation  to  reimburge  another  county  for 
certain  expenses,  the  legislature  may  give 
this  a  legal  effect  by  a  subsequent  act. 
Lycoming  v.  Union,  15  Pa.  St.  166; 
O^Hara  v,  Stete,  1 12  N.  Y.  146 ;  Cole  v. 


State,  102  N.  Y.  54.  Rights  of  trial  by 
jury  may  be  denied  by  the  legislature  to 
municipal  corporations,  these  being  mere 
creatures  of  its  policy,  with  such  ri^Us 
onlyas  it  sees  proper  to  confer.  Borough 
of  Ihmmore's  Appeal,  52  Pa.  St.  374 ; 
Kelsh  V.  Dyersvufe,  68  Iowa,  137;  but 
see  ante,  {  109,  note. 

'  Blanding  v.  Burr,  13  CaL  343; 
Lycoming  v.  Union,  15  Pa.  St.  166: 
Guilford  v.  Supervisors,  13  N.  Y.  144; 
Brewster  v.  Syracuse,  19  N.  Y.  116; 
Thomas  v,  Leland,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
65;  Hasbrouck  v.  Milwaukee,  21.  Wis. 
217 ;  Smith  v.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524 ;  Gro- 
gan  V,  San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  590 ;  Sin- 
ton  V,  Ashbury,  41  CaL  525;  New 
Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  644 ;  People 
V.  Lynch,  51  Cal.  15 ;  Creighton  v.  »ui 
Francisco,  42  Cal.  446;  People  v. 
Supervisors,  70  N.  Y.  228.  Text  tLp- 
proved ;  Nevada  v.  Hampton,  13  Nev. 
441 ;  infra,  {§  125,  127,  note. 

The  legislature,  in  favor  of  a  county 
collecting  officer  who  has  settled  and 
paid  a  claim  against  him,  may  pass  an 
act  authorizing  the  settlement  to  be 
opened  and  equitably  adjusted,  and 
such  an  act  is  an  imphed  direction  that 
the  rule  of  law  as  to  voluntary  pay- 
ments shall  not  apply.  Bums  v. 
Clarion  Co.,  62  Pa.  St.  422.  In  Cati- 
fornia  the  legislature  cannot  compel 
a  city  to  pay  a  claim  which  it  is  unoer 
no  obligation  whatever  to  pay,  nor 
require  a  court  to  render  judgment  on 
proof  of  the  amount  thereof  Hoag- 
land  v.  Sacramento,  52  Cal.  142.  See 
infra,  {  124. 

When,  under  a  contract  for  compen- 
sation entered  into  with  some  public 
agency,  a  private  party  has  remlered 
services  or  expended  money  in  an  eo- 
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is  unobjectionable  in  principle,  and  must  be  regarded  as  settled, 
although  it  asserts  a  measure  of  control  over  municipalities,  in  re- 
spect of  their  duties  and  liabilities,  which  probably  does  not  exist 
as  to  private  corporations  and  individuals. 

§  124  (76).  Payment  of  Invalid  Bonds.  —  Accordingly,  in  a 
case  where  a  municipality,  after  the  passage  of  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture which  provided  that  towns  and  cities  should  not  thereafter 
"have  power  to  contract  any  debt  without  fully  providing  in  the 
ordinance  creating  the  debt  the  means  of  paying  the  principal  and 
interest,'*  issued  bonds  without  such  a  provision  as  the  above  statute 
required,  and  used  them  in  payment  of  an  authorized  indebtedness, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  that  inasmuch  as  the 
bonds  represented  an  equitable  claim  against  the  cUy,  it  was  compe- 
tent for  the  legislature  to  interfere  and  require  the  city  to  pay  them. 
"The  power  of  the  legislature,"  says  Field,  J.,  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  ''to  require  the  payment  of  a  claim  for  which  an 
equivalent  has  been  received,  and  from  the  payment  of  which  the 
city  can  only  escape  on  technical  grounds,  would  seem  to  be  clear. 
...  A  very  diflFerent  question,"  the  learned  judge  cautiously  adds, 
"would  be  presented  if  an  attempt  were  made  to  apply  the  means 
raised  [by  taxation]  to  the  payment  of  claims  for  which  no  con- 
sideration had  been  received  by  the  city."  * 

terpriae  which  is  beneficial  to  a  par-  ated  without  any  law  governing  them^ 
ticular  municipality,  and  for  which  the  although  officers  were  selected  by  the 
legislature  might  m  the  first  instance  residents,  and  a  form  of  government 
have  made  that  mimicipality  charge-  was  carried  on  by  a  kind  of  mutual  un- 
able, it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  derstanding.  These  officers  incurred 
to  dischai]ge  the  original  agency  and  indebtedness  in  administering  the 
fix  the  obligation  to  pay  on  the  munici-  affairs  of  the  localities,  but  had  no  au- 
pality  itseu.  O  'Neill  v.  Hoboken,  72  thority  to  raise  the  necessary  revenues 
N.  J.  L.  67.  But  the  debt  of  one  to  pay  the  same.  Public  improvements 
municipal  corporation  cannot  be  sum-  were  made,  schools  were  maintained, 
manly  transferred  to  another  where  certificates  for  town  lots  were  issued, 
there  is  no  moral  obligation  resting  on  In  1890  a  code  of  laws  for  the  perma- 
the  corporation  sought  to  be  charged,  nent  government  of  the  territory  was 
Smon  V.  Northrop,  27  Oreg.  487,  citing  enacted,  and  these  provisional  govem- 
text.  ments  were  incorporated  into  the  regu- 

'  New  Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  larly  organized  village  of  Guthrie.  In 
644,  652,  654.  In  Guthrie  National  1893  the  city  of  Guthrie  became  the 
Baiik  V,  Guthrie,  173  U.  S.  528,  it  ap-  successor  of  the  village  of  that  name. 
peaied  that  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  In  1890  the  legislature  passed  an  act 
was  opened  for  settlement  in  1889.  to  provide  a  method  by  which  to  raise 
Town  sites  were  located  and  settled  the  necessary  funds  to  pay  the  indebt- 
upon,  and  many  persons  located  within  edness  incurred  by  the  provisional 
the  present  boundaries  of  the  city  of  governments  of  the  four  villages.  The 
Guthrie.  Four  distinct  provisional  statute  created  a  special  tribunal  for 
municipal  corporations  or  villages,  hearing  and  deciaing  upon  claims 
known  as  Guthrie,  £^t  Guthrie,  Cap-  a^nst  the  municipal  corporation, 
itol  Hill,  and  West  Guthrie,  were  ere-   which   had   no  legal   obligation,   but 
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§  125  (76  a).  Bapayment  of  Moneys  advaiiced.  —  A  bank  ad- 
vanced money  to  commi^ioners  for  the  construction  of  the  New 
York  City  court  house.  In  making  these  advances  the  bank  was 
represented  by  its  president,  and  it  made  the  advances  in  good  faith 
without  notice  of  any  conspiracy  or  misappropriation;  but  in  fact 
the  commissioners  had  entered  into  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  to  raise 
bills  for  work  above  the  true  amount  and  to  divide  the  excess  among 
themselves.  Part  of  the  money  advanced  went  into  the  court  house, 
but  the  larger  portion  of  it  was  fraudulently  diverted  by  the  commis- 
sioners. Three  of  the  conspirators  were  directors  of  the  bank,  but 
were  not  present  when  any  action  was  taken  in  respect  of  the  ad- 
vances by  the  bank.  After  this,  the  legislature  passed  an  act  direct- 
ing the  city  to  pay  back  to  the  various  banks  all  mon^s  which  bad 


which  the  legislature  thought  had  suffi- 
cient equity  and  were  based  upon  a  suffi- 
ciently strong  moral  obligation  to  make 
it  proper  for  it  to  provide  for  their  in- 
vestigation. For  the  payment  of  such 
as  were  decided  to  be  proper,  pro- 
vision was  made  by  taxation  upon  the 
property  in  the  city.  The  court  held 
that  the  services  performed  and  mate- 
rials furnished  to  these  provisional 
Sovemments  were  proper  and  bono- 
cial.  probably  absolutely  neceauuy, 
for  tne  well-bemg  of  the  people  living 
there,  and  the  question  was  whether 
the  territorial  legislature  was  unequal 
to  the  task  of  providing  for  their  pav- 
ment  by  the  city  as  the  successor  of  the 
villages  which  had  received  the  benefit. 
It  held  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
pass  the  act  as  indisputable.  Approv- 
ing New  Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  644. 
The  court  said,  among  other  things 
(173  U.  S.  635):  "The  services  per- 
formed for  and  the  materials  fumisned 
these  provisional  governments  under 
the  circumstances  stated  would  cer^ 
tainly  be  regarded  as  proper  and  as 
beneficial,  probably  as  absolutely  neces- 
sary, for  tne  well-being  of  the  people 
living  there.  The  villages  which  were 
subsequently  incorporated  under  the 
law  oi  the  territory  succeeded  to  and 
enjoyed  these  benefits,  and  passed 
them  on  to  their  successor,  the  city  of 
Guthrie,  the  present  defendant  in  error 
and  appellee.  These  facts  give  gpreat 
force  and  strength  to  the  moral  con- 
sideration supporting  claims  of  the 
nature  here  existing.  Though  th^ 
could  not  be  enforced  at  law,  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  territonal  legida- 
ture  was  unequal  to  the  task  of  provid- 
ing for  their  payment  by  the  city  which 


has  received  the  benefit  as  above  de- 
scribed. This  territorial  act  shows 
that  onlv  claims  of  a  municipal  char- 
acter and  of  a  bona  fide  nature  could  be 
allowed.  We  r^aiti  the  power  of  the 
territorial  l^;islature  to  pass  this  act 
as  indisputable.  It  comes  within  the 
grant  to  that  legislature  contained  in 
the  act  of  Congress  and  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  above  cited."  To  the  same 
effect,  State  v.  Winter,  15  Wash.  407. 

The  power  of  the  Uoidature  to  ap- 
propriate the  moneys  of  municipal  ear- 
poroHone  in  payment  of  claims  aseer- 
tained  bv  it  to  be  eauitably  due  to 
individuals,  though  sued  claims  be  not 
enforceable  in  the  courts,  depends 
^isciy»  ii^  the  view  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  California,  upon  the  legimaiim 
conscience,  and  will  not  be  interfered 
with  by  the  judicial  department  unless 
in  exceptional  cases ;  and  the  cireuiii- 
stance  that  the  contract  under  whieh 
the  plaintiff  did  certain  work  in  San 
Francisco,  expressly  provided  that  the 
city  shoiild  in  no  event  be  liable  for 
any  portion  of  the  expenses  thereof, 
was  hdd  not  to  affect  or  in  any  manner 
invalidate  an  act  subsequently  passed 
by  the  legislature  requirmg  the  dty  to 
pay  him  a  debt  which  in  good  con- 
science it  ought  to  pay.  Creighton  v. 
San  Francisco,  42  Gal.  446;  Sinton  v. 
Ashbury,  41  CaL  525;  New  Orleans  v. 
Clark,  95  U.  S.  654 ;  supra,  f }  123, 124. 

In  Iowa  it  appears  to  be  regarded  as 
not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  provide  a  means  for  the  collection 
of  an  unconstitutional  obUgation 
agunst  a  public  corporation,  as  wbeiB 
a  debt  had  been  incurred  in  exeeas  of 
the  limit  fixed  by  the  Constitutioii. 
Mosher  v.  School  District,  44  lowa^  122. 
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been  advanced  by  them  for  the  use  of  any  of  the  departments  of  the 
city  or  county,  which  act  included  the  advance  above  mentioned. 
This  act  was  held  to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  the  legislative  power.^ 

§  126.  Nature  of  Moral  Obligation  which  may  be  recogniied. — 
In  the  case  in  which  the  courts  first  acknowledged  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  recognize  claims  founded  in  justice  and  equity  and  to 
require  municipalities  to  discharge  obligations,  although  not  legally 
bmding,  language  was  used  which  has  caused  considerable  diversity 
of  opinion.  The  court  said  that  the  legislature  can  recognize  claims 
founded  in  justice  and  equity  in  the  largest  sense  of  these  terms,  or  in 
gratitude  or  charity,  and  that,  independently  of  express  constitu- 
tional restrictions,  the  legislature  is  the  judge  of  what  is  for  the 
public  good,  and  can  make  appropriations  of  money  whenever  the 
public  well-being  requires  or  will  he  promoted  by  it?  This  language 
went  further  than  the  question  that  was  before  the  court  in  that  case, 
because  all  that  was  actually  decided  was  that  the  legislature  had 
power  to  require  a  board  of  supervisors  to  assess  upon  the  taxable 
property  of  a  town  the  amount  which  highway  commissioners  had 
been  compelled  to  pay  for  costs  in  an  action  commenced  by  them 
pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  voters  of  the  town.    The  language 


'  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York  ».  Tenth 
National  Bank,  111  N.  Y.  446.  Earl, 
J.,  says:  "The  legislature  may  deter- 
mine what  moneys  they  mav  raise  and 
expend,  and  what  taxation  for  munici- 
pal purposes  may  be  impoeed;  and  it 
certainly  does  not  exceed  its  constitu- 
tional authority  when  it  compels  a 
municipal  corporation  to  pay  a  debt 
which  has  some  meritorious  basis  to 
rest  on";  citing  Town  of  Guilford  v. 
Supervisors ;  Brewster  v.  City  of  Syra- 
cuse; Darliiigton  v.  Mayor,  31  N.  Y. 
164 ;  Brown  v.  Mayor,  63  N.  Y.  239. 

AsBundng  that  the  commissioners 
had  no  power  to  borrow  money,  and 
that  the  city  was  not  liable  for  the  ad- 
vances made  to  them  b^  the  bank,  this 
retroactive  act  imperatively  requiring 
the  city,  without  its  consent,  to  make 
good  to  the  bank  the  lai^  amount 
which  the  conspirators  put  into  their 
pockets  and  which  never  went  into  the 
work,  seems  to  carry  the  legislative 
power  beyond  the  just  limits  of  equi- 
table or  moral  obligation,  which  the 
author  cannot  but  think  is  the  true 
measure  of  legislative  power  of  this 
character.  The  later  decisions  of  the 
same  court,  referred  to  infrat  §  126, 


seem  to  support  the  author's  criticism 
above  of  the  Bank  case  made  in  the  pre- 
vious edition  of  this  work. 

'  In  Guilford  v.  Chenaogo  County. 
13  N.  Y.  143,  the  question  involved 
was  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  com- 
I>el  a  town  to  reimburse  its  commis- 
sioners of  highways  for  expenses  dis- 
bursed by  them  m  the  conduct  of  a 
litigation  undertaken  by  the  direction 
of  the  voters  of  the  town.  The  power 
of  the  le^slature  to  compel  the  town 
to  recogmze  the  claim  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  highways  and  to  repay  the 
same,  was  sustained.  In  his  opmion, 
Denio,  J.,  said :  ''The  legislature  is  not 
confined  in  its  appropriation  of  the 
public  moneys,  or  of  sums  to  be  raised 
by  taxation,  in  favor  of  individuals,  to 
cases  in  which  a  leffal  demand  exists 
against  the  State.  It  can  thus  recog- 
mze claims  founded  in  equity  and  jus- 
tice in  the  largest  sense  of  tliese  terms, 
or  in  gratitude  or  charity.  Inde- 
pendently of  express  constitutional 
restrictions,  it  can  make  appropria- 
tions of  money  whenever  the  public 
well-being  reqpres  or  will  be  promoted 
by  it ;  and  it  is  the  judge  of  what  is  for 
the  public  good." 
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of  the  court  has  frequently  been  criticised  in  later  decisions  of  the 
same  court^  Although  language  is  still  to  be  found  in  recent  deci- 
sions which  seems  to  support  the  view  that  any  moral  obligation  such 
as  hardship  suffered  by  the  action  of  the  legislature  or  of  the  munici- 
pality, is  sufficient  to  support  mandatory  legislation  requiring  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  individuals  in  respect  thereof  ^^  yet  die  tendency 

^  Whilst  the  correctnesB  of  the  judg-  J.,  said  (p.  440):  "Under  the  provi- 
ment  in  this  case  was  not  questioned,  sions  of  tne  Constitution  (art.  i.  |  8), 
the  decision  was  criticiBed  and  some  of  Congress  has  pow*er  to  lay  and  collect 
the  dicta  as  to  the  extent^  the  legis-  taxes,  &c.  'to  pay  the  ciebts'  of  the 

^'   '        Hav' 


lative  power  limited.  Weismer  v.  United  States.  Having  power  to 
Douglas,  64  N.  Y.  91.  In  Cayuga  money  for  that  purpose,  it  of  couzae 
County  V.  State,  153  N.  Y.  279,  286,  follows  that  it  has  power  when  the 
Andrews.  C.  J.,  speaking  of  this  decision,  money  is  raised  to  appropriate  it  to  the 
said:  "This  language  is  very  broad,  and  same  object.  What  are  the  debts  of 
if  it  ^oes  to  the  extent  of  affirming  an  the  United  States  within  the  meaning 
irreviewable  discretion  in  the  legislar  of  this  constitutional  provision?  It  is 
ture  in  every  case  to  determine  when  conceded,  and  indeed  it  cannot  be  que»- 
taxation  pertains  to  the  public  good,  tioned,  that  the  debts  are  not  timited 
may  possjoly  admit  of  qualification,  but  to  those  which  are  evidenced  bjr  some 
as  exhibiting  the  general  scope  of  the  written  obligation  or  to  those  which  are 
taxing  power  b  forcible  and  true."  otherwise  of  a  strictly  l^gal  character. 
In  Matter  of  Chapman  v.  New  York,  The  term  'debts'  includes  those  debta 
168  N.  Y.  80,  83,  Vann,  J.,  said  of  this  or  claims  which  rest  upon  a  merdy 
decision  that  "Expressions  were  used  eauitable  or  honorary  ooligation,  and 
by  learned  judges  of  this  court  which  which  would  not  be  recoverable  in  a 
went  beyond  the  requirements  of  the  court  of  law  if  existing  against  an  in- 
decisions they  made.  All  that  was  ac-  dividual  The  nation,  speaxinff  broadly, 
tually  decided  was  that  the  legislature  owes  a  Mebt'  to  an  mdividual  wImui 
had  power  to  require  a  board  of  super-  his  claim  grows  out  of  general  principlea 
visors  to  assess  upon  the  taxable  prop-  of  right  and  justice ;  when,  in  other 
erty  of  a  town  the  amount  which  words,  it  is  based  upon  considerationa 
liighway  commissioners  had  been  com-  of  a  moral  or  merely  honorary  nature, 
pelled  to  pay  for  costs  in  an  action  such  as  are  binding  on  the  conscience 
commenced  oy  them  pursuant  to  the  or  the  honor  of  an  mdividual,  although 
direction  of  the  voters  of  the  town,  the  debt  could  obtain  no  recognition 
The  payment  of  such  a  claim  was  not  in  a  court  of  law.  The  power  of  Con- 
an  act  of  charity,  as  it  rested  on  a  gress  extends  at  least  as  far  as  the 
strong  moral  obligation."  See  also  recognition  and  payment  of  claims 
Matter  of  Straus,  44  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  against  the  government  which  are  thus 
425 ;  Matter  of  Jensen,  44  N.  Y.  App.  founded.  To  no  other  branch  of  the 
Div.  509,  515 ;  post,  §  307  and  notes.  government  than  Congress  could  any 
'  In  United  States  v.  Realty  Co.,  application  be  successfuQy  made  on  the 
163  U.  S.  427,  the  Supreme  Court  of  part  of  the  owners  of  such  claims  or 
the  United  States  haa  under  consid-  debts  for  the  payment  thereof.  Their 
eration  the  power  of  Congress  to  ap-  recognition  depends  solely  upon  Con- 
propriate  the  public  moneys  in  the  gress,  and  whether  it  will  recogniie 
payment  of  obligations  which  did  not  claims  thus  founded  must  be  left  to  the 
rest  upon  any  legal  ground,  but  were  discretion  of  that  body.  Payments  to 
founded  solely  in  justice  and  equity,  individuals,  not  of  right  or  of  a  merely 
and  it  held  that  it  was  within  the  power  legal  claim,  but  payments  in  the  nature 
of  Congress  to  appropriate  money  for  of  a  gratuity,  yet  having  some  feature 
the  payment  of  bounties  to  persons  of  moral  obUgation  to  support  them, 
who  had  engaged  in  the  production  have  been  made  by  the  government  by 
and  manufacture  of  sugar,  m  reliance  virtue  of  acts  of  Congress,  appropriate 
upon  the  continuance  and  validity  of  a  ing  the  public  money,  ever  since  its 
statute  of  the  United  States  giving  a  foundation.  Some  of  the  acts  were 
bounty  to  persons  engaged  in  such  pro-  based  upon  considerations  of  pure 
duction  and  manufacture.     Peckham,   charity.  .  .  .  The  power  to  provide  for 
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now  seems  to  be  to  hold  that  a  mere  abstract  equity  of  this  nature 
is  no  longer  sufficient.  It  has  been  said  that  a  moral  obligation 
which  is  sufficient  to  support  mandatory  legislation  requiring  a 
municipality  to  dispose  of  its  property  to  an  individual  is  one  which 
a  person  ought  to  perform,  but  which  he  is  not  legally  bound  to  fulfil. 
Of  this  sort  of  obligation  it  has  also  been  suggested  that  there  are 
two  kinds.  One  of  these,  recognized  by  the  law,  is  the  moral  obliga- 
tion which  arises  where  there  has  been  a  legal  or  equitable  obligation 
of  which  the  binding  force  has  ceased  to  exist;  as  where  facts  have 
arisen  since  the  obligation  was  incurred  which  may  be  pleaded  to 
defend  an  action  to  enforce  it.  Such  is  the  case  where  the  statute 
of  limitations  has  run  against  a  claim,  or  where  a  debtor  has  been 
discharged  in  bankruptcy.  While  obligations  of  this  nature  are  said 
to  be  only  moral,  yet  all  recognize  that  in  fact  they  amount  to  some- 
thing more;  and  that,  therefore,  they  are  available  as  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  an  actual  promise  to  do  the  thing  which, 
but  for  the  moral  existence  of  the  obligation,  could  not  be  compelled. 
The  other  class  of  moral  obligations  includes  those  which  have  not 
been  preceded  by  any  legal  liability,  and  yet  which  might  be  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  the  legislature  to  require  their  satisfaction,  and 
which  certainly  would  justify  an  honorable  man  in  meeting  them. 
Such  are  cases  where  money  has  been  expended  for  the  benefit  of  a 
city  without  any  authority,  and  the  city  has  received  the  full  benefit 
from  the  expenditure,  or  where  services  have  been  rendered,  labor 
has  been  performed,  or  money  expended  for  the  benefit  of  the  city  in 
reliance  upon  a  contract  which  is  invalid,  because  not  made  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  city's  charter.^    We  accordingly  find  that 

daiiDfi  tlix>n  the  State  founded  in  equity  upon  the  seneral  principles  of  right  and 
and  justice  has  also  been  recognized  justice,  tne  Federal  Congress  stands 
as  existing  in  the  State  governments,  upon  a  level  with  the  State  legislature." 
For  example,  in  Guilford  v,  Chenango  ^  P«rjRutnaey,  J.,  in  Matter  of  Straus, 
County,  13  N.  Y.  143,  it  was  held  by  44  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  428;  approved  in 
the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  that  Matter  of  Chapman  v.  New  York,  168 
the  legislature  was  not  confined  in  its  N.  Y.  80,  83.  In  Wrought  Iron  Bridge 
appropriation  of  public  moneys  to  sums  Co.  v,  Attica,  119  N.  Y.  204,  the  court 
to  be  raised  by  taxation  in  favor  of  in-  held  that  the  legislature  had  the  power 
dividuals  to  cases  in  which  legal  de-  to  legalize  detective  proceedings  of 
mands  existed  against  the  State,  but  town  authorities  and  in  this  way  con- 
that  it  could  recognize  claims  founded  fer  power  upon  the  courts  to  compel 
in  eouity  and  justice  in  the  laigest  sense  the  town  to  pay  obli^tions  which  its 
of  tnese  terms  or  in  gratitude  or  in  officers  contracted  without  observing 
chari^.  Of  course,  the  difference  be-  the  necessary  steps  pointed  out  bv  the 
tireen  the  powers  of  the  State  legisla-  statute  and  the  benefits  of  which  the 
iures  and  that  of  the  Congress  of  the  town  had  already  received  and  con- 
United  States  is  not  lost  sight  of,  but  it  tinned  to  enjov.  The  ckdm  was  one 
ia  believed  that  in  relation  to  the  power  for  the  removal  of  an  old  and  the  con- 
to  lecogiuxe  and  to  pay  obligations  rest-  struction  of  a  new  bridge,  the  proceed- 
ing  only'  upon  moral  considerations  or  ings  for  such  removal  and  construction 
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recent  decisions  apply  more  strictly  than  formerly  the  principle  that 
the  power  of  taxation  can  only  be  exercised  for  public  purposes. 
This  principle  is  now  rigidly  applied  to  prevent  the  application  of 
the  funds  of  a  municipality,  even  pursuant  to  mandatory  l^islation, 
to  purposes  which  cannot,  in  any  fair  sense,  be  said  to  be  for  the 
public  benefit^    The  Whole  question  has  recently  been  re-examined 


having  been  in  the  firat  place  unauthor- 
ised and  an  act  haying  been  passed  to 
legalize  the  proceeding  The  act  was 
held  to  be  constitutional  Where  a 
statute  for  the  improvement  of  streets 
was  found  to  be  unconstitutional  after 
the  commissioners  appointed  thereby 
had  incurred  debt,  it  was  held  that  the 
l^islature  could  Intimately  impose 
the  obligation  to  pay  the  claims  in- 
curred under  the  unconstitutional  act 
upon  the  township  which  had  received 
the  benefit  from  the  acts  of  the  com- 
missioners in  the  shape  of  improved 
streets  or  as  the  result  of  the  labor  done 
under  the  unconstitutional  statute. 
Rader  v.  Union  Township,  39  N.  J.  L. 
509,  afiPd  41  N.  J.  L.  617.  A  city 
entered  into  a  contract  for  street  pav- 
ing. As  the  work  progressed,  warrants 
were  issued  to  the  contractor  which 
were  duly  presented  for  payment  but 
were  not  paid  for  lack  of  funds.  The 
warrants  were  pledged  as  collateral  for 
loans,  and  in  an  action  thereon  defences 
on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  in- 
valid in  matters  affecting  the  form  and 
the  power  of  the  city  to  make  it  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  made.  A  stat- 
ute was  passed  validating  evidences  of 
indebtedness  issued  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances, and  it  was  held  that  it 
was  within  the  power  of  the  le{;i8lature 
to  compel  its  political  subdivisions  to 
recognize  and  pay  obligations  which 
were  not  cognizable  in  any  court  of  law, 
but  which  are  based  upon  considera- 
tions so  thoroughly  equitable  and 
moral  as  to  deserve  and  receive  favor- 
able legislative  consideration,  and  that 
the  statute  was  valid.  Merchant's 
Nat'l  Bank  v.  East  Grand  Forks,  94 
Minn.  247. 

*  A  statute  directing  that  persons 
who  had  retired  as  teachers  before  the 
establishment  of  a  pension  system  for 
retiring  teachers  be  placed  upon  the 
pension  roll  of  a  city,  is  an  appropria- 
tion of  the  city's  money  to  persons  who 
had  been  employed  at  a  time  when  no 
pension  svstem  was  provided  by  law, 
and  must  DC  regarded  as  a  gratuity  and 
not  as  compensation  to  a  public  servant. 


and  is  therefore  unconstitutional.  Mat- 
ter of  Bfahon  v.  Board  of  Education, 
171 N.  Y.  263,  AtPg  68  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
154.  A  municipauty  which  has  paid  a 
de  facto  officer  who  has  performed  the 
functions  of  the  office  the  salary  at- 
tached thereto,  is  not  liable  to  pay  it 
again  to  one  adiudged  to  be  the  lawful 
incumbent  of  the  office,  but  who  has 
rendered  no  service  therein ;  his  remedy 
is  by  action  for  damages  against  tlie 
usurper.  A  statute,  therefore,  requir- 
ing the  municipality  to  pay  its  public 
money  to  the  de  jure  officer  for  services 
never  rendered  is  not  founded  upon  a 
legal,  just,  or  moral  liability  upon  the 
city,  but  confers  a  mere  gratuity,  and  is 
unconstitutional.  Steomiler  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York,  179  N.  Y.  473,  aTg 
87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  631.  Although 
there  may  be  such  a  moral  obligation 
on  the  part  of  a  municipal  corporation 
which  has  changed  the  grade  of  a  street 
to  pay  the  damage  caused  thereby  to 
abutting  property  as  would  justify  the 
legislature  in  passing  an  act  autnoiis- 
ing  or  requiriiig  the  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  pay  the  amount  of  such  damage, 
there  is  no  such  moral  obligation  to  pay 
to  persons  who  had  acquired  title  to  the 
property  after  the  change  of  grade  and 
after  the  damage  had  been  sustained  as 
would  justify  the^  municipal  corpora- 
tion in  appropriating  money  raised  by 
taxation  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  for  tlie 
damaee  that  the  pro^rty  had  sus- 
taineof  before  they  acquired  title.  Peo- 
ple V,  PhiUlps,  88  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  560. 
In  Bush  V,  Orange  County,  159  N.  Y. 
212,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  empow- 
ering the  supervisors  of  certain  coun- 
ties, upon  the  petition  of  a  majority  of 
the  taxpayers  to  raise  by  ordinary  tax- 
ation the  monev  needed  to  pay  to  any 
drafted  man  wno  served  personally  in 
the  Civil  War,  or  paid  commutation 
money,  or  to  his  heirs,  the  sum  of  $300 
with  interest,  was  in  violation  of  the 
provision  of  the  New  York  Constitu- 
tion that  no  county,  city,  town,  or  vil- 
lage should  hereafter  give  any  money  or 
property  to  or  in  aid  of  any  mdividual, 
association,  or  corporation.    The  court 


§126 


NATURE   OF   MORAL   OBUGATION 


229 


by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York  in  a  case  which 
brought  before  it  for  consideration  the  question  whether  the  legisla- 
ture could  require  a  city  to  reimburseapublic  officer  for  legal  expenses 
incurred  in  successfully  defending  himself  in  any  trial  or  proceeding 
to  remove  him  from  office,  or  to  convict  him  of  any  crime  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  performance  of  or  in  connection  with  his 
official  duties.^  The  court  held  that  in  the  cases  included  within  the 
purview  of  the  statute  no  benefit  was  conferred  upon  the  city  by  the 
expenditures  of  the  persons  for  whose  relief  the  act  was  passed ;  that 
there  never  was  a  legal  or  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  city  to 
pay  the  claim  in  question  and  that  it  could  not  be  sustained.  From 
time  out  of  mind  in  all  governments  where  the  common  law  prevails, 
a  person  prosecuted  for  crime  has  been  compelled  to  pay  his  own 
expenses  when  he  had  the  means  of  doing  so,  and  if  without  means 
was  defended  by  counsel  assigned  by  the  court  to  serve  without  pay 

aaid:   "The   power  to  impose  taxes, 

general  or  local,  which  rests  with  the 

legislature,   is   without  much  express 

restriction  in  the  Constitution,  and  yet 

even  this  power  cannot  be  said  to  be 

absolute.    On  general  principles  it  has, 

at  least,  one  limitation,  and  that  is  that 

the  money  to  be  raised  must  be  re- 
quired for  some  purpose  that  in  some 

sense,  at  least,  can  be  said  to  be  public. 

The  legislature  cannot  authorize  taxa- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  making  ^fts,  or 

paving  ^tuities  to  private  mdivid- 

uals.    It  18  auite  clear  that  this  was  the 

purpose  of  the  act  in  question.    The  in- 
dividuals for  whose  benefit  the  tax  was 

to  be  levied  under  the  act  had  no  claim, 

legal  or  eauitable,  against  the  town  or 

county  wnere  the  money  was  to  be 

raised  by   taxation."     To   the   same 

effect,  Tabor  v.  Erie  County,  131  N.  Y. 

432;   Perkins  v.  Milford,  59  Me.  315; 

Moulton   V.    Rajpiond,   60   Me.    121; 

Freeluid  v.  Hastings,  10  Allen  (Mass.), 
570:    Mead  v.  Acton,  139  Mass.  341; 

Ketfyo.  BiarshaU,  69Pa.St.  319;  Fer- 
guson V.  Landram,  1  Bush  (Ky.),  548. 

'  In  Matter  of  Chapman  v.  New 
York,  168  N.  Y.  80,  aff'g  57  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  583,  the  statute  under  which 
the  proceeding  was  instituted  provided 
for  the  appMomtment  of  a  referee  ''to 
hear,  examine  into,  and  report"  the 
amount  of  reasonable  counsel  fees  and 
expenses  paid  or  incurred  by  a  city  or 
county  officer  in  successfully  defending 
himsdf  in  any  trial  or  proceeding  "to 
remove  him  from  office,  or  to  convict 
him  of  any  crime"  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  in  the  performance  of  or  in 


connection  with  his  official  duties ;  and 
that  the  amount  allowed  by  the  referee, 
when  confirmed  by  the  court,  should  be 
paid  by  the  issue  of  revenue  bonds  to  be 
included  in  the  tax  levied  for  the  follow- 
ing year  on  the  city  or  county  affected. 
The  applicant  alleged  in  his  petition  to 
the  court  that  while  he  was  an  officer 
of  the  police  department  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  charges  were  preferred 
against  him  as  such  officer  for  official 
misconduct;  that  the  charges  were 
dismissed  by  the  board  of  police  com- 
missioners, and  that  he  had  been  com- 
pelled to  incur  and  expend  for  reason- 
able counsel  fees  and  expenses  $11,500 
and  upwards,  and  he  asked  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  referee  to  hear  and  ex- 
amine into  the  claim  and  report  his  de- 
termination to  one  of  the  justices  of 
the  Supreme  Court  pursuant  to  the 
statute.  The  application  was  denied, 
and  the  order  denying  it  was  unani- 
mously affirmed  by  the  Appellate  Divi- 
sion (57  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  583),  which 
followed  without  discussion  its  deci- 
sions in  Matter  of  Straus,  44  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  425,  and  Matter  of  Jensen,  44 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  509,  holding  the  statute 
to  be  unconstitutional  as  an  attempt  to 
impose  a  liability  upon  the  city  for  the 
benefit  of  an  individual  and  not  for  a 
city  or  county  purpose.  In  so  deciding 
the  court  held  that  there  was  no  moral 
obligation  or  other  consideration  which 
could  be  invoked  to  support  the  claim 
of  the  applicant.  On  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  the  decision  was 
affirmed  for  tne  reasons  stated  in  the 
text. 
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or  for  compensation  regulated  by  statute.  Payment  of  expenses 
incurred  by  a  municipal  officer  in  defending  himself  from  charges 
such  as  those  mentioned  in  the  statute,  is  a  mere  gratuity  without 
the  sanction  of  custom  or  precedent.  Such  a  claim  has  no  foundation 
in  natural  or  legal  right,  and  there  is  no  moral  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  municipality  to  discharge  it.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  public  to 
defend  or  aid  in  the  defence  of  one  charged  with  official  misconduct, 
and  a  disbursement  by  a  city  for  such  an  object  is  not  for  municipal 
purposes,  but  is  a  mere  gift.  According  to  the  decision  of  the  court, 
therefor^,  the  recognition  of  a  claim  of  this  nature  necessarily  came 
within  the  implied  prohibition  to  be  found  in  the  principles  of  law 
against  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  taxation  for  private  pur- 
poses; and  the  court  also  held  it  to  be  within  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  of  New  York  prohibiting  any  municipal 
corporation  from  giving  any  money  or  property  to  or  in  aid  of  any 
individual,  and  declaring  that  no  municipality  should  be  allowed 
to  incur  any  indebtedness  except  for  county,  city,  town,  or  village 
purposes. 

§  127  (77).  Batifying  Void  Local  Asieflsmenta.  —  It  has,  how- 
ever, been  decided  in  Maryland,  that,  as  against  the  abvUers,  the 
legislature  covli  not  ratify  an  assessment  for  a  local  improvement  in 
front  of  their  property,  which  had  been  adjudged  to  be  void,  and  com- 
pel them  to  pay  for  the  same.^  In  the  case  just  mentioned,  the  legisla- 
ture, in  an  act  relating  to  the  grading  and  paving  of  an  avenue  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  among  other  things  required,  as  preliminaiy  to 
proceedings  thereunder,  that  the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  should 
determine  the  proposed  work  to  be  consistent  with  the  public  good. 
An  application  by  property  owners  for  the  improvement  was  made 
to  the  city  commissioners  instead  of  the  mayor  and  council,  and  the 
commissioners  determined  to  grade  the  avenue,  awarded  the  contract, 
and  the  contractor  did  the  work  at  the  cost  of  over  S100,000.  The 
abutters  instituted  no  proceedings  to  stop  the  work;  and  after  it  was 
completed  the  city  passed  an  ordinance  ratifying  the  contract  to 
grade,  and  all  the  acts  of  the  officers  of  the  city  in  relation  to  the 
grading  of  the  avenue.  An  assessment  being  made  upon  their  prop- 
erty, to  pay  the  expense  of  the  grading,  they  filed  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion and  relief,  and  it  was  judicially  determined  that  the  proceedings 
of  the  city  commissioners  were  coram  rum  fudice  and  void,  and  that 

*  Baltimore  v.  Horn,  26  Md.  194,  sed  Bonds  of  a  municipalitv  after  havu^ 
auare,  and  compare  with  cases  citeid  in  been  held  void  may  Be  legialalivehr 
}§  123  and  129 ;  Lennon  v.  New  York,  validated.  Utter  v.  Franklin,  172  U.  sL 
66  N.  Y.  361.    See  Index,  Curative  Acts,   416 ;  infra,  {  129. 
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they  could  not  be  ratified  by  ordinance.'  After  this  judicial 
determination  the  legislature  passed  an  act  directing  the  city 
to  pay  the  contractors  for  the  work  done  by  them  and  accepted 
by  the  city,  to  borrow  the  money  for  the  purpose,  and  levy  a  tax 
for  its  payment,  which  the  city  did.  But  at  the  same  session,  the 
legislature,  to  reimburse  the  city  treasury,  empowered  the  city  to 
collect  from  the  abutters  on  the  avenue  graded  the  amounts  which 
had  been  assessed  and  ascertained  by  the  city  commissioners;  and 
this  last  act  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  be  void,  because 
it  was  an  assumption  of  judicial  power  by  the  legislature,  and, 
in  effect,  a  legislative  reversal  of  the  former  judgment  of  the 
court.' 

§  128  (78).  Same  Subject.  —  In  levying  a  local  (issessmmt  upon 
the  abutting  property,  a  lot  within  the  district  declared  to  be  bene- 
fited was  omitted,  after  which  the  legislature  validated  the  assess- 
ment, this  omission  and  exemption  being  retained  and  preserved; 
and  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  California  that  the 
validating  act  was  unconstitutional.^  The  ground  for  this  judg- 
ment is  satisfactory;  since  the  legislature  could  not  prospectively 
have  exempted  the  property  omitted  because  it  would  have  violated 
the  constitutional  requirement  of  imiformity,^  it  could  not  do  this 
retrospectively. 

§  129  (79).  Curative  Acts.  —  In  general,  however,  the  legtsla- 
ture  may,  by  subsequent  act,  validate  and  confirm  previous  acts  of  the 
corporation  otherwise  invalid.    If  the  act  could  have  been  lawfully 

1  Baltimore  v.  Porter,  18  Md.  284;  fectual  in  law  as  if  every  provision  of 
see  Mra,  §  1469.  In  Brown  v.  Mayor,  the  charter  under  which  they  had  been 
&c.  of  New  York,  63  N.  Y.  239,  a  legis-  made  had  been  complied  with,  except  in 
lative  ratification  of  an  ultra  vues  con-  cases  where  it  should  appear  to  the  Su- 
tract  for  street  improvements  was  sus-  preme  Court  that  the  commissioners 
tained.  Duanesburg  v.  Jenkins,  57  who  had  made  the  assessments  had  not 
N.  Y.  177;  infra.  §§  129,  948;  O'Hara  properly  assessed  the  lands  in  propor- 
V.  State,  112  N.  Y.  146.  tion  to  the  benefit  received  thereby. 

'  An  assessment  wluch  was  in  vio-  Copeland  v.  Passaic,  36  N.  J.  L.  382. 
lation  of  a  statute  imposing  a  tax  limit,  '  People  v.  Lynch,  51  Cal  15. 
held  to  be  validated  by  a  statute  passed  Followed  in  Schumacher  v.  Toberman, 
for  the  purpose  of  validating  that  par-  56  Cal.  508,  where  McKinstrv^  J.,  said : 
ticular  assessment.  KettelTe  v.  War-  "The  legislature  cannot  legalize  a  void 
wick,  Ac.  Water  Co.,  23  R.  I.  114.  assessment,  nor  by  direct  act  make  an 
Where  the  proceedings  under  an  act  assessment  withm  an  incorporated 
giving  municipal  corporations  power  to  city.''  InfrOf  §§  129,  948. 
condemn  lanos  for  streets  and  assess  *  Post.  §  1433,  and  cases  cited  in 
danoiages  and  benefits  for  the  same  note.  For  construction  of  constitu- 
were  irregular,  assessments  imposed  tional  provision  in  California  in  respect 
thereunder  were  held  to  be  cured  by  a  of  equality  and  uniformity  of  taxation, 
subsequent  statute  enacting  that  all  the  opinion  of  McKinstryj  J.,  in  People 
such  asseflsments  were  as  valid  and  ef-  v.  Lynch,  supra,  will  repay  reading. 
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performed  or  done  under  precedent  legislative  authority,  the  legisla- 
ture may  subsequently  ratify  it  and  give  it  effect.^    Merely  because 


^  Bridgeport  v.  Railroad  Co.,  15  Conn. 
475,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  le^i&- 
lature  might  validate  prior  subscription 
of  city  to  stock  of  railroad  company. 
B.  p.  Winn  V.  Macon,  21  Ga.  275 ;  Mat- 
tingly  V.  District  of  Columbia,  97  U.  S. 
687;  McMillen  v.  Boyles,  6  Iowa,  304; 
lb,  391 ;  New  Orleans  v.  Poutz,  14  La. 
An.  853;  Bissell  v.  JeffersonviUe,  24 
How.  (U.  S.)  287,  295;  Atchison  v. 
Butcher,  3  Kan.  104;  Frederick  v. 
Augusta,  5  Qa.  561 ;  Allison  v.  Louis- 
ville R,  W.  Co.,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  247; 
Truchelut  v.  City  Council,  1  Nott  & 
McCord  (S.  Car.),  227 ;  atizens'  Water 
Co.  V.  Bridgeport  Hydraulic  Co.,  55 
Conn.  1;  Tlfft  r.  BufiFalo,  82  N.  Y.  204 ; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  371,  379 ;  jxw*, 
i  213 ;  Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water  Front 
Co.,  118  Cal.  160;  Booth  v.  Wood- 
buiy,  32  Conn.  118;  Bartholomew 
V.  Harwinton,  33  Conn.  408;  John- 
son V.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Wells  County, 
107  Ind.  15 ;  Schneck  v.  Jeffersonville, 
152  Ind.  204 ;  Boardman  v,  Beckwict, 
18  Iowa,  292;  State  v.  Squires,  26 
Iowa,  340;  Richman  v.  Muscatine 
County,  77  Iowa,  512,  513;  Tuttle 
V.  Polk,  84  Iowa,  12,  126;  Clinton 
V.  Waliiker,  98  Iowa,  655;  Windsor  v. 
Des  Moines,  110  Iowa,  175;  Leaven- 
worth V.  Leavenworth  City,  &c.  Water 
Co.,  69  Kan.  82 ;  Freeland  v.  Hastings, 
10  Allen  (Mass.)  570;  Grover  v.  Pem- 
broke, 1 1  Allen  (Mass.),  88 ;  Brevoort  v, 
Detroit,  24  Mich.  322;  Nash  v.  Lownr, 
37  Minn.  261;  Flynn  v.  Little  Fafis 
Electric  &  Water  Co.,  74  Minn.  180; 
State  V.  Thief  River  Falls,  76  Minn.  15 ; 
CJleveland  v.  Jersey  aty,  38  N.  J.  L. 
259,  629;  In  re  Van  Antwerp,  56 
N.  Y.  261;  Brown  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of 
New  York,  63  N.  Y.  239;  Wrought 
Iron  Bridgie  Co.  v.  Attica,  119  N.  Y. 
204 ;  Shuttuck  v.  Smith,  6  N.  Dak.  56 ; 
Nottage  V.  Portland,  35  Oreg.  539, 
citing  text;  Donley  v.  Pittsburgh,  147 
Pa.  St.  348;  Whitney  v.  Pittsburgh, 
147  Pa.  St.  351 ;  Red  River  Furnace 
Co.  V,  Tenn.  Cent.  R.  Co.,  113  Tenn. 
697 ;  Baker  v,  Seattle,  2  Wash.  576, 
citing  text;  State  v.  Winter,  15  Wash. 
407;  State  v.  Baliard,  16  Wash.  418, 
citing  text ;  May  v.  Holdridge,  23  Wis. 
93;  DiU  v.  Roberts,  30  Wis.  178; 
Winneconne  v.  Winneconne,  111  Wis. 
113 ;  State  v.  McGovem,  100  Wis.  666. 
See  also  Da3rton  i^.  Da3rton  Coal  &  Iron 
Co.,  99  Tenn.  578;  post,  §§  645,  954, 


1469;  contra f  under  Constitution  of 
Illinois;  Marshall  v.  Silliman,  61  111. 
218;  but  see  infra,  §  948,  note.  A  heal- 
ing statute  is  not  unconstitutional 
by  reason  of  giving  validity  to  an  act 
irregularly  done  which  the  legislature 
could  have  authorized  to  be  done  in  the 
irregular  way  in  the  first  instance. 
Lockhart  v.  Troy,  48  Ala.  579. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature, 
by  subsequent  enactment,  to  cure 
defects  or  omissions  in  the  proceedings 
of  the  superintendent  of  streets.  San 
Francisco  v.  Certain  Real  EsUte,  42  CaL 
517.  Where  the  original  pun>oee  for 
which  the  power  of  taxation  is  invoked 
is  one  of  the  ordinaxy  purposes  of 
municipal  government  and  within  the 
powers  granted,  and  where  there  is  no 
traud  or  oppression  in  the  creation  of 
the  debt  or  ourden,  and  no  inequality 
or  injustice  in  the  apportionment  of  the 
tax,  the  Uffidature  may  by  subsequent 
enactment  cure  any  defect  in  the  proceed- 
inge  to  coUect  the  tax  which  it  could  in 
the  first  instance,  by  vrior  enactment, 
have  made  immaterial.  Emporia  v. 
Norton,  13  Kan.  560,  569;  approved 
in  Mason  v.  Spencer,  35  Kan.  512 
(an  act  curing  defect  in  mode  of  collect- 
ing a  sewer  tax  held  valid).  Subse- 
quent l^islative  ratification  of  the 
acts  of  a  municipal  corporation,  which 
might  lawfully  have  been  perfonned 
under  precedent  legislative  authority, 
is  valid  and  effectuaL  Anderson  v. 
Santa  Anna,  116  U.  S.  356,  364,  a  case 
from  Illinois.  Adhered  to  in  BoUes  v. 
Bromfield  (a  case  from  Illinois),  120 
U.  S.  759,  although  after  the  issue  of  the 
bonds  in  suit  by  the  municipalitv  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois 
had  decided  against  the  validity  of 
such  curative  legislation.  Otoe  County 
V,  Baldwin,  111  U.  S.  1;  Grenada  Co. 
V.  Brpgden,  112  U.  S.  261.  262.  Cura- 
tive act  held  ineffectual  by  reason  of 
original  want  of  power  in  municipality 
to  issue  bonds,  and  of  a  disabling  pro- 
vision in  the  Constitution  of  Mississippi. 
Katzenbereerr.  Aberdeen,  121  U.S.  172. 
See  also  Thomas  v.  Portland,  40  Oreg. 
50;  Oregon  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Port- 
land, 40  Oreg.  56.  But  a  retrospective 
act,  to  make  valid  a  tax  upon  propertv 
not  within  the  corporation  when  Umea, 
was  hdd  void.  Atchison  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Maquilkin,  12  Kan.  301. 

A  special  curative  statute  legalizing 
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such  legislation,  in  matters  not  relating  to  crimes,  is  retro- 
spective, does  not  make  it  void.  If  in  addition  to  its  being 
retrospective,  it  unjustly  impairs  or  abrogates  vested  rights,  and, 
without  reasonable  cause,  imposes  upon  third  persons  new  duties  in 
respect  to  past  transactions,  it  will  be  void  because  in  conflict  with 
the  Constitution.^ 


bonds  of  a  municipality  which  were  in- 
valid only  because  of  defective  or  vrreg- 
ular  exercise  of  the  power  conferred  on 
the  municipality  to  issue  them,  is  not 
unconstitutional  under  the  prohibition 
of  the  KansM  Constitution  against  the 
enactment  of  any  special  law  where  a 
general  law  can  be  made  applicable,  and 
against  the  enactment  of  special  laws 
conferring  corporate  powers.  Spring- 
field Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Attica, 
85  Fed.  Rep.  387,  distinguishing  Atchi- 
son V.  Bartnolow,  4  Kan.  124,  and  Gil- 
more  v.  Norton,  10  Kan.  491,  494.  This 
seems  to  us  a  sound  decision.  Read  v. 
Plattsmouth,  107  U.  S.  568.  An  act 
authorizing  a  county  to  issue  bonds  in 
aid  of  a  rulway  having  been  declared 
void,  and  the  bonds  issued  under  the 
authorization  assumed  to  be  conferred 
hv  the  statute  having  created  a  moral 
obligation  against  the  county  which  a 
court  of  law  could  not  enforce  (Lewis  v. 
Pima  County,  155  U.  S.  54),  it  was  held 
that  it  was  within  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  validate  the  bonds  by  a  cura- 
tive statute.  Congress  has  as  full  legis- 
lative power  over  the  Territories  as  the 
State  le^slature  has  over  its  municipal 
corporations.  Utter  v.  Franklin,  172 
U.  8.  416. 

It  is  no  objection  to  a  curative  act 
that  it  was  passed  after  action  has 
been  commenced  disputing  the  validity 
of  the  act.  Windsor  v.  Des  Moines,  1 10 
Iowa,  175 ;  State  v.  Squires,  26  Iowa, 
340;  Tuttle  v,  Polk,  84  Iowa,  12 ;  Clin- 
ton «.  Walliker,  98  Iowa,  655.  In  Board 
of  Finance  v.  Jersey  City,  57  N.  J.  L. 
625,  it  was  held  that  an  act  which 
provided  that  anv  lighting  contract 
previously  entereci  into  by  a  city  for 
any  period  not  exceeding  ten  years 
should  be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if 
the  same  had  been  entered  into  and 
made  pursuant  to  legislative  authority 
for  sucn  term,  did  not  validate  a  con- 
tract which  was  made  without  due  ad- 
vertisement for  proposals.  Taking  that 
view  of  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the 
ooort  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to 
pass  on  the  insistment  that  the  act  was 
within  the  special  constitutional  inhibi- 


tion of  a  special  law  reg[ulating  'Hhe 
internal  affairs"  of  the  city,  though  it 
was  strongly  inclined  to  the  opinion  that 
the  proposition  was  entirelv  sound; 
but  qtuere,  for  why  should  all  validat- 
ing acts  necessarily  be  general?  A 
special  act  to  fit  the  particular  case 
and  exigency  is  more  apt  and  more 
conservative  and  safe  than  general 
acts.     Postf  §  156,  and  notes. 

'  Bridgeport  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Conn. 
475,  497,  and  cases  cited  p«r  Church,  J. ; 
Holliday  v,  Atlanta,  96  Ga.  377.  Laws 
passed  to  remedy  defective  execution  of 
powers  of  puUic  corporatUme,  or  their 
of/kere,  are  valid,  though  retrospective 
in  their  operation,  unless  they  contra- 
vene some  provision  of  the  State  Con- 
stitution. State  V.  Newark,  27  N.  J. 
L.  185:  Walter  v.  Union,  33  N.  J.  L. 
350;  Bissellv.  Jeffersonville,  24  How. 
(U.  S.)  287,  295,  where  such  curative 
acts  are  said  to  be  valid  when  contracts 
are  not  impaired,  or  the  rights  of 
third  persons  injuriously  affected.  New 
Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.  644  654. 
Approved  in  Read  v,  Plattsmouth,  107 
U.  8.  568. 

It  is  competent  for  the  le^lature 
to  validate  a  city  ordinance  which  had 
become  null  and  void  for  failure  to 
record,  and  to  provide  that  the  omis- 
sion to  record  shall  not  impair  the  lien 
of  the  assessments  against  the  lot- 
owners.  Schenley  v.  Commonwealth, 
36  Pa.  St.  29.  The  legislature  may 
ratify,  and  thereby  make  binding,  an 
unauthorized  municipal  subscription  to 
the  stock  of  an  incoiporated  theatre 
company.  Municipahty  v.  Theatre 
Company,  2  Rob.  (La.)  209.  But, 
gucBrCf  whether,  if  the  legislature  had 
the  power,  the  act  in  this  case  was  prop- 
erly held  to  be  a  ratification.  Danieliy 
V.  Cabaniss,  52  Ga.  211.  See  further, 
on  this  subject,  chapter  on  Contracts, 
post,  §  948.  Text  cited  and  approved; 
Pompton  V.  Cooper  Union,  101  U.  S. 
196.  A  curative  act  held  not  to  have  the 
effect  of  validating  proceedings  based 
on  an  undisclosed  fraud.  Santa  Ana 
Water  Co.  v.  San  Buenaventura,  66 
Fed.  Rep.  323. 
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§  130.  Legislature  has  no  Oontarol  over  Judgments  for  or  against 
Municipalities.  —  A  judgment  is  a  contract  which  is  subject  to  in- 
terference by  the  courts  so  long  as  the  right  of  appeal  therefrom 
exists,  but  when  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  may  be  brou^t 
has  expired  it  ripens  into  a  contract  and  becomes  property  which  can 
be  disposed  of  or  affected  only  by  the  act  of  the  owner  or  through 
the  power  of  eminent  domain.  It  is  then  beyond  the  reach  of  Xega- 
lation  affecting  the  remedy,  because  it  has  become  an  absolute  right 
which  cannot  be  impaired  by  statute.  Remedies  may  be  modified 
even  as  to  pending  actions,  but  no  action  can  be  regarded  as  pending 
when  it  has  ripened  into  a  judgment  and  the  time  to  appeal  has  ex- 
pired, or  the  only  appeal  allowed  by  law  has  been  taken  and  decided. 
As  a  claim  against  which  the  statute  of  limitations  has  fully  run 
cannot  be  revived  by  legislation,  so  a  right  to  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment which  has  passed  through  all  the  appellate  courts  that  have 
jurisdiction  to  hear  it  cannot  be  conferred  by  legislation.  Hence  as 
between  individuals  the  legislature  has  no  power  over  a  final  judg- 
ment rendered  in  an  action  between  them.^  The  same  principles 
apply  when  the  judgment  is  rendered  in  an  action  between  an  in- 
dividual and  a  municipality.  When  the  judgment  is  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  individual  and  has  become  final,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
rights  of  the  individual  are  vested,  and,  being  property,  cannot  be 
destroyed  otherwise  than  by  due  process  of  law.  If  the  judgment 
is  in  favor  of  a  municipality  and  against  the  individual,  and  if  it  is  a 
final  judgment  upon  the  merits,  legislation  vacating  it  or  disregard- 
ing it  and  directing  the  levy  of  a  tax  to  pay  the  claim,  either  without 
a  new  trial  or  with  judgment  upon  it  after  a  new  trial,  would  be  the 
bestowal  of  a  gratuity;  but  where  such  judgment  is  not  upon  the 
merits  but  because  of  some  defect  in  the  authority  of  the  officers  to 
bind  the  municipal  body  for  which  they  assume  to  act,  and  thus  in 
good  conscience  is  not  decisive  against  the  justice  of  the  claim,  the 
legislature  may,  in  order  that  justice  shall  prevail,  direct  its  re-ex- 
amination Mid  determination,  and,  if  found  to  be  just,  direct  that  it 
be  provided  for  by  taxation.  The  limitations  which  the  law  imposes 
upon  the  powers  of  public  officers  and  their  method  of  exerdang 
them  may  sometimes  result  in  vesting  in  the  municipal  body,  with- 
out any  fault  of  the  individual,  money  or  labor  or  their  produce  be- 
yond rempdy  or  recall,  except  by  legblative  act  The  lq;islature 
may  ratify  what  it  might  originally  have  authorized,  and  it  seems 
to  be  right  that  it  should  have  the  power  to  relieve  against  the  special 

>  Germania  Sav.  Bank  v.  Suspen-  v.  State,  30  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  106,  aflPd 
sion  Bridge,  159  N.  Y.  362;   Roberts  160  N.  Y.  217. 
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injustice  which  may  sometimes  result  from  the  limitations  it  has  im- 
posed upon  the  authority  of  the  officers  which  it  has  empowered  with 
the  administration  of  its  municipal  creations.  But  when  a  judgment 
has  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  municipality  and  against  an  indi- 
vidual, after  a  full  examination  of  the  merits,  and  not  because  of  any 
disability  of  the  municipality  to  do  right  or  lack  of  liability  to  re- 
spond as  the  merits  may  require,  the  judgment  is  final  in  favor  of 
the  municipality,  and  is  property  vested  in  the  municipality  just  as 
much  as  in  an  individual;  and  this  property  cannot  be  taken  from 
the  municipality  by  any  legislative  act  and  transferred  to  the  indi- 
vidual, either  under  the  guise  of  a  statute  vacating  the  judgment,  or 
by  means  of  a  proceeding  giving  a  new  trial.^ 

§  131  (80).  Legislative  Power  over  Property  held  in  Trost  for 
flpeeifie  Uses.  —  While  it  is  undeniable  that  the  legislature  has  full 
control  over  public  corporations,  and  over  the  funds  which  belong 
to  them  as  such,  and  held  for  strictly  public  purposes,  yet  where 
by  authority  of  law  such  corporations  hold  property  or  funds  in  trust 
for  specific  uses,  it  is  left  in  doubt  by  the  cases  how  far  the  legisla- 
ture can,  unless  the  uses  be  public  or  charitable,  interfere  with  or 
control  such  trust  property  or  funds.  In  a  case  of  great  interest, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  decided  that  it  was  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  deprive  the  city  of  Philadelphia  of  the 
right  to  administer  charitable  trusts  under  the  will  of  Mr.  Girard 
and  others,  which  had  been  granted  to  and  accepted  by  it,  and  to 
confer  th^  administration  of  these  trusts  upon  a  separate  body  called 
"  Directors  of  City  Trusts,"  appointed  by  the  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  and  other  judges  named  in  the  act.  It  is  to  be  remarked, 
however,  that  the  legislature  did  not  attempt  to  change  or  pervert 
the  trusts  themselves.'  Certain  it  is,  that  without  legislative  au- 
thority a  municipal  corporation,  holding  the  legal  title  to  property 
in  trust,  cannot  use  the  funds  derived  from  such  property  for  cor-  ' 
porate  purposes,  or  indeed  for  any  except  the  trust  purposes.' 

*  Hatter  of  Greene,  166  N.  Y.  485,  versy  in  chanoeiy,  29  Vt.  12.   See  also 

nSTg  56  N.  Y.  App.   Div.  475 ;  ante,  New  Gloucester  School  Fund  Trustees 

I  129.  V.  Bradbury,  11  Me.  118;  Poultney  v. 

»  Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  St.  Wells,  1  Aik.  (Vt.)  180;  Plymouth  v. 
169.  Such  a  power  has  since  been  Jackson,  15  Pa.  44 ;  Harrison  v.  Bridge- 
taken  away  trom  the  legislature,  ton,  16  Mass.  16;  Daniel  v.  Mempbjs, 
CoDgL  Pa.,  1874,  art.  iii.  {  20;  supra,  11  Humph.  (Tenn.)  582,  585;  Trustees 
I  122;  pasi,  {§982  et  sea.  of  Academy  v.  Aberdeen,  21  Miss.  645, 

'  White  V,  Fuller,  39  Vt.  193 ;  ante,  as  to  whicn,  ^ucere ;  Aberdeen  v.  San- 

I  107;   Montpelier  v.  East  Montpelier  derson,  16  Miss.  663;  Chambers  v.  St. 

(contest  as  to  trust  property  on  division  Louis,  29  Mo.  543;    Holland  v,  San 

of  town),  27  Vt.  704 ;    same  contro-  Francisco,  7  Cal.  361 ;  Girard  v,  Phila- 
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§  132.    LegifllatiTe  Power  over  Property  held  for  Specific  Purposes 
not  exclusively  Public. —  The  subject  of  the  legislative  authority 


delphia,  7  Wall.  1.  See  post^  chapters 
on  Corporate  Property  and  Remedies 
against  Illegal  Corporate  Acts. 

A  conveyance  was  made  in  1873,  by 
the  proprietors  of  the  lands,  to  the 
selectmen  of  North  Yarmouth,  of  "all 
the  flats,  sedge  banks,  and  mussel  beds 
in  said  town,  lying  below  high-water 
mark,  ...  for  the  sole  use  and  bene- 
fit of  the  present  inhabitants,  and  of 
all  such  as  may  or  shall  forever  inhabit 
or  dwell  in  said  town,"  &c.  It  was  de- 
cided that  this  property  was  held  by 
the  town  as  a  public  corporation,  sub- 
ject to  legislative  control,  in  tnist  for 
the  use  of  all  of  the  inhabitants,  and 
that  upon  a  division  of  the  town  it  was 
competent  for  the  legislature  to  provide 
that  the  original  town  should  still  hold 
such  property  in  trust  for  the  inhabit- 
ants of  both  towns.  North  Yarmouth 
V,  Skillings,  45  Me.  133 ;  post,  {  358. 

To  another  town  in  Maine  lands 
were  granted  by  Massachusetts  prior 
to  the  separation  of  Maine  therefrom, 
for  the  use  of  its  schools.  The  legisla- 
ture, in  1803,  on  the  application  of  the 
town,  authorized  the  rale  of  the  lands, 
and  ^ave  to  certain  designated  trustees 
the  nght  to  control  the  funds  raised  by 
the  sale  of  the  lands.  This  was  con- 
sidered as  constituting  a  contract,  and 
it  was  accordingly  held  that  a  subse- 
ciuent  act  of  the  legislature,  authoriz- 
ing the  town  to  choose  a  new  set  of 
trustees,  and  directing  the  first  trustees 
to  deliver  over  the  trust  property,  was, 
agreeably  to  the  principles  settled  in 
the  Dartmouth  College  Case,  uncon- 
stitutional and  void.  New  Gloucester 
School  Fund  Trustees  v.  Bradbury,  11 
Me.  118;  Yarmouth  v.  North  Yar- 
mouth, 34  Me.  411.  In  this  last  case 
the  trustees  of  the  funds  were  a  private 
coiporation,  and  not  subject  to  legis- 
lative control.  In  North  Yarmouth 
V.  Sldllings,  45  Me.  133,  th^  trustees  of 
the  property  or  fund  in  question  were 
a  public  corp)oration,  and  subject  to 
such  control.  The  rule  as  to  private 
and  public  corp)orations  is  well  exem> 

Slified  in  these  two  cases.  See  also 
[orris  v.  Abingdon  Academy,  7  Gill  & 
Johns.  (Md.)  7;  Bass  v.  Fontleroy,  11 
Tex.  698;  Louisville  v.  University  of 
Louisville,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  642.  In 
State  V.  Springfield  Township,  6  Ind. 
83,  it  was  neld  that  a  law  of  the  State 
(Act  of  1852),  BO  far  as  it  diverted  the 


proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  sixteenth 
section  (granted  by  act  of  Congress  of 
April  19,  1816)  from  the  use  of  schoola 
in  the  congressional  township  where  the 
land  was  situated,  to  the  use  of  the 
school  system  of  the  State  at  lar^,  was 
in  contravention  of  that  section  of 
the  State  Constitution  (§7,  art.  viii.) 
which  provides  that  "all  trust  funda 
held  by  the  State  shall  remain  inviolate, 
and  be  faithfully  and  exclusively  ap- 
plied to  the  purpose  for  which  the  trust 
was  created.'' 

That  the  legislature  cannot  in  divid- 
ing a  town  violate  the  provisions  of  the 
donor  of  a  fund  held  by  a  municipality 
in  specific  trusts  is  aflSrmed  by  the 
Supreme  (}ourt  of  New  Hampshire. 
The  case  was  this:  In  1856  the  town 
of  M.  received  from  John  Boynton  the 
sum  of  $10,000  as  a  fund  for  the  sup- 
port of  iter  public  schools,  on  the  ex- 
press condition  that,  unless  the  income 
thereof  should  be  forever  divided  and 
applied,  according  to  the  number  of 
scholars  between  the  ages  of  five  and 
fifteen  in  the  several  schools  or  dis- 
tricts of  the  town,  the  fund  should  be 
repaid  to  the  donor,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns.  In  1872  the 
town  of  G.  was  created  by  act  of  the 
legislature  out  of  part  of  the  territory 
and  inhabitants  of  M.,  and  it  was  pro- 
vided that  all  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, and  all  school  and  other  funds 
belonging  to  the  original  town  of  hL 
should  be  divided  in  the  proportion 
of  seven  to  M.  and  thirteen  to  G.  It 
was  held  that  the  legislature  had  no 
constitutional  power  to  direct  a  divi- 
sion or  distribution  of  the  fund  differ- 
ent from  that  prescribed  by  the  donor ; 
and  that,  therefore,  no  legal  provision 
for  the  division  of  the  fund  in  contro- 
versy bavins  been  made,  the  rights  of 
the  town  of  M.  therein  were  unaffected 
by  the  act,  and  the  new  town  of  G.  was 
not  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  fund 
or  income.  Greenville  v.  Mason,  53 
N.  H.  515;  post,  §  358,  note. 

By  Acts  1868-69  the  board  of  educa- 
tion of  the  city  of  Memphis  was  made  a 
public  corporation  and  clothed  with  au- 
thoritv  to  manage  the  city  schools  and 
vestea  with  a  title  to  all  public  school 
property  within  the  limits  of  the  city. 
As  such  a  corporation  it  was  under  the 
control  of  the  legislature,  so  that  it  might 
be  abolished  and  its  power  enlai^^a  or 
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over  property  held  by  municipal  corporations  for  purposes  not  ex- 
clusively public  has  received  full  consideration  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  case  which  involved  the  right  and 
power  of  the  legislature  to  transfer  without  compensation  to  the  city 
the  ownership  and  control  of  a  cemetery  established  by  the  city.^   The 

its  responsibilities  increased  at  any  time  dition  to  providing  a  place  for  the  free 
by  tne  legislature.  The  board  de-  burial  of  the  poor  and  of  its  own 
pended  largely  for  the  maintenance  of  inhabitants  it  was  enabled  to  provide 
the  schools  upon  sources  of  income  a  well-ordered  cemetery  with  lots  open 
found  outside  the  limits  of  the  city  of  to  purchase,  under  carefully  prepared 
Memphis,  receiving  from  the  State  its  rules  and  relations,  and  thus  to  afford 
proper  proportion  of  the  money  de-  to  its  inhabitants  the  opportunity  to 
rived  from  the  pajrment  of  inter^  on  buy  burial  places  without  being  com- 
the  oonunon  school  fund  held  by  it  as  pelled  to  resort  to  private  cemetery 
trustee  as  well  as  from  the  poll  and  companies,  where  the  expenee  would 
property  tax  imposed  and  collected  by  probably  be  greater;  and  it  had  done 
the  State  for  schoolpurposes.  By  chap,  this  upon  such  terms  that  the  burial 
134  of  the  Acts  of  1899  the  territo-  of  its  paupers  had  been  practically 
rial  limits  of  the  citv  of  Memphis  were  without  expense  in  the  past,  and  about 
enlarged,  and  the  legislature  passed  forty  acres  remained,  the  proceeds  of 
jm  act  providing  that,  for  a  term  of  five  which  would  ^o  into  the  cit^r  treas- 
years  Uiereafter,  children  of  the  com-  ury.  In  this  situation,  the  legislature 
mon  schools  not  residing  within  one-  passed  an  act  which  created  such 
luJf  mile  of  the  limits  of  the  city  as  of  the  proprietors  of  burial  lots  in  the 
Ascertained  should  have  the  right  to  cemetery  as  should  accept  the  act 
attend,  free  of  tuition,  the  public  into  a  corporation,  provided  for  its 
schools  inside  the  city  nearest  to  their  oiganization,  and  directed  that  the 
respective  places  of  residence.  It  was  city  should  convey  to  the  corporation 
held  that  as  the  legislature  might  change  the  lands  constituting  the  cemetery, 
or  abolish  the  power  of  the  corp)oration,  the  tools,  implements,  and  personal 
the  act  in  question  did  not  deprive  it  of  property  pertaining  thereto,  and  any 
any  property  ri^ht,  but  imposed  upon  unpaid  Dalances  remaining  due  for  lots 
it  the  duty  of  giving  free  education  to  already  sold,  "to  be  held  by  said  cor- 
the  children  of  families  Uvinff  within  poration,  so  far  as  consistent  herewith, 
one-half  mile  of  the  extended  limits,  for  the  same  uses  and  purposes  and 
Edmondson  v.  Memphis.  108  Tenn.  chaiged  with  the  same  auties,  trusts 
557.  Where  a  county  nas  acquired  and  liabilities  for  and  subject  to  which 
the  right  to  lands  for  public  educar  the  same  are  now  held  by  said  citjr." 
tional  purposes  imder  a  constitutional  The  corp)oration  was  given  the  entire 
and  statutory  right  common  to  all  the  charge  of  the  cemetery  and  of  the  lots 
counties  of  the  State,  the  legislature  and  graves  therein;  and  the  right  to 
cannot  arbitrarily  take  the  lands  from  receive  from  the  cilry  the  income  of 
the  county  and  give  them  to  private  funds  held  by  the  city  for  that  pui^ 
parties  for  private  purposes.  Milam  pose;  ''and  the  said  corporation  shall 
County  V.  Bateman,  54  Tex.  153.  nave  in  respect  of  said  cemetery  all 

>  Mount  Hope  Gemetery  v,  Boston,  riehts,  powers  and  privileges  and  be 
158  Mass.  509;  arite,  {111.  In  this  8UD|ect  to  all  duties,  obligations  and 
case,  in  1857,  the  city  of  Boston,  pur-  liabilities  now  had  or  sustained  by  said 
Miant  to  statutory  authority,  acquired  city  in  respect  thereof,  and  shall  fully 
lands  for  cemetery  purposes,  and  laid  indenmify  and  hold  harmless  the  said 
out  the  cemetery  Known  as  Mount  city  in  regard  to  the  same."  The  stat- 
Hope  Cemetery.  Bjr  statute,  the  city  ute  also  provided  that  the  city  should 
was  required  to  provide  a  place  for  the  continue  to  have  the  right  of  burial  of 
burial  of  persons  dying  witnin  its  limits  persons  for  whose  burial  it  "is  now  or 
as  well  as  for  its  poor.  It  also  had  shall  hereafter  be  bound  by  law  to  pro- 
statutory  authority  to  sell  exclusive  vide"  in  a  certain  portion  of  the  ceme- 
burial  rights  to  any  persons,  whether  tery,  either  at  its  own  expense  or  upon 
residents  of  the  city  or  not.  It  used  terms  to  be  agreed  upon  with  the  cor- 
the  cemetery  for  these  purposes  for  poration.  For  the  purpose  of  deter- 
oiany  yean,  with  the  result  that  in  ad-  mining  the  status  of  the  cemetery  and 
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conclusions  at  which  the  court  arrived  are  as  follows:  1.  Over 
property  which  a  city  or  town  has  acquired  and  holds  excluavely  for 
purposes  deemed  strictly  public,  t.  e,y  which  a  city  or  town  holds 
merely  as  an  agency  of  the  state  government  for  the  performance  of 
strictly  public  duties  devolved  upon  it,  the  legislature  may  exercise 
a  control  to  the  extent  of  requiring  the  city  or  town,  without  receiv- 
ing compensation  therefor,  to  transfer  such  property  to  some  other 
agency  of  the  government  appointed  to  perform  similar  duties  and 
to  be  used  for  similar  purposes,  or  perhaps  for  other  purposes 
strictly  public  in  their  character.  2.  By  a  quite  general  concurrence 
of  opinion,  however,  this  legislative  power  of  control  is  not  universal, 
and  does  not  extend  to  property  acquired  by  a  city  or  town  for  special 
purposes  not  deemed  strictly  and  exclusively  public  and  political, 
but  in  respect  of  which  a  city  or  town  is  deemed  rather  to  have  a  right 
of  private  ownership,  of  which  it  cannot  be  deprived  against  its  will, 
save  by  the  right  of  eminent  domain  with  payment  of  compensation. 
3.  No  exact  or  full  enumeration  can  be  made  of  the  kinds  of  property 
which  fall  within  these  respective  classes,  because  in  different  States 
similar  kinds  of  property  may  be  held  under  different  laws  and  with 
different  duties  and  obligations,  so  that  a  kind  of  property  might 
in  one  State  be  held  strictly  for  public  uses,  while  in  another  State 
it  might  not  be.  In  establishing  its  system  of  water  works,  its  public 
parks,  its  market,  its  hospital,  its  library,  and  its  cemetery,  the  city 
of  Boston  has  not  acted  strictly  as  an  agent  of  the  State  government 
for  the  accomplishment  of  general  public  or  political  purposes,  but 
rather  with  special  reference  to  the  benefit  of  its  own  inhabitants, 
and  holds  property  acquired  for  these  purposes  more  like  the  prop- 
erty of  a  private  corporation  rather  than  as  a  public  agent  4.  A 
cemetery  purchased  and  acquired  by  the  city  of  Boston  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  it  to  fulfil  its  statutory  duty  of  providing  a  burial- 
place  for  the  poor  and  for  persons  dying  within  its  limits,  but  also 
with  the  right  to  sell  burial  lots  to  individuals,  whether  residents  or 
non-residents  of  the  city,  falls  within  the  class  of  property  which 
the  city  owns  in  its  private  or  proprietary  character  as  a  private 
corporation  might  own  it,  and  its  ownership  is  protected  under  the 
Constitutions  of  Massachusetts  and  of  the  United  States,  so  that  the 


the  nature  of  the  city's  title  thereto,  of  its  own  inhabitants.  It  also  < 
as  an  agent  of  the  State  or  as  a  private  ined  into  the  character  of  the  corpora- 
proprietor,  the  court  reviewed  tne  his-  tion  formed  under  the  act,  and  held 
tory  of  public  or  quasi  public  ceme-  that  it  was  a  private  and  not  a  pubUc 
tenes  in  Massachusetts,  and  arrived  at  corporation,  and  that  no  dutj  to  the 
the  conclusion  that  the  city  held  the  public  was  imposed  upon  it,  tl 
cemetery  in  its  private  and  proprietary  duties  remaining  with  the  city, 
character  and  primarily  for  the  benefit 
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legislature  has  no  power  to  require  its  transfer  without  compensa- 
tioiL  5.  The  legislature  cannot  require  the  city  to  transfer  without 
compensation  the  title  of  such  cemetery  to  a  corporation  created  by 
statute  out  of  the  holders  and  owners  of  burial  lots  therein,  although 
such  statute  declares  that  the  title  of  such  corporation  shall  be  held, 
so  far  as  consistent  therewith,  for  the  same  uses  and  purposes,  and 
charged  with  the  same  duties,  trusts,  and  liabilities  for  and  subject 
to  which  the  same  are  held  by  the  city;  and  that  it  shall  have  in 
respect  of  the  cemetery  all  rights,  powers,  and  privileges,  and  be 
subject  to  all  duties,  obligations,  and  liabilities  of  the  city  in  respect 
thereof.  6.  The  legislature  cannot  require  a  city  or  town,  without 
compensation,  to  transfer  property  which  it  has  bought  in  order  to 
enable  it  to  discharge  its  statutory  obligations,  while  at  the  same 
time  its  duties  and  obligations  continue  to  rest  upon  it 
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§  140.  Oonstitatioiud  ProTisioiiB.  —  The  later  ConstitutioDS  of 
many  of  the  States  contain  provisions  respecting  the  creation  and 
powers  of  municipal  corporations.  Some  of  these  provisions  are 
•qualifications  of  the  manner  in  which  the  legislature  may  exercise 
its  control  over  municipal  affairs,  whilst  others  are  prohibitions  of 
legislative  action  directed  sometimes  to  the  legislature,  sometimes 
to  the  cities,  and  sometimes  embracing  both  within  their  operation. 
Provisions  of  the  former  class  are  usually  prohibitions  against  special 
legislation  for  municipal  purposes.  They  permit  legislation  con- 
cerning the  particular  matters,  but  require  or  allow  it  only  by  general 
laws.  The  prohibitions  of  special  legislation  are  so  numerous  that 
they  touch  municipal  affairs  at  almost  every  point     Among  the 
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matters  concerning  which  special  legislation  is  prohibited  in  different 
States  are  the  creation  of  corporations  for  municipal  purposes/  or 

^  Ala.  Const.,  1901,  {  104;  Ark.  the  protection  of  chartered  rights  and 
Const.,  1874,  art.  xii.  5  3;  Cal.  Ck)nst.,  powers  of  municipalities  (lb.  art.  vii. 
1879,  art.  xi.  §  6;  Colo.  Const.,  1876,  J  11).  The  Constitution  of  this  State 
art.  xiv.  §  13;  Idaho  Const.,  1889,  also  requires  the  legislature  to  "pro- 
art,  xii.  §  I ;  m.  Const.,  1870,  art.  vide  by  general  laws  for  the  oigamza- 
iv.  §  22;  Iowa  Const.,  1857,  art.  iii.  tion  anof  classification  of  municipal 
f  30;  Ky.  Const.,  1899,  §  156;  Minn,  corporations"  (lb.  art.  viii.  §  I).  In 
Const.,  1857,  art.  iv.  §  33,  as  amended  Texas,  the  Constitution  prohibits,  "ex- 
in  1892 ;  Mo.  Const.,  1875,  art.  iv.  §  53 ;  cept  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
Neb.  Const.,  1875,  art.  iii.  §  15 ;  N.  Dak.  Constitution,"  an^  local  or  special  law 
Const.,  1889,  §§  69,  130;  Pa.  Const.,  '4ncorporatinjg  cities,  towns,  or  vil- 
1874,  art.  iii.  §  7;  S.  Dak.  Const.,  1895,  lages  or  changing  their  charters"  (Texas 
art.  iii,  S  34;  Utah  Const.,  1895,  art.  v.  Const.,  1876,  art.  iii.  $  56).  It  further 
{  26;  Wash.  Const.,  1889,  art.  xi.  §  10;  declares  (lb.  art.  xi.  §  4) :  ''Cities  and 
Wis.  Const.,  1848,  art.  iv.  §  31 ;  Wyo.  towns  having  a  population  of  10,000 
Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  §  27.  This  is  the  inhabitants  or  less,  may  be  chartered 
rule  in  the  Territories  under  the  Or-  alone  by  general  laws,"  but  ''cities 
ganic  Act  (Act  of  Congress,  July  30,  having  more  than  10,000  inhabitants 
1886,  $1).  In  Miasissippif  it  is  pro-  may  have  their  charters  granted  or 
vided  that  "The  legislature  shall  pass  amended  by  special  act  of  the  legisla- 
general  laws,  under  which  local  and  ture"  (lb.  art.  xi.  {  5).  In  West  Fir- 
private  interests  shall  be  provided  for  ^nia,  local  or  special  Laws  "incorporate 
and  protected,  and  under  which  cities  mg  cities,  towns,  or  villages,  or  amend- 
and  towns  may  be  chartered  and  their  ing  the  charter  of  any  city,  town,  or 
charters  amended  "  (Miss.  Const.,  1890,  village,  containing  a  population  of  less 
{86).  In  OAto  and  iVevcMia,"  the  le^s-  than  2,000,"  are  prohibited  (W.  Va. 
lature  shall  provide  for  the  organisation  Const.,  1872,  art.  vi.  §  39).  In  some 
of  cities  and  towns,  by  general  laws  "  States  it  is  declared  that  corporations 
(Ohio  Const.,  1851,  art.  xiii.  §6;  Nev.  shall  be  formed  under  general  Laws, 
Const.,  1880,  art.  viii.  §  8).  In  VirginiOf  and  shall  not  be  created  by  special 
the  Constitution  requir^  the  enactment  acts  of  the  legislature,  except  for 
of  "general  lawsfor  the  organization  and  municipal  purposes  "  (Me.  Const.,  1819, 
government  of  cities  and  towns, "  and  art.  iv.  {>art  iii.  §  4;  Md.  Const., 
prohibits  special  acts  in  relation  thereto  1867,  art.  iii.  §  48;  Mich.  Const.,  1850, 
unless  passed  by  a  two-thirds  vote  in  art.  xv.  {  1 ;  N.  (^ar.  Const.,  art.  viii. 
the  special  manner  provided  for  in  the  §  1 ;  Oreg.  Const.,  1859,  art.  xi.  §  2. 
Constitution.  Cities  and  towns  having  In  New  York,  "Corp)orations  may  be 
special  charters  may  retain  them,  ex-  formed  under  general  laws,  but  shall 
cept  so  far  as  they  may  be  amended  or  not  be  created  by  special  act,  except 
replied  (Const.,  1902,  §  117).  The  ex-  for  municipal  purposes"  (Const.,  1895, 
tension  or  contraction  of  the  corp)orate  art.  viii.  S  1).  But  the  legislature  is 
limits  of  cities  and  towns  must  be  prohibited  from  passing  a  private  or 
pursuant  to  general  laws  (lb.  ^  126).  local  bill  "incorporating  villages"  (lb. 
In  South  Cardina,  the  Constitution  de-  art.  iii.  §  18).  The  provision  of  the 
clares  that  the  lenslature  shall  forth-  Constitution  of  that  State  against  the 
with  enact  general  laws  dealing  with  passage  of  a  private  or  local  bill  grant- 
the  matters  as  to  which  special  legisla-  mg  to  anv  corporation,  association,  or 
tion  is  prohibited  (which  includes  the  individual  the  right  to  la]^  down  rail- 
incorporation  of  municipalities),  but  road  tracks  has  no  application  or  refer- 
"notning  conUdned  in  this  section  ence  to  a  municipality,  and  a  statute 
shall  prohibit  the  General  Assembly  authorizing  a  city  to  construct  a  railroad 
from  enactii^  special  provisions  in  gen-  does  not  come  within  its  provisions. 
eral  laws  "  (S.  Car.  Const.,  1895,  art.  iii.  Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  &c. 
i  34).  In  another  place,  after  declaring  of  New  York,  152  N.  Y.  257,  amrming 
townships  bodies  poUtic  and  corporate,  8  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  230.  In  Florida,  the 
the  General  Assembly  is  authonzed  to  CJonstitution  directs  that  "The  legisla- 
provide  a  system  of  township  sovem-  ture  shall  establish  a  uniform  system 
ment,  "and  may  make  special  provi-  of  county  and  municipal  government, 
sion  for  mtmicipal  government,  and  for  except  in  cases  where  local  or  special 
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amending  the  charter  of  any  city/  or  granting  corporate  powers  or 
privileges;'  regulating  the  affairs  of  cities  and  other  public  corpora- 
tions f  creating  offices,  or  prescribing  the  powers  and  duties  of  officers. 


laws  are  provided  by  the  legislature 
that  may  be  inconsistent  therewith" 
(Const.,  1885,  art.  iii.§  24).  It  also  pro- 
vides that  ''The  legislature  shall  have 
power  to  establish  and  abolish  munici> 
palities,  to  provide  for  their  govern- 
ment, to  prescribe  their  juriraiction 
and  powers,  and  to  alter  or  amend  the 
same  at  any  time.  When  any  munici- 
pality shall  be  abolished,  provision  shall 
be  nmde  for  the  protection  of  its  cred- 
itors" (Fla.  Const.,  1885,  art,  viii. 
§  8).  In  Illinois,  the  prohibition  against 
the  formation  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions by  special  or  local  legislation  is 
only  directed  against  ''cities,  towns, 
and  villages,"  and  a  "sanitary  district," 
or  "drainage  district  for  sanitary  pur- 
poses," is  not  within  this  prohibition. 
Wilson  V,  Board  of  Trustees,  133  111.  443. 
Nor  is  a  drainage  district.  Owners  of 
Lands  v.  People,  113  111.  296.  In 
Louisiana,  the  Constitution  prohibits 
local  or  special  laws  "creating  corpor- 
ations, or  amending,  renewing,  extend- 
ing, or  explaining  the  charters  thereof ; 
provided  this  shall  not  apply  to  munic- 
ipal corporations  having  a  population 
of  not  less  than  2,500  mhaoitants,  or 
to  the  oi^anization  of  levee  districts 
and  parishes"  (La.  Const.,  1898,  art. 
xlviii).  In  California,  levee  districts  as 
orgaxuzed  under  the  laws  of  that  State 
are  not  municipal  corporations.  They 
are  mere  governmental  agencies  having 
certain  of  the  attributes  and  functions 
of  a  corporation,  but  in  strictness  not 
corporations  at  all ;  consequently  they 
do  not  come  within  the  provision  of  the 
California  Constitution  (art.  xi.  {  6), 
that  "corporations  for  municipal  pur- 
i>oses  shall  not  be  created  by  special 
laws."  People  v.  Levee  Dist.  No.  6,  131 
Cal.  30.  It  has  frequently  been  de- 
cided in  Tennessee  that  special  legisla- 
tion as  to  municipal  corporations  is  not 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  Constitution 
that  "No  corporation  shall  be  created, 
or  its  powers  increased  or  diminished  by 
Fpeciai  laws,  but  the  General  Assembly 
shall  provide  by  general  laws  for  the 
organization  of  all  corporations  here- 
after created."  State  v.  Wilson,  12 
Lea  (Tenn.),  246;  Ballantine  v.  Pu- 
laski, 15  Lea  (Tenn.).  633;  Williams  v. 
Nashville.  89  Tenn.  487 ;  Reelfoot  Lake 
Levee  Dist.  r.  Dawson,  97  Tenn.  151 ; 
Burnett  v.  Haloney,  97  Tenn.  697; 


Davis  V.  Rogersville,  107  Tenn.  588; 
Grainger  County  v.  State  (Redistrict- 
ing  Cases),  111  Tenn.  234;  Red  River 
Furnace  (5o.  r.  Tenn.  Central  R-  Co., 
113  Tenn.  697. 

'  Ala.  Const.,  1901,  {  104,  sub- 
div.  18.  See  Little  v.  State,  137  Ala. 
659;  Idaho  Const.,  1889,  art.  xii.  f  1; 
111.  Const.,  1870,  art.  iv.  {  22;  Mo. 
Const.,  1875,  art.  iv.  §  53;  Neb. 
Const.,  1875,  art.  iii.  {  15;  N.  Dak. 
Const.,  1889,  {  69;  Pa.  Const.,  1874, 
art.  iii.  {  7;  S.  Car.  Ck>nst«,  1895,  art. 
iii.  §  34 ;  S.  Dak.  Const.,  1889,  ait.  iii. 
§23;  Utah  Const.,  1895,  art.  vi.  §  26; 
Wis.  Const.,  1848,  art.  iv.  §  31 ;  Wyo. 
Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  {  27.  For  the 
Territories,  see  the  Organic  Act,  {  1 
(Act  of  Congress,  July  30, 1886). 

»  Wash.  (>>nst.,  1889,  art.  ii.  §  28, 
subdiv.  6;  Ohio  Const.,  1851,  art. 
xiii.  §  1 ;  infra,  {  145  of  this  chapter. 
This  provision  has  been  held  to  apply 
to  the  powers  conferred  on  municipal 
as  well  as  private  corporations.  Terry 
V.  King  County,  43  Wash.  61;  86  Pac. 
Rep.  210.  But  see  Globe  Elevator  Co. 
V.  Andrew,  144  Fed.  Rep.  871 ;  Pell  r. 
Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  71,  affirmed  40 
N.  J.  L.  550.  "Under  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  the  well- 
established  rule  appears  to  be  that  it  is 
only  when  a  law  creates  a  new  corpora- 
tion or  confer]^  additional  powers  upon 
an  existing  one  that  it  confers  corporate 
powers  within  the  meaning  of  §  1  of  art. 
xiii.  Atkinson  v.  Marietta,  &c.  R.  R. 
Co.,  15  Ohio  St.  21 ;  State  v.  Cincinnati, 

20  Ohio  St.  18, 26 ;  Walker  v.  Cincinnati, 

21  Ohio  St.  14 ;  8  Am.  Rep.  24 ;  State  r. 
Davis,  23  Ohio  St.  434,  443,  444 ;  State 
V.  Covington,  29  Ohio  St.  102,  111; 
Neil  V.  Board  of  Trustees,  31  Ohio  St. 
15,  21 ;  State  v.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54. 
61;  State  v.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98; 
State  V.  Smith,  48  Ohio  St.  211,  218; 
Commissioners  v.  State,  50  Ohio  St 
653,  659;  Cincinnati  v.  Trustees  of 
Hospital,  66  Ohio  St.  440,  445,  448; 
State  V.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453,  488, 
489;  Rees  v,  Olmsted,  135  Fed.  Rep. 
296. 

»  Mo.  Const.,  1875,  art.  iv.  |  53; 
Pa.  Const..  1874,  art.  iii.  §  7;  Texas 
Const.,  1876,  art.  iiL  {  56.  In  a  num- 
ber of  States,  the  enactment  of  local 
or  special  laws  regulating  "county  or 
township  business"  id  inhibited.    See 
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in  municipalities;  *  releasing  or  extinguishing,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
indebtedness  or  liability  of  any  corporation  or  person  to  any  munici- 
pal corporation ; '  authorizing  the  laying  out,  opening,  altering,  main- 
taining, or  vacating  roads,  highways,  streets,  &c. ; '  legalizing  the 
unauthorized  or  invalid  acts  of  any  officer  or  agent  of  any  county 
or  municipality ;  ^  appointing  local  officers  or  commissions  to  regulate 
municipal  affairs;^  providing  for  the  bonding  of  cities,  towns,  pre- 
cmcts,  school  districts,  or  other  municipalities.* 

Ind.  Const.,  1851^  art.  iv.  S  22;  Nev.  local  laws  "regulating  the  jurisdiction 

Const.,  1880,  art.  iv.  §  20;  N.  J.  Const.,  and  duties  of  any  clais  of  officers,  ex- 

1875,  art.  iv.  {  7,  subdiv.  11;  N.  Dak.  cept  municipal  officers"  (Fla.  Const., 

Const.,  1889,  {  69 ;  S.  Dak.  Const.,  1889,  1885,  art.  iii.  §  20). 
art,  iii.  J  23;  Wyo.  Const.,  1889,  art.        »  Cal.  Const.,    1879,  art.  iv.  {  25; 

iii.  i  27.    This  prohibition  applies  to  Idaho  Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  {  19 ;  Mont, 

the  Territories  (Act  of  Congress,  July  Const.,  1889,  art.  v.  {  26;  Nev.  Const., 

30,1886).     In  i\reu7  Jersey,  the  Consti-  1880,  art.  iv..  {20;  N.  Dak.  Const., 

tution  declares  that,  "the  legislature  1889,  $  69;  Wash.  Const.,    1889,  art. 

shall  not  pass  private,  local,  or  special  ii.  §  28;   Wyo.  Const.,   1889,  art.  iii. 

laws  .  .  .  regulating  the  internal  affairs  {  27. 

of  towns  and  counties"  (Const.,  1875,        '  Ark.  Const.,  1874,  art.  xii.  {  24; 

art.  iv.  {  7,  par.  11).    This  prohibition  Cal.  Const.,  1879,  art.  iv.  §  25;  Colo, 

is  sufficiently  broad   in  its  terms  to  Const.,  1876,  art.  v.  §  25 ;  Idaho  Const, 

include  cUies  within  its  operation.   The  1889^  art.  iii.  §  19 ;  Indiana  Const.,  1851, 

word  "town"  is  used  in  the  wide  sense  art.  iv.  §  22;  Iowa  Const.,  1857,  art. 

of  embracing  the  whole  ran^e  of  mu-  iii.  §  30;  Ky.  Const.,  1889,  art.  lix. ; 

nicipalities   less  than   counties.     Van  La.  Const.,   1898,  art.   xlviii. ;    Mich. 

Riper  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ;  s.  c.  Const.,    1850,    art.    iv.    {   23 ;    Minn. 

40  N.  J.  L.  123 ;  Pell  v,  Newark,  40  Const.,  1857,  art.  iv.  §  33,  as  amended 

X.  J.  L.  71,  550;  Rutgers  v.  Brunswick,  in  1892;  Miss.  Const.,  1890,  §  90;  Mo. 

42N.  J.  L.  51.     The  uncertainty,  con-  Const.,    1875,    art.    iv.    §   53;    Mont, 

fusion,  and  chaos  in  which  the  judicial  Const.,  1889,  art.  v.  {26;  Neb.  Const., 


'•{26; 
decLaons  in  New  Jersey  as  to  what  is   1875^  art.  iii.  §  15;  Nev.  Const.,  1880, 
a   '4ocal    or    special    act    r^ulating   art.  iv.  §20;  N.  J.  Const.,  1875, -art 
the  internal  affairs"  of  municipalities,   iv.  §  7,  subd. 


12;  N.  Y.  Const.,  1895, 

are  clearly  set  forth  by  Mr.  £tubbard  art.  iii.  §  18;  N.  Dak.  Const.,   1889, 

in    Harvard    Law    Review,    vol.  viii.  $  69 ;  Oreg.  Const.,  1859,  art.  iv.  §  23 ; 

pp.  597-600,  June,  1905.  Pa.  Const.,  1874,  art.  iii.  §  7;  S.  Car. 

'  Cal.  Const.,   1879,  art.  iv.  §  25;  Const.,   1895,  art.  iU.  §  34;   S.   Dak. 

Idaho  Const.,  1889.  art.  iii.  §  19 ;  Minn.  Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  §  23 ;  Texas  Const., 

Const.,  1857,  art.  iv.  §  33,  as  amended  1876,  art.  iii.  §  56;  Utah  Const.,  1895, 

in  1902 ;  Mo.  Const.,  1875,  art.  iv.  §  53 ;  art.  vi.  §  26 ;  Wash.  Const.,  1889,  art.  ii. 

Mont.  Const.,  1889,  art.  v.  §  26;    N.  §28;  W.  Va.  Const.,  1872,  art.  vi.  §39; 

Dak.  Const.,   1889,  §  69;  Pa.  Const.,  Wis.  Const.,  1848,  art.  iv.  §  31;  Wyo. 

1874,  art.  iii.  §  7;  Texas  Const.,  1876,  Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  §  27.  In  Florida, 
art.  iii.  {  56;  Wyo.  Const.,  1889,  art.  the  prohibition  is  only  against  spe- 
iii.  i  27.  In  lUinaia,  this  prohibition  cial  legislation  ''vacating  roads"  (Fla. 
only  applies  to  members  of  boards  Const.,  1885,  art.  iii.  §  20.  A  prohibi- 
of  supervisors  of  incorporated  towns  tion  in  similar  terms  applies  to  the 
or  cities  (111.  Const.,  1870,  art.  iv.  Territories  (Act  of  Congress,  July  30, 
§  22).    In   Nebraska,  local  or  special  1886). 

laws  "providing  for  the  election  of  offi-  *  Idaho  Const.,  1889,  art.  iii.  §  19; 

cers  in  townships,  incoiporated  towns  Ky.  Const.,  1899,  art.  lix. ;  La.  Const., 

or  cities,"  are  prohibited  (Neb.  Const.,  1898,  art.  xlviii.;    Mo.  Const.,    1875, 

1875,  art.  iii.  §  15).     In  Nevada,  there  art.  iv.  §  53.          ' 

is  a  similar  provision,   applicable   to  '  N.  J.  Const.,   1875,  art.  ^v.  §  7, 

county    and    township  officers    (Nev.  subd.  11. 

Cbnst.,  1880,  art.  iv.  §  20).    In  Florida,  *  Neb.  Const.,  1875,  art.  iii.  §  15. 
the  Constitution  prohibits  special  or 
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§  141.  Poliey  and  PnrpoBe  of  Prohibitioii.  —  The  evils  resulting 
from  the  unlimited  power  of  the  legislature  over  municipal  corporar 
tions  and  the  habitual  and  constant  exercise  of  this  power  by  special 
acts  were  so  generally  acknowledged  that  it  was  strongly  felt  that 
some  remedy  ought  to  be  provided.  The  remedy  devised  and  most 
commonly  resorted  to  was  provisions  embodied  in  the  later  Constitu- 
tions of  many  of  the  States  absolutely  forbidding  or  greatly  restrict- 
ing the  passage  of  special  acts  relating  to  municipalities  and  to  mu- 
nicipal  affairs.  The  scope  and  language  of  these  provisions  di£Per 
somewhat  in  the  various  States,  but  their  general  purpose  and  policy 
are  the  same,  namely,  to  reduce  the  evils  of  legislative  control  or 
interference  with  municipalities  and  municipal  a£Pairs  by  means  of 
special  acts,  and  to  require  such  power  to  be  exercised,  if  at  all,  by 
general  acts.  These  constitutional  provisions  are  given  or  referred  to 
in  the  notes  to  the  last  section,  and  their  language  must  be  carefully 
borne  in  mind  in  considering  the  exact  force  and  effect  of  the  deci- 
sions construing  these  provisions.  What  is  a  "general  act"  and 
what  is  a  "special  act,"  what  is  a  "municipal  affair"  or  an  "internal 
affair"  of  a  municipal  corporation,  as  distinguished  from  a  "State" 
or  general  affair,  might  have  appeared  to  the  framers  of  the  Constitu- 
tions to  be  questions  easy  of  solution.  But  if  so,  the  result  has  proved 
otherwise,  and  these  questions  (with  which  the  present  chapter  deals) 
are  among  the  most  difficult  and  perplexing  which  the  courts  have 
had  to  meet.  Their  number  and  variety  are  almost  infinite,  and  the 
results  in  many  respects  are  very  unsatisfactory  and  inharmonious, 
as  the  present  chapter  abundantly  shows.  They  present  a  veritable 
judicial  labyrinth,  with  no  certain  clue  to  guide  the  public  or  the 
profession.  In  the  new  applications  of  these  constitutional  pro- 
visions constantly  arising,  the  professional  adviser  is  often  compelled 
to  confess  that  he  does  not  know  whether  a  given  act  is  "special" 
or  a  given  matter  is  a  "  municipal  affair  "  or  not,  and  that  the  ques- 
tions are  of  such  nicety  that  they  can  be  settled  only  by  a  decision  in 
many  cases  of  the  court  of  last  resort  in  the  State.  Thirty  years' 
experience  with  these  general  constitutional  interdicts  against  local 
and  special  legislation  have  impressed  the  author  with  the  conviction 
that  they  have  failed  to  produce  the  beneficial  results  anticipated, 
and  that  this  has  been  brought  about  largely  because  the  prohibitions 
of  special  legislation  are  too  broad  and  sweeping.  SpeciiJ  I^sIati<A 
in  some  form  is  often  necessary,  and  it  should  be  allowed,  but  care- 
fully safeguarded,  much  in  the  same  way  or  on  the  same  principles 
as  in  the  present  Constitution  of  New  York. 

These  constitutional  provisions  are  largely  the  result  of  dissatis- 
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{action  on  the  part  of  the  people  with  the  manner  in  which  the  mem- 
bers of  the  legislature  performed  their  duties.  Municipal  adminis- 
tration is  essentially  local  in  its  nature,*  and  local  features,  peculiar 
to  a  single  municipality,  naturally  call  for  special  legislation.  But, 
in  any  large  and  well-considered  political  scheme,  special  enactments 
are  slowly  and  unwillingly  adopted,  after  careful  inquiry  into  the 
needs  of  the  locality  and  the  peculiar  reasons  calling  for  extraordinary 
powers  or  remedies,  and  even  when  adopted  are  made  subservient  to 
the  interests  of  the  public.  Satisfactory  results  can  only  be  obtained 
when  the  legislators  realize  that  they  speak  and  act  for  the  State,  and 
that  their  public  duty  is  not  confined  to  the  localities  which  elect 
them,  but  extends  in  precisely  the  same  degree  to  every  part  of  the 
State.  But,  from  a  variety  of  causes,  members  of  the  legislature  have 
failed  to  realize  their  full  duty  to  the  State  and  to  the  people;  they 
have  come  to  regard  each  member  as  representing  and  speaking  for 
his  own  constituency,  and  have  countenanced  a  tacit  understanding 
that  legislation  affecting  that  locality  should  be  his  especial  and 
individual  care.  Having  no  feeling  of  responsibility  to  those  whose 
suffrages  do  not  elect  them,  they  are  indifferent  to  legislation  not 
affecting  their  immediate  constituencies.'    This  indifference  results 

'  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  any  which  was  enacted  by  the  votes  of 

course    of    procedure    by    legislative  representatives   who   were   indifferent 

enactments  or  otherwise  that  has  as  to  the  subject  because  the  l^islation 

its  end  and  object  the  setting  apart  of  did    not    affect    their    constituencies, 

any  portion  of  the  territory  of  the  This  is  clearljr  shown  by  the  debates  in 

State    from    the    remaining    portions  the  constitutional  convention,  by  the 

thereof  for  any  govemmentel  pur]X)se  public  history  of  those  times,  and  by 

must,  in  the  last  analysis,  be  specific,  repeated   jucucial   expositions   of   the 

and  in  that  sense  special  and  local,  subject.''   Sfuitu^f  J.,  in  State  v.  Jones, 

Even  should  some  tribunal,  subordi-  66  Ohio  St.  453,  489. 
nate  to  the  legislature,  be  established        Discussing  the  purpose  and  intent 

bv  general  law  for  the  determination  of  of  the  New  Jersey  constitutional  pro- 

tne  boundary  lines  of  a  new  municipal-  hibition   (ante,  §140),   Beadey,  C.  J., 

ity  or  other  governmental  division,  the  says,    in   Van    Riper  v.    Parsons,    40 

delegated  power  must  be  specifically  N.  J.  L.   1,  5:    "The  object    of   the 

exercised    m   every   instance.     Thus,  constitutional    regulation  is  manifest. 

power  given  to  township  committees  It    was    to    exterminate,    root    and 

to  divide  the  township  into  districts  branch,  special  and  local  legislation, 

for  certain  local  purposes  where  au-  and  to  suostitute  general  law  in  the 

thorized  by  the  legislature  eventuates,  place  of  it,  in  every  instance  in  which 

when  exercised,  in  a  specific  and,  in  such  substitution    could    be  effected, 

that  sense,  special  and  focal  act  estab-  This  is  cozispicuously  apparent,  for  it 

lisldng  a  municipality  or  quasi  munici-  is  written  in  the  general  frame  of  th& 

pality.     Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic  Valley  section  and  in  ail  of  its  specifications. 

Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183.  The  evils  that  had  been  inflicted  under 

'  "  It  is  within  the  knowledge  com-  the  ^ise  of  laws  operative  only  within 

mon  to  all  whose  attention  has  been  certain  areas,  had  been  of  long  standing,, 

directed  to  the  subject  that  one  of  the  and  were  of  the  most  serious  character ; 

most  prominent  purposes  relating  to  and  I  think  it  is  not  too  much  to  say 

the  a(K>ption  of  tne  present  Constitu-  that  they  constituted  one  of  the  princi- 

tion  was  to  relieve  the  people  of  the  pal  causes  that  led   to   the  project^ 

evils  of  special  legislation,  legislation  recently  carried  into  effect,  of  amend* 
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in  a  process  of  log  rolling  founded  upon  a  tacit  agreement  that  where 
political  interests  do  not  intervene,  local  legislation  requested  by  the 
representative  of  the  locality  shall  become  law  without  objection. 
Each  member  becomes  the  arbiter  in  the  administration  of  the  local 
affairs  of  his  constituents,  and  such  legislation  as  he  advises  becomes 
law  irrespective  of  questions  of  public  policy.  Each  representative 
becomes  the  interpreter  of  the  wishes  of  his  constituents,  and  if  his 
interpretation  be  biased  by  interest,  warped  by  political  pressure, 
distorted  by  prejudice,  or  conceived  in  ignorance,  unwholesome 
legislation  results,  breeding  dissatisfaction  and  discontent  This 
method  concentrates  on  a  single  individual  all  the  pressure  of  persons 
seeking  legislation  from  selfish  motives.  If  the  representative  of  the 
locality  be  persuaded,  it  is  unnecessary  to  justify  the  legislation  to 
the  deliberative  body  on  grounds  of  necessity  and  public  welfare. 
Influences  of  this  nature,  operating  in  hidden  channels,  produced  a 
mass  of  special  legislation,  much  of  it  harmless  in  its  nature,  but 
much  of  it  burdensome  and  oppressive  in  the  extreme.  Even  where 
harmless,  it  leads  to  confusion  and  uncertainty,  and  induces  a  sense 
of  instability  and  a  belief  that  legislation  so  easily  obtained  may  be 
as  easily  amended.  This  lack  of  stability  renders  it  impossible  to 
administer  local  affairs  upon  any  well-considered  plan  requiring 
time  for  its  perfection.  Sometimes  political  considerations  enter 
into  special  legislation ;  and,  to  further  party  interests,  mandatory 
enactments  are  adopted  changing  the  political  complexion  of  the 
municipal  administration  without  regard  to  the  preferences  of  the 
electors.  To  prevent  the  evils  flowing  from  these  sources,  the  con- 
stitutional prohibitions  against  special  or  local  laws  were  adopted.' 

ing  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  them  with  insolvency.  Beddes  these 
Experience  had  conclusively  shown  grievances  there  were  others  of  a  lesser 
that  the  system  itself  was  vicious  magnitude,  it  is  true,  but  which  were, 
that  permitted  a  city,  or  other  political  nevertheless,  sources  of  much  vexation 
distnct,  to  be  governed  by  laws  appli-  and  inconvenience.  Among  these 
cable  to  it  alone,  such  laws  being  en-  minor  mischiefs  was  the  practice  of 
acted  by  persons  having  no  particular  amending  and  supplementing  munici- 
interest  in  such  locality,  and  having  no  pal  charters  with  a  profusion  that 
constituency  living  within  its  bounds,  knew  no  bounds,  the  consequence  being 
to  whom  they  were  accountable  for  the  that  the  law  of  this  department  was 
measures  to  which  they  gave  their  kept  in  a  state  of  constant  flux  and 
sanction.  This,  in  truth,  was  but  one  transition  so  as  to  make  the  consolida- 
remove  from  the  oppression  of  being  tion  of  it  into  a  ^stem,  by  judicial 
governed  by  strangers.  The  result  decision,  an  impossibility.  These,  and 
was  such  as  might  been  anticipated :  others  of  a  similar  cast,  were  the  mis- 
laws  were  to  be  nad  for  the  asking  by  chiefs  that  the  constitutional  supple- 
scheming  persons,  that  were  subversive  ment  in  question  was  intended  to 
of  the  ngnts  of  property,  and  which  eradicate." 

tended  to  the  most  reckless  expenditure        *  In  Ayar's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  266, 277, 

of  the  public  moneys,  so  that  the  debts  Sterrett,  J,,  says :  "During  the  session  of 

of  some  of  these  public  bodies  accumu-  the  legislature  immediately  preceding 

lated  to  such  a  degree  as  to  threaten  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitu- 
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Has  the  remedy  been  effectual?    The  constitutional  provisions 
were  generally  adopted  about  thirty  years  ago,  and  thirty  years'  ex- 


tion,  nearly  one  hundred  and  fif  tv  local 
or  epedal  laws  were  enacted  for  the  city 
of  Philadelphia,  more  than  one-third 
that  number  for  the  city  ci  Pittsburgh, 
and  for  other  municipal  divisions  of 
the  State  about  the  same  proportion. 
This  was  by  no  means  exceptional. 
The  pernicious  svstem  of  special  legis- 
Jation,  practised  for  many  years  before, 
had  become  so  general  and  deep-rooted, 
and  the  evils  resulting  therefrom  so 
alarming,  that  the  people  of  the  Com- 
monwesdth  detenmnea  to  apply  the 
only  remedy  that  promised  any  hope 
of  relief.  Doubtless  it  was  a  proper 
appreciation  of  the  magnitude  of  these 
evus,  as  much  as  anything  else,  that 
called  into  existence  the  convention 
that  framed  the  present  Constitution 
and  induced  its  adoption  by  an  over- 
whelming vote.  One  of  the  manifest 
objects  of  that  instrument  was  to  eradi- 
cate that  species  of  legislation,  and 
substitute,  in  lieu  of  it,  general  laws 
whenever  it  was  possible  to  do  so. 
This  is  so  clearly  apparent  that  no 
unbiased  mind  can  contemplate  the 
seventh  section  of  article  iii.,  and  kin- 
dred provisions,  without  reaching  that 
conclusion.  That  section  contains  a 
schedule  of  nearljr  fifty  prolific  subjects 
of  previous  special  and  local  legislar 
tion,  and  ordains  that  'The  general  as- 
sembly shall  not  pass  any  local  or  special 
law'  relating  to  either  of  them.  As  an 
additionskl  safeguard,  in  cases  where 
special  legislation  is  not  expressly  pro- 
liibited,  the  next  section  declares,  No 
local  or  special  bill  shall  be  passed 
unless  notice  of  the  intention  to  apply 
therefor  shall  have  been  published,' 
Ac." 

In  CoEomonwealth  v.  Gilligan,  195 
Pa.  St.  504,  513,  MitcheU^J,,  quotes  the 
language  of  Sterretty  J.,  in  Ayar's  Ap- 
pend, supra,  and  says:  ''A  cursory  ex- 
amination of  the  Pamphlet  Laws  of  1873 
shows  that  no  less  tnan  thirty-one  of 
these  local  laws  relating  to  Philadelphia 
were  acts  over  the  heads  of  councils  and 
the  courts  directing  the  opening,  pav- 
ing, or  vacating  of  particular  streets  by 
name.  This  is  a  fair  specimen  of  the 
kind  of  local  and  special  legislation  that 
was  the  real  evil  to  be  corrected,  but 
owing  to  the  breadth  of  the  language 
used,  perhaps  somewliat  due  to  the 
wrathful  zeal  with  which  the  conven- 
tion attacked  the  subject,  the  courts 


have  had  a  difficult  task  to  enforce  the 
constitutional  restrictions  fully,  even 
'  st'^mly '  as  was  said  in  Morrison  v. 
Bachert,  112  Pa.  322,  without  carrying 
them  far  beyond  the  real  evil  intended 
to  be  remedied,  and  making  them  a 
chain  of  fetters  on  the  just  require- 
ments of  special  communities  and 
localities  " 

In  Clark's  Estate,  195  Pa.  520, 
525,  Mitchell,  J.,  further  discussing 
the  evils  intended  to  be  remedied  by 
the  constitutional  prohibition^  said: 
**  In  Price's  Index  to  Local  Legislation 
in  Pennsylvania  there  are  1032  pages, 
containing  references  to  more  than 
45,000  local  acts  (not  including  special 
acts  not  local  in  character),  more  than 
10,000  of  which  are  acts  relating  to 
special  corporations  by  name.  .  .  .  An 
examination  with  some  care,  though 
bv  no  means  exhaustive,  of  the  Pam- 
phlet Laws  of  1873  shows  a  list  of  over 
400  acts  granting,  amending,  extending, 
and  enlar^ne  charters  and  conferring 
upon  particular  corporations  bv  name 
certain  special  franchises  ana  privi- 
leges not  enjoyed  by  others  under 
the  general  law.  Among  the  latter  are 
seven  acts  specially  exempting  cor- 
porations named  from  taxation  (mostly, 
it  may  be  said,  upon  parsonage  and 
churen  lots) ;  one  exempting  a  dramatic 
association  from  license  tax^  and  one 
releasing  the  collateral  inhentance  tax 
upon  a  bequest  to  a  learned  society; 
one  releasing  building  restrictions  on 
land  contained  in  a  patent  from  the 
Commonwealth;  four  authorizing  the 
sale  of  burial  grounds  and  other  lands 
held  upon  trusts ;  one  confirming  pur- 
chases and  sales  of  land  by  saving  fund 
and  building  associations  in  a  single 
county,  and  another  legalizing  an  over 
issue  of  stock  by  two  building  associa- 
tions named;  one  to  enable  a  foreign 
corporation  named  to  hold  land  m 
Pennsvlvania ;  one  to  authorize  an 
agricultural  society  to  allow  public  and 
private  sales  of  merchandise  on  its 
grounds ;  one  to  enable  a  bridge  com- 
pany to  construct  a  turnpike  road,  and 
another  to  permit  an  iron  company  to 
build  a  telegraph  line  for  its  own  use ; 
two  making  penal  offences  of  trespass- 
ing on  railroad  cars  in  certain  counties, 
and  of  loitering  about  the  depots,  &c,, 
of  railroads  in  a  particular  borough ; 
one  authorizing  a  railroad  named  to 
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perience  of  legislation  under  their  provisions  gives  grave  reason  to 
fear  that,  so  far  from  being  eflFective,  they  have  not  prevented  legisla- 
tion intended  to  have  a  special  and  local  operation,  and  have  caused 
endless  uncertainty  and  confusion.^  The  realization  of  the  objects 
contemplated  by  the  constitutional  prohifaijtion  is  dependent  upon 
the  dutiful  obedience  of  the  legislature  to  its  requirements,  and  upon 
the  well  established  duty  of  the  courts  to  adjudge  all  legislation  in 
plain  violation  of  the  constitutional  requirements  to  be  void.'  The 
courts  have  declared  that  these  provisions  will  be  sternly  enforced, 
and  that  it  is  their  purpose  to  adhere  rigidly  to  the  provisions  of  the 


occupy  a  particular  street  in  the  city  of 
Philadelpnia;  and  another  permitting 
a  particular  street  railway  company 
in  the  same  city  to  salt  its  tracks  to  aid 
in  keeping  them  clear  of  snow.  These 
were  the  product  of  a  single  session,  and 
are  a  fair  sample  of  one  class  of  the 
special  laws  at  which  the  constitutional 
prohibition  was  directed.  Many  of 
these  acts,  perhaps  a  large  majority  of 
them,  were  just  and  proper,  and  the 
privileges  conferred  could  now  be 
obtained  under  the  general  lawa  But 
the  system  was  inherently  liable  to 
favoritism,  and  was  open  to  the  popular 
suspicion  that  it  was  practically  gov- 
erned by  influences  not  beneficial  to 
the  public  interests.  Therefore  the 
Constitution  did  away  with  it  at  one 
sweep.  The  methods  and  forms  of 
favoritism,  as  of  other  fraud,  are  legion, 
and  no  enumeration  of  them  in  advance 
could  be  complete.  Therefore,  the 
Constitutional  restrictions  had  to  a 
great  extent  to  be  expressed  in  general 
terms,  and  the  inadequacy  of  language 
to  express  the  purpose  with  entire  pre- 
cision, as  well  as  the  determination  of 
the  framers  of  the  instrument  to  make 
the  prohibition  effective  at  all  hazards, 
led  to  its  embodiment  in  terms  that  are 
liable  to  cover  with  the  letter  cases 
that  are  not  within  the  spirit  and  real 
intent." 

In  Matter  of  Henneberger,  155  N.  Y. 
420,  425,  where  the  validity  of  a  stat- 
ute relating  to  the  laying  out  of  a 
highway  was  in  question.  Gray,  J.,  said : 
"It  is  manifest  that  the  purpose  of 
the  people,  with  respect  to  local  gov- 
ernmental measures  and  to  the  matters 
specified  in  §  18,  was  to  restrict  the 
legislative  power  and  to  confine  its 
exercise  to  the  passage  of  such  general 
statutes  as  the  welfare  of  the  body 
politic,  as  a  whole,  mi^ht  be  deemed  to 
require.     The   imposition   of   such   a 


constitutional  restriction  upon  the 
legislative  power  was  regarded  as  neoes- 
saxy,  in  order  to  put  an  end  to  flagrant 
abuses  in  its  exercise.  The  provision 
expressed  a  fundamental  idea  in  our 
popular  form  of  government ;  namely, 
to  commit  to  local  bodies  the  discluuge 
of  functions  which  can  be  as  well,  if 
not  better,  discharged  by  them.  For 
a  variety  of  reasons,  the  State  l^isla- 
ture  should  not  be  concerned  with  the 
administration  of  those  local  affairs 
as  to  which  there  exist  local  legislative 
bodies,  whose  acts,  motived  by  the 
needs  of  the  citizens,  are  more  sure  to 
be  pure  and  efficient.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  existence  of  ^neral  laws,  the 
statute  books  were  bemg  filled  by  acts 
operating  upon  particuliu*  and  sectional 
interests.  The  abuse  became  very 
evident  in  legislation  affecting  local 
highways;  as  to  which  there  was  no 
lustification  for  the  action  of  the 
legislature,  in  the  presence  of  a  general 
statutoxy  system  of  hif hwav  laws. 
Whether  highways  should  be  laid  out 
or  altered  are  focal  questions  which 
should  be  determined  h^  the  local 
authorities,  not  only  with  greater 
political  propriety,  but  in  the  better 
interest  of  the  portion  of  the  pubUc  to 
be  affected." 

'  In  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453, 
489,  Shauck,  J.,  said :  "Conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  evil  is  preserved  in  the 
volumes  which  contain  the  acts  ctf  the 
legislature  at  its  sessions  held  shortly 
before  the  adoption  of  the  present 
Constitution.  That  these  important 
changes  have  been  made  in  the  oiganic 
law  would  not  be  suggested  by  a  con>- 
parison  of  the  bulk  and  contents  of 
those  volumes  with  the  bulk  and  con- 
tents of  those  which  are  again  appear- 
ing." 

>  State  V,  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453» 
490. 
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Constitution,  that  the  people  may  not  be  deprived  of  its  benefits.^ 
But  the  difficulties  attending  the  application  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition have  led  or  forced  them  to  depart  from  this  rigid  rule. 
Time  and  experience  have  so  far  modified  the  views  of  the  court 
which  thus  enunciated  its  policy,  that  in  a  recent  case  it  has  declared 
that  every  year's  experience  and  every  new  question  presented  have 
vindicated  the  wisdom  of  the  principle  of  classification  which  was 
adopted  as  a  means  of  escaping  from  the  evils  inherent  in  statutes 
applying  to  all  cities  without  distinction,  and  that  the  steady  tendency 
has  been  to  broaden  instead  of  narrowing  the  applicability  of  clas- 
sification to  municipal  affairs.' 

The  constitutional  prohibition  immediately  made  U  necessary  to 
determine  what  are  general  and  what  are  special  laws.  This  ques- 
tion, seemingly  so  simple,  has  proved  to  be  one  of  the  most  per- 
plexing that  has  ever  come  before  the  courts.  Although  it  has 
been  said  that  each  case  must  be  determined  upon  its  special  cir- 
cumstances,* it  was  inevitable  that  general  rules  to  aid  and  guide 
the  courts  should  be  diligently  and  anxiously  sought  for.  Differ- 
ent municipalities  have  different  needs  and  requirements,  and  a 
means  of  differentiating  between  them,  and  at  the  same  time  com- 
plying with  the  Constitution,  was  regarded  by  courts  and  legislatures 
as  not  only  expedient,  but  necessary  and  just.  The  most  obvious 
method  was  to  provide  for  their  needs  according  to  population. 
Hence  the  doctrine  of  classification  by  popidation  originated.  At 
the  foundation  of  this  doctrine  is  the  idea  that  all  cities  having  the 
same  characteristics  of  a  substantial  equality  of  population  should 
have  the  same  corporate  powers,  although  other  classes  might  be 
formed  with  different  powers  supposed  to  be  called  for  by  a  sub- 
stantial difference  in  population.^  The  Constitutions  of  some  States 
recognize  and  prescribe  classification  by  population ;  but  the  Con- 
stitutions of  others  are  silent  upon  the  subject,  and  doubts  have  been 
expressed  whether  there  is  any  warrant  for  classification  when  the 
Constitution  does  not  in  express  terms  permit  it.'    But  at  the  best, 

'  Paxaon,  J.,  in  Morrison  v.  Bachert,  special  laws]  to  cases  not  really  within 

112  Pa.  322,  328,  said:  "It  was  a  wise  the  evil  prohibited,  though  the  form 

provision,  and  will  be  sternly  enforced,  mav  have  the  appearance  of  comins 

It  is  our  purpose  to  adhere  rigidly  to  within  the  words  of  the  prohibition." 

that  instrument,  that  the  people  may  *  Matter  of  Henneberger,  155  N.  Y. 

not  be  deprived  of  its  benefits/'  420,  426;  People  v.  Newburgh  &  S.  P. 

>  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  R.  Ck).,  86  N.  Y.  1,  6. 

534^  553;  where  it   is   said:    "Evexy  *  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453, 

decision  in  the  last  decade  has  shown  486. 

the  steady  trend  of  the  court,  under  *  In  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa. 

the  guidance  of  wider  experience,  not  534,  559,  Z>ean,  J.  (dissenting),  after  re- 

to   extend    that    article    [prohibiting  ferring  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
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classification  by  population  is  imperfect.  It  is  justified  upon  the 
ground  of  the  necessity  of  dififerent  legislative  provisions  for  cities 
having  dififerent  populations;  but  it  is  apparent  that,  so  far  as  the 
population  is  concerned,  there  is  no  real  difiference  in  municipal  needs 
between  a  city  of  99,000  and  one  of  100,000  inhabitants.  The  state- 
ment that  no  difference  in  needs  exists  has  been  characterized  as 
plausible,  but  it  seems  to  be  unanswerable ;  and  the  only  eiu^use  made 
for  different  classes  founded  on  population  is  that  the  line  must  be 
drawn  somewhere,  and  the  legislature  must  determine  where.^  But 
if  the  legislature  is  to  determine  where  the  line  shall  be  drawn  between 
different  classes,  should  not  its  classification  be  adopted  as  conclusive 
and  beyond  review  by  the  courts  if  the  statute  b  general  in  form  ? 
But  the  abuses  incident  to  the  system  of  classification  as  adopted  by 
the  legislatures  have  impelled  the  courts  to  declare  attempted  clas- 
sifications to  be  in  many  instances  unconstitutional.  It  is  posnble 
to  divide  the  cities  of  a  State  into  as  many  classes  as  there  are  cities.' 

Court  of  Pennsylvania  in  Wheeler  v,  first  and  second  classes  into  grades, 
Philadelphia!  77  Pa.  338,  which  adopted  until  cities  of  the  first  class  contained 
and  recognized  the  principles  of  classi-  three  grades  and  cities  of  the  second 
fication,  says:  ''I  always  doubted  the  class  contained  ei^ht  grades,  "M^l"Tig 
authority  of  this  court  to  uphold  this  for  purposes  of  l^islation  eleven  classes 
act;  the  reasoning  in  vindication  of  of  cities.  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  Si. 
the  judgment  is  not  satisfactoxy  or  con-  453.  The  division  of  cities  into  grades 
vincmg ;  it  is  based  upon  the  neces-  in  this  manner  was  recognized  and  sos- 
sity  for  classification  because  of  the  tained  in  a  long  line  of  decisions.  See 
inconvenience  that  would  result  if  McGill  v.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  228 ;  State 
classification  of  cities  was  not  held  con-  v«  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54 ;  Stale  v. 
stitutional.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  judi-  Brewster,  39  Ohio  St.  653 ;  Bronson 
eial  legislation  of  the  gravest  character;  v.  Oberlin,  41  Ohio  St.  476;  State  «. 
it  wrote  into  the  Constitution  what  was  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98 ;  State  v,  Hudson, 
not  there,  and  was  not  intended  by  the  44  Ohio  St.  137 ;  Marmet  v.  State,  45 
framers  of  it  to  be  there.  While  I  Ohio  St.  63;  State  v.  Toledo,  48  Ohio 
admit  the  inconvenience  of  enforcing  St.  112;  Parsons  v.  Columbus,  50  Ohio 
strictly  article  iii.  [of  the  Constitution]  St.  460 ;  State  v.  Cincinnati,  52  Ohio  Si. 
in  all  its  provisions,  it  was  but  a  tempo-  415,  419 ;  State  v.  Baker,  55  Ohio  St. 
rary  inconvenience,  which  could  have  1.  It  was  originallv  sustained  upon 
been  and  should  have  been  remedied  the  theoxy  that  the  cuussification  would 
by  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution,  remain  unchanged  and  that  in  the 
according  to  the  method  pointed  out  progress  of  the  State's  development 
in  it,  and  not,  practically,  by  an  amend-  other  cities  would  enter  the  elates 
ment  adopted  by  this  court."  existing.    But  in  fact,  for  a  quarter  of 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  a  centuxy,  the  five  largest  cities  of  the 
534,  545 ;  Sanchez  v.  Fordyce,  141  State  were,  in  important  respects,  8ub> 
Cal  427.  ject  to  acts  conferring  conx>rate  powter 

'  In  OhiOf  all  the  municipal  corpora-  and  operating  in  eacn  of  them  snnr 
tions  of  the  State  were  originally  com-  rately.     State  v,  Cowles,  64  Ohio  St. 

Erehended  within  the  following  legis-  162.  The  transition  from  a  lower  daas 
ktive  classification:  ''Cities  of  the  or  ^;rade  to  a  higher  was  not  automatic, 
first  and  cities  of  the  second  class;  .Cities  were  not  permitted  to  advance 
incorporated  villages  and  incorporated  by  mere  increase  of  population,  but  were 
villages  for  special  purposes."  Cities  rec^uired  to  take  certain  steps  pre- 
of  the  first  and  second  classes  were  scnbed  b^  the  statute,  and  this  method 
divided  according  to  population.  In  a  was  sustiuned  by  the  courts.  State  v. 
short  time  the  %islature  divided  the  Toledo,  48  Ohio  St.  112 ;  State  v.  WalL 
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In  any  classification  it  will  always  be  the  case  that  one.or  perhaps 
two  cities  of  the  State  so  far  exceed  the  other  cities  of  the  State  in 


47  Ohio  St.  499.  The  courts  recognized 
the  fact  that  the  method  of  classifying 
ci^es  had  been  carried  to  the  verge  of 
constitutional  authority,  if  it  had  not 
been  exceeded;  but  they  considered 
themselves  bound  by  previous  deci- 
sions to  sustain  any  laws  falling  within 
the  principle  of  the  decisions.  State  v. 
Smith,  48  Ohio  St.  211 ;  State  v.  Wall, 
47  Ohio  St.  459,  499 ;  State  v.  Hudson, 
44  Ohio  St.  137;  State  v.  Pugh,  43 
Ohio  St.  98;  Hixson  v.  Burson,  54 
Ohio  St.  470,  483.  The  situation  at 
lasEt  became  such  that  in  the  eleven 
grades  into  which  the  first  and  second 
classes  were  divided,  the  eleven  princi- 
pal cities  of  the  State  were  isolated  so 
that  an  act  conferring  corporate  power 
on  one  of  them  by  classified  descnption 
conferred  it  upon  no  other,  and  careful 
provision  was  made  to  prevent  any 
city  from  becoming  subject  to  laws 
applicable  to  any  one  of  the  other 
curses.  The  differences  in  population 
were  so  trivial  that  the  court  refused 
any  longer  to  re^rd  them  as  furnish- 
ing a  substantial  Dasb  of  classification. 
Consequently,  in  a  direct  proceeding 
btougbt  by  the  Attorney-General  for 
the  purpose  of  testing  the  validity  of 
the  claanfication,  the  court  held  the 
classification  to  be  unconstitutional, 
and  as  the  effect  of  this  decision  was 
to  overthrow  the  whole  statutory  sys- 
tem of  municipal  government,  execu- 
tion of  the  wnt  of  ouster  was  stayed 
to  enable  the  legislature  to  meet  and 
obviate  the  difliculty,  and  reduce  to 
order  the  resulting  chaos  at  a  special 
session.  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St. 
453 ;  State  v.  Beacom,  66  Ohio  St.  491. 
Hie  legislature  met  in  special  session, 
and  revised  the  whole  eystem  of  mu- 
nicipal organisation  upon  a  classifica- 
tion which  divided  municipalities  into 
villages,  being  those  corporate  bodies 
which  had  le^  than  5,000  inhabitants, 
and  cities,  being  corporations  having 
a  population  of  5,000  and  upwards. 
This  statute  has  been  before  the  courts 
and  has  been  sustained.  Zumstein  v. 
MuiJen,  67  Ohio  St.  382.  This  classi- 
fication is  founded  upon  the  express 
provisioiks  of  the  Constitution  which 
fecognises  cities  and  villages  as  bodies 
corporate.  It  remaiiis  to  be  seen 
whether  thia  classification  will  be  ad- 
hered to  by  the  courts,  and  whether  it 
will  be   found  to  furnish  a  practica- 


ble means  of  administering  municipal 
afifairs. 

Conceminq  the  course  of  judicial  de- 
cisions in  Ohio,  Mr.  Hubbard  in  his 
valuable  article.  Special  L^islation 
for  Municipalities,  in  Harvard  Law  Re- 
view, Vol.  18,  pp.  588, 591  (June,  1905), 
observes:  **For  manv  years  the 
Ohio  legislature^  with  the  sanction  of 
the  courts,  classified  municipalities  ac- 
cording to  population  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  be  equivalent  to  legislation 
by  name.  The  Revised  Statutes  pro- 
vided: 'Municipal  corporations  are 
divided  into  cities,  villages,  and  ham- 
lets ;  cities  are  divided  into  two  classes, 
first  and  second ;  cities  of  the  first  class 
are  divided  into  three  grades,  first,  sec- 
ond, and  third :  cities  of  the  second 
class  are  divided  into  four  grades,  first, 
second,  third,  and  fourth ;  cities  of  the 
second  class,  which  hereafter  become 
cities  of  the  first  class,  shall  constitute 
the  fourth  grade  of  the  latter  class; 
and  villages,  which  hereafter  become 
cities,  shall  belong  to  the  fourth  grade 
of  the  second  class.'  The  next  two 
sections  divided  cities  of  the  first  and 
second  classes  into  grades,  according 
to  population,  so  that  Cincinnati. 
Clevelajid,  Toledo,  Columbus,  ana 
Dayton  were  each  the  only  cities  in 
their  respective  grades.  Sanduskv, 
Springfield,  Hamilton,  Portsmouth, 
Zanesville.  and  Akron  were  the  only 
cities  in  the  third  grade  of  the  second 
class,  and  all  others  were  in  the  fourth 
grade.  It  would  be  a  mistake,  how- 
ever, to  suppose  that  legislation  for 
even  these  last  cities  was  uniform.  We 
have  taken  up  at  random  a  volume  of 
the  Session  Laws  of  Ohio,  —  the  one  for 
1892,  —  and  on  page  144  is  an  act  as 
follows :  'That  in  any  city  which  at  the 
federal  census  of  1890  had,  or  which 
at  any  subsequent  federal  census  may 
have,  a  population  of  not  less  than 
twenty-six  thousand  (26,000),  and  not 
more  than  thirty  thousand  (30,000), 
the  city  council  may  by  resolution,' 
&c.f  giving  authority  to  issue  bonds 
for  police  equipment.  Printed  on  the 
mamn  in  this  official  volume  are  the 
words  'Akron  and  Canton,'  and  these 
were  the  onlv  cities  to  which  the  act 
applied.  Villages,  too,  were  put  in 
dinerent  classes,  but  it  would  be  a  mis- 
take here  also  to  suppose  that  all  legis- 
lation as  to  each  class  was  uniform. 
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population  that  they  necessarily  and  naturally  belong  to  a  class  by 
themselves.  The  reports  are  full  of  legislation  applicable  to  such 
cities  which  have  been  sustained  as  general  laws,  although  every 
person  knew  that  the  statutes  were  intended  to  apply  to  those  cities 


The  very  next  act  after  the  one  last 
mentioned  is  as  follows:  ^that  any 
village  of  the  State  of  Ohio  which  at 
the  last  federal  census  had,  or  which 
at  any  subsequent  federal  census  may 
have,  a  population  of  not  less  than 
eight  hundred  and  sixtv  (860),  nor 
more  than  eight  hundred  and  seventy 
(870),  be  and  is  authorized  to  issue  its 
bonds,'  &c,;  and  printed  in  the  mar- 
gin is  the  word  '  Malta/  indicating  the 
only  village  to  which  the  act  applied. 
Many  other  such  instances  mi^ht  be 
cited.  So  for  a  long  series  of  years 
Ohio  had  numerous  similar  statutes, 
which  under  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  were  general  laws.  It  is  hard  to 
see  what  advantage  this  cumbrous 
system  has  over  lenslation  for  mimici- 
palities  by  name.  These  are  examples 
of  the  kind  of  legislation  which  has  ex- 
isted more  or  less  in  most  States  whose 
Ck>nstitutions  rec^uire  general  legislation 
as  to  municipalities. 

''After  such  decisions  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ohio  for  more  than  a  score  of 
years,  and  after  municipalities  had  for 
this  long  time  carried  on  their  affairs 
under  such  legislation,  levying  taxes  and 
assessments,  creating  liens  and  affect- 
ing titles,  and  borrowing  money,  that 
court  suddenly,  in  the  ^ear  1902,  made 
[as  above  stated]  a  series  of  decisions 
holding  all  such  I^slation  special  and 
invalid.  An  act  passed  April  14,  1900, 
which  provided  Hhat  any  city  of  the 
third  grade  of  the  first  class  may  .  .  . 
construct ...  a  bridge  or  bridges  across 
any  navigable  river  or  rivers  passing 
into  or  through  such  city'  (Flatt  v, 
Craig,  66  Ohio  St.  75),  &c.,  and  one 
which  provided  for  'the  appointment, 
regulation,  and  government  of  the 
police  force  in  cities  of  the  third  grade 
of  the  first  class,''  were  held  unconsti- 
tutional. Ohio  V.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453. 
The  court  says,  p.  4^:  'The  act  is 
said  to  be  general  and  not  special,  be- 
cause it  provides  for  "the  appoint- 
ment, regulation,  and  government  of  a 
police  force  in  cities  of  the  third  grade 
of  the  first  class."  That  it  affects  no 
municipality  in  the  State  except  Toledo 
is  admitted.  But  the  fact  is  said  to  be 
immaterial,  because  of  the  clasdfic»- 
tion  of  cities  by  the  General  Assembly, 


and  the  doctrine  formerly  applied  by 
the  courts  to  such  classification.  That 
there  has  long  been  classification  <^ 
the  municipalities  of  the  State  is  true. 
It  is  also  true  that  while  most  of  the 
acts  conferring  corporate  powers  upon 
separate  mumcipauties  by  a  classified 
description,  instead  of  by  name,  have 
been  passed  without  contest  as  to  their 
validity,  such  classification  was  reluc- 
tantly held  by  this  court  to  be  permis- 
sible.' The  court  then  stated  thai 
originally  the  laws  tnalHng  classifica- 
tion contemplated  that  on  an  increase 
of  population  municipalities  should 
pass  from  one  class  to  another,  and 
that  the  classification  should  be  per- 
manent; but  that  under  subsequent 
legislation  municipalities  did  not  by 
mere  growth  pass  into  another  class; 
and  it  therefore  concluded  that  under 
such  classification  the  act  was  speciaL 
"  A  similar  decision  was  rendered  for 
the  same  reason  in  respect  of  an  act 
which  was  intended  to  relate  only  to  the 
city  of  Cleveland.  State  v.  Beacom,  66 
Ohio  St.  491.  This  was  in  June,  1902. 
The  court,  however,  perceiving  that  a 
judgment  of  ouster  against  the  oitj  of 
Cleveland,  on  the  ground  that  all  the 
l^islation  under  which  it  had  existed 
for  years  and  was  then  exercising  its 
corporate  powers  was  unconstitutional, 
might  work  great  public  harm,  made 
an  order  suspending  execution  until 
October,  1902.  A  similar  quo  loor- 
ranto  might  have  been  successfully 
prosecuted  against  every  city  in  tlie 
State.  To  meet  the  emeigency,  a 
special  session  of  the  legislature  was 
called  in  August,  1902,  at  which  sub- 
stantially all  the  laws  with  respect  to 
municipal  corporations  were  repealed 
and  a  new  and  elaborate  municipal 
corporations  act  of  231  sections  was 
adopted.  The  construction  of  this  new 
statute  is  apparently  not  very  clear,  for 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  construed 
it  one  way  and  was  affirmed  by  the 
Circuit  Court,  but  the  Supreme  Court 
pointed  out  what  it  held  to  be  errors 
of  thc^  two  lower  courts  and  reversed 
both  their  judgments.  Zumstein  «. 
Mullen,  67  Ohio  St.  382."  Further, 
infraf  i  145  of  this  chapter. 
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only,  and  could  only  have  a  local  and  special  application.^  It  is  re- 
pugnant to  common  sense  to  call  such  legislation  general,  but  the 
necessities  of  the  situation  compelled  the  courts  to  that  result.  It  is 
to  be  feared  that  classification  as  practised  tends  to  defeat  the  object 
of  the  constitutional  provision.  It  obscures  the  object  and  intent 
of  proposed  legislation  by  rendering  uncertain  the  locaUties  in  which 
it  b  intended  to  operate.  A  classification  which  is  not  adopted  in 
good  faith  tends  to  deprive  the  people  of  such  sUght  notice  as  the 
recital  of  the  name  of  the  locality  will  afford  them,  and  leaves  them 
at  the  mercy  of  secret  or  disguised  attempts  to  change  municipal 
law.* 

Another  test  applied  to  determine  the  general  nature  of  a  stat- 
ute is  the  appropriateness  of  its  provisions  to  the  objects  that  it 
excludes.  If  nothing  be  excluded  that  should  be  contained,  th^  law 
is  general.  If  anything  be  excluded  that  should  be  contained,  the 
law  is  special  and  unconstitutional.'  But  if  there  be  only  one  locality 
in  the  State  to  which  the  law  can  apply  by  reason  of  certain  character- 
istics of  that  locality  specified  in  the  statute,  the  law  is  not  the  less 
local  and  special  because  nothing  is  excluded  which  should  be 
included.  A  plausible  argument  may  be  made  that  a  statute  for 
the  benefit  of  a  single  locality  which  nature  has  separated  from  the 
rest  of  the  world  by  a  single  characteristic  is  a  general  law;  but  how- 
ever plausible  and  specious  the  argument  may  be,  the  ultimate  result 
is  still  the  same,  and  the  statute  operates  only  in  that  locality  and 
is  in  all  essential  features  special  and  local.  The  application  of  con- 
stitutional provisions  prohibiting  special  legislation  has  proved  to 
be  fraught  with  so  many  difficulties  and  to  have  resulted  in  so  many 

'  Instances  of  this  character  are  ward,  or  borough  may  have  such  legis- 
pmnted  out  in  the  dissenting  opinion  lation  imposed  upon  them  without 
of  O'Brien,  J.,  in  Matter  of  Henne-  even  the  notice  that  the  recitation  of  a 
berger,  155  N.  Y.  420,  435.  name  would  afford.    Than  this  the  old 

'  In  McCarthy  v.  Commonwealth,  svstem  was  much  better,  for  under  it 
110  Pa.  243,  speiudng  of  an  attempted  the  governor  of  the  State  or  a  member 
classification  which  was  held  to  be  of  the  legislature  might  know  what  a 
void^  because  it  in  effect  singled  out  bill  was  territorially  intended  to  ezn- 
four  counties  and  applied  si3ecial  rules  brace ;  but  under  the  plan  adopted  in 
to  them,  Gordon f  J.,  said:  "The  the  case  in  hand,  the  promoters  of  a 
county  of  Schuylkill,  and  others  of  statute  may  do  their  work  in  the  dark, 
like  population,  were  left  by  the  fram-  and  leave  those  to  be  affected  thereby  ' 
«rB  oi  the  oiganic  law  in  the  second  to  discover  it  when  too  late  for  cor- 
claaB,  and  they  had  the  right  to  expect  rection.  We  cannot  agree  that  our 
that  they  could  be  affect^  by  no  law  Constitution  shall  be  thus  trifled  with, 
not  common  to  that  class,  and  vet  they  or  be  made  the  instrument  for  the  pro- 
now  find  themselves  subjected  to  reg-  motion  of  the  very  evil  it  was  intended 
uJations    not    common   to   their   own   to  suppress." 

class,  but  to  one  from  which  the  Con-        '  Budd  v.  Hancock,  66  N.   J.   L. 
stitotion    excluded   them.      Thus   all   133;    Rutgers  College  v.  Moigan,  70 
protection  against  local  legislation  is  N.  J.  L.  460,  473. 
cut  off,  and  the  people  of  a  county, 
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inconsistencies  that  it  may  be  doubted  whether  any  lasting  benefit 
has  been  derived  from,  their  adoption.'  Even  if  the  legislature  be 
quickly  responsive  to  local  public  sentiment,  and,  having  no  duty 
of  determining  purely  judicial  questions,  honestly  attempts  legisla- 
tive advancement  of  local  interests  or  legislative  relief  from  local 
evils,  bills  framed  to  accomplish  such  purposes  are  often  met  and 
stricken  down  by  a  constitution  highly  restrictive,  and  bristling  with 
specific  prohibitions.'  It  has  been  said  that  it  is  neither  safe  nor  fair 
to  set  down  the  continual  efforts  to  escape  the  constitutional  provi- 
sions to  the  perversity  of  the  people  or  the  wilfulness  of  the  legislature ; 
that,  on  the  contrary,  they  demonstrate  the  deepseaied  and  general 
discontent  upon  the  part  of  the  municipalities  of  the  State  with  the 
restrictions  imposed  by  the  Constitution.'  At  an  early  date  courts 
recognized  the  fact  that  classifications  not  adopted  in  good  faith, 
but  with  the  purpose  of  evading  the  constitutional  provisions,  were 
inherently  vicious  in  their  tendency  and  should  be  repressed.*    The 


*  ^  Some  of  the  mconsisteQcies  and 
difficultieB  which  have  arisen  in  the 
application  of,  these  constitutional  pro- 
visions to  municipalities  are  pointed 
out  in  a  valuable  and  carefully  written 
article  on  ''Special  Legislation  for  Mu- 
nicipalities" by  Mr.  Harry  Hubbard  (of 
wide  experience  in  deahng  with  such 
questions),  in  the  Harvard  Law  Re- 
view, VoL  18,  p.  588  (June,  1905).  In 
Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  534, 
553,  Mttchell,  J.,  speaking  of  the  adop- 
tion of  this  and  similar  constitutional 
Prohibitions  in  the  Constitution  of 
Pennsylvania  says:  "As  has  been 
said  by  this  court,  the  Constitution  of 
1874  was  a  new  departure  in  the  his> 
tory  of  American  law.  Instead  of 
being  confined,  as  all  previous  CJonsti- 
tutions  had  been,  to  tne  framework  of 
the  government,  and  to  general  princi- 
ples for  the  protection  of  individuals 
and  minorities  against  the  oppression 
of  irresponsible  majorities,  the  people 
voluntarily  tied  their  own  hands,  in  the 
persons  of  their  legislative  agents,  by  a 
oinding  code  of  particulars  and  details 
that  stand  in  the  path  of  much  jUst, 
desirable,  and  necessary  legislation. 
The  most  emphatic  expression  of  this 
limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  legis- 
lature is  found  in  article  iii.  {  7  (pro- 
hibiting special  or  local  laws),  under 
which  most  of  the  cases  have  arisen." 
'  DeaTtf  J.,  in  Perkins  v,  Philadel- 
phia, 156  Pa.  554,  566.  In  this  case  it 
18  pointed  out  that  the  prohibition  of 
special  legislation  forms  a  part  of  an 


article  of  the  Pennsylvania  Constitu- 
tion wliich  enjoins  ver^  few  duties  but 
contains  many  prohibitions.  The  court 
also  points  out  that  since  the  Constitu- 
tion was  adopted  in  1874  bills  have 
bwn  frequently  vetoed  by  the  eovemor 
as  local  and  special  laws  in  violation  of 
the  constitutional  prohibitions,  and  in 
the  same  time  many  statutes  which 
received  executive  approval  were  pro- 
nounced unconstitutional  by  the  court 
of  last  resort,  most  of  them  because 
they  violated  the  same  prohibition. 
Why  such  a  fact  exists  is  said  to  be 
conjectural.  In  answer  to  the  sugges- 
tion of  a  writer  that  the  old  habits  of 
legislation  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  were  thrown  off  with  diffi- 
culty and  often  with  reluctance,  it  is 
said  that  the  explanation  does  injustice 
to  the  legislative  branch,  and  it  is  sug- 
gested tnat  sufficient  cause  for  the 
ipec]uency  with  which  the  acts  of  the 
legislature  violate  the  Constitution  is 
to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  the  l^is- 
lature  simply  attempts  to  give  enect 
to  local  puohc  sentiment,  and  that  bilk 
framed  to  accomplish  this  object  can 
escape  with  difficult^r  the  many  re- 
strictions and  prohibitions  contained  in 
the  oreanic  law. 

'  Mitchell f  J.,  in  Commonwealth  r. 
Gilligan,  195  Pa.  504,  513,  quoting 
from  Fifth  Annual  Report  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Bar  Association,  p.  137. 

*  In  Scowden's  Appeal,  96  Pa.  422, 
425,  where  a  statute  was  held  to  be 
unconstitutional  because  of  ita  being  a 
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constitutional  prohibition  has  not  prevented  mandatory  legislation 
impoang  burdens  and  obligations  upon  the  people  of  the  munici- 
palities without  their  consent.  It  has  simply  interposed  an  obstacle 
wldch  requires  circuitous  methods  leading  to  indefiniteness  and  un- 
certainty. In  some  States  this  constitutional  prohibition  has  forced 
the  people  to  the  adoption  of  a  constitutional  amendment  permitting 
municipalUies  to  frame  their  own  charters.^  This  is  simply  a  return 
to  special  legislation  in  another  form.  Instead  of  legislatures  enact- 
ing special  statutes  for  the  benefit  of  the  city,  the  people  of  the  city 
become  the  enacting  power,  and  evils  resulting  from  the  adoption 
of  special  legislation  will  hereafter  be  laid  at  the  door  of  the  inhabi- 
tants themselves.  It  is  probably  not  necessary  to  go  so  far  as  this  k> 
obtain  a  satisfactory  remedy,  but  the  course  adopted  in  this  instance 
suggests  a  means  of  preventing  the  evils  formerly  arising,  and  at  the 
same  time  avoiding  the  difficulties  created  by  the  existing  provisions. 

The  right  to  pass  local  and  special  statutes  affecting  munici- 
palities should  be  restored,  either  entirely  or  under  limitations  like 
those  provided  in  the  present  Constitution  of  New  York,'  but  care- 
fully safeguarded,  and  inter  alia  the  legislature  should  be  prohibited 
from  compelling  the  municipality  to  assume  pecuniary  burdens  or 
to  undertake  improvements  against  their  will.  In  other  words, 
local  and  special  laws  should  confer  powers  to  be  exercised  or 
not  at  the  option  of  the  inhabitants,  and  the  legislatures  should,  ex- 
mere  evasion  of  the  Constitution  i)ro-  power  than  was  conferred  upon  them  ; 
faibition,  Paxson,  J.,  said :  "  It  requires  but  the  legislature  was  powerless  to  act, 
but  a  glance  at  the  act  to  see  that  it  is  except  perhaps  by  general  legislation, 
an  attempt  to  evade  the  Constitution,  whicn  was  impracticable,  because  of 
It  is  special  legislation  under  the  dis-  the  varied  interests,  duties,  and  re- 
guise  of  a  ^neral  law.  Of  all  forms  of  sponsibilities  of  different  cities.  The 
«peciai  le^slation  this  is  the  most  Constitution  prohibited  granting  any 
vicious."  further  privil^es  to  such  cities,  and  as 

'  In  State  v,  O'Connor,  81  Minn.  79,  a  conseouence  the  administration  of 
83,  Brown,  J.,  explained  the  origin  of  public  anairs  thus  became  very  much 
the  amendment  to  the  Minnesota  embarrassed  and  involved.  To  obviate 
Constitution  permitting  Freeholder's  all  these  difficulties,  and  to  place  such 
Charters  thus :  ''  By  a  Constitutional  cities  on  a  broader  basis,  ana  in  a  posi- 
Amuendment  in  1891,  special  legislation  tion  prepared  to  meet  and  deal  with 
as  to  cities  and  villages  waj9  wholly  new  conditions  sure  to  follow  their  ad- 
prohibited.  Thereafter  all  incorpor-  vancement  and  growth,  it  was  deemed 
ated  cities  and  villages  were  limited  in  wise  and  advisable  to  atUhorize  them  to 
the  conduct  and  management  of  mu-  frame  and  adopt  their  own  charters. 
nicipal  affairs  to  the  ptower  and  author-  Cities  in  existence  at  this  time  were  for 
ity  theretofore  contained  in  and  con-  the  most  part  incorporated  by  special 
ferred  by  their  charters,  to  which  no  charters,  and  by  reason  of  the  Constitu- 
amendments  or  additions  could  be  tional  Amendment  of  1891,  were  abso- 
made.  The  result  of  this  was  to  hamper  lutely  helpless  when  confronted  with 
and  embarrass  such  cities  in  the  con-  new  conditions  requiring  the  exercise 
duet  of  their  affairs.  Exigencies  and  of  additional  power." 
new  conditions  arose,  which  demanded  '  Art.  xii.  §  ^ ;  infra,  §  147. 
and  required  the  exercise  of  greater 
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cept  in  special  cases  of  refusal  to  perform  a  public  duty,  be  limited 
to  the  enactment  of  such  laws  and  prohibited  from  incorporating 
any  mandatory  features.  This  is  in  keeping  with  the  principles  of 
justice  and  home  rule.  Some  system  such  as  this  would  seem  to  be 
the  true  solution,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  it  will  ultimately  be 
adopted,  for  the  uncertainty  and  confusion  which  have  resulted 
from  the  prohibition  of  special  legislation  are  such  that  in  instances 
daily  arising  no  person  can  tell  whether  a  statute  be  constitutional 
or  not  until  it  has  been  passed  upon  by  the  court  of  last  resort. 
The  uncertainties  and  confusion  attending  the  subject  make  it  im- 
possible to  do  more  in  the  present  work  than  to  indicate  generally 
the  principles  which  have  been  adopted  by  the  courts  in  disposing 
of  the  questions  which  have  come  before  them.  As  a  panacea  for 
the  municipal  ills,  real  or  supposed,  which  they  were  designed  to 
remedy,  the  constitutional  prohibitions  against  "special  legislation" 
in  respect  of  municipalities,  have,  we  repeat,  been  shown  by  e2q)eri- 
ence  to  have  been  almost  worthless,  if  not,  indeed,  productive  of 
more  evils  and  mischiefs  than  they  have  cured  or  can  cure. 
Special  legislation  to  meet  the  wants,  requirements  and  special  needs 
of  each  municipality,  rather  than  general  laws  eaccltrnvdy,  is  con- 
sonant with  the  fundamental  principles  and  policy  of  local  self- 
government  and  home  rule,  and  in  our  judgment  the  true  remedy 
is  not  absolutely  and  sweepingly  to  prohibit  such  legislation,  but  to 
safeguard  it  from  legislative  abuse.  Such  is  the  plain  lesson  tau^t 
by  thirty  years'  experience. 

§  142.  General  and  Special  Laws  defined.  —  Under  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition  of  special  legislation  many  attempts  have 
been  made  to  define  general  and  special  laws  and  to  lay  down  some 
specific  rule  for  the  guidance  of  the  legislation  and  the  courts,  but  it 
is  not  too  much  to  say  that  no  satisfactory  rule  has  yet  been  obtained. 
It  is  of  course  apparent  that  a  statute  applicable  to  the  whole  State 
and  to  all  persons,  bodies  corporate,  and  property  within  the  State 
is  general,  but  as  a  practical  matter  such  statutes  are  relatively  few 
in  number.  Statutes  are  enacted  with  the  intention  that  they  shall 
remedy  some  existing  evil,  or  shall  operate  upon  some  contingency 
which  in  the  opinion  of  the  legislature  requires  to  be  regulated  and 
controlled  by  the  mandate  of  the  people.  It  is  therefore  apparent 
that  even  those  laws  which  by  common  consent  are  regarded  as 
general  are  not  universal  in  their  operation.  Hence  a  statute  is 
general  if  its  terms  apply  to,  and  its  provisions  operate  upon,  all 
persons  and  subject  matters  in  like  situation.    If  it  does  not  bring 
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within  its  operation  all  persons  and  subject  matters  in  substantially 
the  same  situation,  it  is  a  special  or  a  local  law.  This  is  the  founder 
tion  of  classification,  and  a  statute  which  relates  to  persons  or  things 
as  a  class  is  uniformly  held  to  be  a  general  law,  while  a  statute  which 
relates  to  particular  persons  or  things  of  a  class  is  special  and  comes 
within  the  constitutional  prohibition.^     A  general  law  need  not 


*  Wallace  v.  Board  of  Revenue,  140 
Ala.  491 ;  Madera  County  v.  Raymond 
Granite   Co.,    139    Cal.    128;    People 
V.   Henshaw,   76   Cal.    436;    Cody  v, 
Muiphey,  89  Cal.  522 ;  People  v.  Central 
R.  Co.,  105  CaL  576;   Escondido  High 
School  Dist.   V.   Elscondido  Seminary, 
130  CaL  128;  Crovatt  v.  Mason,  101 
Ga.  246;   Bone  v.  State,  86  Ga.  108; 
Lorentz  v.  Alexander,    87    Ga.    444; 
Union  Savings   Bank  v.  Dottenheim, 
107  Ga.  606;   McGinnis  v.  Ragsdale, 
116Ga.  245 ;  Lippman  v.  People,  175  111. 
101;  People  17.  Hazelwood,  116  111.  319; 
People  V.  Hoffman,  116  111.  587;  Cum- 
mings  V.  Chicago,  144  111.  563 ;  People 
V.  lHartin,  178  111.  611;    McAunich  v, 
Mississippi  &  M.  R.  Co.,  20  Iowa,  338; 
Haskell  v.   BurUngton,  30  Iowa,  232 ; 
Iowa  Railroad   Land  Co.  v.  Soper,  39 
Iowa,  112;  State  v.  Hunter,  38  Kan. 
.678,  590 ;  State  v.  Kansas  City,  50  Kan. 
508;  Nichols  v.  Walters,  37  Mum.  264; 
State  V.  Spaude,  37  Minn.  322 ;   State 
V.  Ckx>]ey,  56  Minn.  540 ;    Murray  v. 
Board  of  Com'rs  of  Ramsey  County,  81 
Minn.  359 ;   State  v.  ToUe,  71  Mo.  645 ; 
State  V.  Herrmann,  75  Mo.  340 ;  Ruther- 
ford V,  Heddens,  82  Mo.  388;   State  v. 
Miller,   100  Mo.  439,  606;    Lynch  v. 
Murphy,  1 19  Mo.  163 ;  State  v.  Wofford, 
121  Mo,  61 ;    State  v.  Yancy,  123  Mo. 
391;  Dunne  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R. 
Co.,  131  Mo.  1 ;  State  v.  Grannemann, 
132  Mo.  326 ;    State  v.  Gritzner,   134 
Mo.  512,  528  ;  State  v,  Walsh,  136  Mo. 
400;  State   tf.  Thomas,   138  Mo.  95; 
Kanaaa   ^ty    v,  Stegmiller,   151    Mo. 
189;  Bozem&n  v.  Cad  well,   14  Mont. 
480;   State  v.  Rotwitt,   15  Mont.  29; 
Codlin  V.  Kohlhousen,  9  N.  Mex.  565 ; 
Matter  of  N.  Y.  Elevated  R.  Co.,  70 
N.   Y.    327;     Matter   of   East    River 
Bridge  Co.,  75  Hun,  119;  Johnson  v. 
Milwaukee,    88   Wis.    383;  Adams  v. 
Beloit,  105  Wis.  363 ;  Bronson  v,  Ober- 
lin,  41  Ohio  St.  476;  Ladd  v.  Holmes, 
40  Oreg.  167 ;  Wheeler  v,  Philadelphia, 
77  Pa-   338;   Philadelphia  Company's 
Petition,  210  Pa.  490 ;  Seabolt  v.  North- 
umberland County,  187  Pa.  318;  Lewis 
County  V.  Gorden,  20  Wash.  80. 
In  AlabamOf  general,  local,  and  spe- 


cial laws  are  defined  as  follows:  ''A 
general  law  within  the  meaning  of  this 
article  is  a  law  which  applies  to  the 
whole  State ;  a  local  law  is  a  law  which 
applies  to  any  political  subdivision  or 
subdivisions  of  the  State  less  than  the 
whole ;  a  special  or  private  law  within 
the  meaning  of  this  article  is  one  which 
applies  to  an  individual,  association,  or 
corporation"  (Ala.  Const.,  1901,  {  110). 
Construing  this  provision,  it  has  been 
held  that  an  act  to  consolidate  'Hhe 
city  court  of  Birmingham,"  the  "circuit 
court  of  Jefferson  CSunty,"  the  "crim- 
inal court  of  Jefferson  County,"  and  the 
"chancery  court  of  Jefferson  County," 
into  one  court  to  be  known  as  the  "cir- 
cuit court  of  Jefferson  County, "  was  a 
local  and  not  a  general  law  under  the 
definition  of  the  Constitution.  The 
court  said:  "It  would  seem,  when  the 
term  'general  law'  is  employed,  it 
would  be  understood,  without  extrinsic 
aid,  to  mean  a  law  which  applies  to 
the  whole  State,  and  not  to  any  subdi- 
vision of  the  State  less  than  the  whole. " 
Wallace  v.  Board  of  Revenue,  140  Ala. 
491.  See  also  State  v.  Thompson,  142 
Ala.  98;  Little  v.  State,  137  Ala.  659. 
Section  105  of  the  Constitution  of 
Alabama,  1901,  provides:  "No  special, 
private,  or  local  law  shall  be  enacted 
m  any  case  which  is  provided  for  by  a 
general  law."  The  Supreme  Court  of 
Alabama,  in  the  case  of  Montgomery  v. 
Reese,  146  Ala.  410,  held  that  a  special 
act  purporting  to  authorize  the  city  of 
Montgomexy,  Alabama,  to  issue  bonds 
to  refund  bonded  indebtedness  of  that 
citjr,  was  invalid  because  of  the  pro- 
hibition contained  in  said  §  105  of  the 
Constitution,  there  being  at  the  time 
a  general  refunding  act  of  February  26, 
1903  (General  Laws  Alabama,  1903,  p. 
71)  in  force,  under  which  refunding 
bonds  might  be  issued.  See  infra,  §  1 75. 
It  has  been  said  that,  in  determin- 
ing whether  the  l^slature  has  adopted 
a  proper  basis  of  classification  under 
these  constitutional  restrictions,  the 
courts  have  uniformly  applied  the 
same  distinctions  which  the^r  apply  in 
determining  whether  a  law  is  wnat  is 
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embrace  all  things  governed.^    But  to  make  a  statute  applicable  to 
a  class  a  general  law,  it  must  be  framed  in  general  terms,  restricted 


commonly  called  class  legislation  i.  e., 
legislation  which  selects  particular 
individuals  from  a  class  ana  imposes 
upon  them  special  burdens  from  which 
others  of  the  same  class  are  exempt, 
and  thus  denies  them  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws.  All  class  legislar 
tion  is  special  legislation,  although  all 
special  legislation  is  not  class  l^iislar 
tion  in  that  sense  of  the  term.  The 
evils  aimed  to  be  prevented  in  the  two 
instances  are  somewhat  different.  But 
the  test  of  propriety  of  the  method 
of  classification  is  the  same  in  both. 
State  V.  Cooley,  56  Minn.  540.  The 
distinction  between  a  special  and  a 
seneral  law  mav  not  be  capable  of 
beine  formulated  in  a  definition  which 
is  exnaustive  of  the  subject  and  appli- 
cable to  evexy  case,  and  the  question 
may  be  better  determined  upon  a  con- 
sideration of  each  particular  case  pre- 
sented for  its  application  by  taking  mto 
view  the  subject  and  character  of  the 
law  as  well  as  the  individuals  upon 
whom  it  is  to  operate.  People  v. 
Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  105  Cal.  576.  A 
statute  requiring  fire  escapes  on  build- 
ings four  stories  or  more  in  height, 
except  such  as  are  used  for  residence 
purposes  exclusively,  with  a  proviso 
that  all  buildings  more  thaii  two 
stories  in  height  used  for  manufactur- 
ing purposes  snail  also  have  fire  escapes, 
is  a  general  and  not  a  special  law.  Arms 
V.  Ayer,  192  111.  601. 

In  Georgia,  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides :  "  Laws  of  a  ^neral  nature  snail 
have  uniform  operation  throughout  the 
State,  and  no  special  law  shall  be  en- 
acted in  any  case  for  which  provision 
has  been  made  by  an  existing  law." 
Under  this  provision  a  statute  which 
establishes  a  system  of  road  laws  pre- 
scribing in  general  terms  how  ana  by 
what  instrumentalities  public  roads  are 
to  be  established,  laid  out,  and  main- 
tained applicable  to  the  whole  State 
and  excepting  no  county  or  district,  is  a 
general  law,  and  is  not  rendered  uncon- 
stitutional because  of  the  fact  that  at 
the  time  of  the  enactment  of  such 
statute  and  before  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution  certain  counties  had 
special  laws  for  working  their  roads 
which  are  not  repealed  or  superseded. 
Mattox  V.  Knox,  96  Ga.  403. 

An  act  validating  all  defective  con- 
sents given  by  the  municipal  authori- 


ties of  cities  of  the  first  and  second  class 
to  the  construction  of  street-suiface 
railroad  is  not,  on  its  face,  directed  to 
any  particular  railroad  or  localiW,  and 
is  a  general  law.  Kittinger  v.  Buffalo 
Traction  Co.,  160  N.  Y.  377.  In  Kucera 
V,  West  Chicago  Park  Com'rs,  221  IlL 
488,  acts  to  enable  park  commissionera 
to  i^ue  bonds  to  raise  funds  for  the 
acquisition  and  improvement  of  small 
pans  and  pleasure  grounds,  and  to  en- 
able them  to  issue  bonds  for  the  com- 
pletion, improvement,  and  maintenance 
of  public  parks  and  boulevards  under 
their  control,  and  to  provide  a  tax  for 
the  payment  of  the  same,  were  held 
not  to  be  unconstitutional  as  special 
legislation,  since  the  acts  specified  the 
boards  of  public  park  commissioDexB  to 
which  thev  applied  in  general  terms, 
which  might  apply  to  more  boards  than 
one,  and  the  l^islative  department 
might  properly  r^jGurd  the  boards  of 
public  park  commissionerB  to  which 
each  applied  as  in  a  class  to  which  the 
statute  could  applv  without  constitu- 
tional objection,  while  other  boards  of 
public  park  commissioners  were  ex- 
cluded from  the  operation  thereof. 
Distinguishing  Pettibone  v.  West 
Chicago  Park  Com'rs,  215  lU.  304.  A 
statute  "to  provide  for  the  clasafica- 
tion  of  real  estate  and  other  property 
for  purposes  of  taxation,  and  for  the 
election  of  assessors,  and  for  prescribing 
the  duties  thereof  in  cities  of  tfa«  second 
class,"  is  neither  local  nor  special,  since 
it  is  upon  a  subject  of  municipal  govern- 
ment within  the  reasons  of  classifica- 
tion, and  it  appHes  to  all  members 
of  the  class.  Philadelphia  Company's 
Petition,  210  Pa.  490,  citing  Bruce  r. 
PittsbuiK,  166  Pa.  152. 

>  Hawthorn  v.  People,  109  IlL  302. 
312;  State  v.  Spaude,  37  Minn.  322; 
State  17.  Cooley,  56  Minn.  54a  The 
fact  that  an  act  operates  only  upon  a 
limited  area  or  upon  persons  witnin  a 
specified  locality,  and  not  generally 
turoughout  the  State,  is,  in  most  case$. 
a  reasonably  accurate  test  by  which  to 
determine  whether  the  act  is  general  or 
local.  But  it  is  not  decisive  in  all 
cases.  Feimison  v.  Ross,  126  N.  Y.  459. 
aff'g  59  Hun,  207.  The  fact  that  a 
statute  is  not  to  go  into  effect  luitU 
fifteen  months  after  its  passage  does 
not  render  it  local  or  special,  if  it  is 
otherwise  general.   Verges  v.  Milwaukee 
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to  no  locality,  operating  equally  upon  all  of  a  group  of  objects,  which, 
having  regard  to  the  purposes  of  the  legislation,  are  distinguished 
by  characteristics  sufficiently  marked  and  important  to  make  them 
a  class  by  themselves.^  The  test  of  the  generahty  of  a  statute  is  the 
appropriateness  of  its  provisions  to  the  objects  that  it  excludes.  It 
must  exclude  none  whose  conditions  and  wants  render  such  legisla- 
tion equally  necessary  or  appropriate  to  them  as  a  part  of  the  class.' 
And  although  the  number  of  persons  upon  whom  a  general  law  may 
have  any  direct  eflFect  may  be  very  few,  it  must  operate  equally  and 
uniformly  upon  all  brought  within  the  relations  and  circumstances 
for  which  it  provides.*  It  is  the  substance  and  not  the  mere  form 
given  to  the  enactment  which  determines  its  constitutionality.  If  the 
statute  must  produce  a  result  clearly  and  unquestionably  forbidden 
by  the  Constitution,  it  cannot  be  upheld,  whatever  be  its  form  of  ex- 
pression.^ A  law  is  special  in  a  constitutional  sense  when  by  force 
of  an  inherent  limitation  it  arbitrarily  separates  some  persons,  places, 
or  things  from  others  upon  which  but  for  such  limitation  it  would 
operate.*    It  is  special  when  it  confers  particular  privileges  or  im- 


County,  1 16  Wis.  191.  An  act  applica- 
ble to  all  officers  elected  after  it  takes 
effect  is  general.  The  fact  that  it  does 
not  apply  to  incumbents  in  office  does 
not  make  it  special.  People  v,  Hen- 
shaw,  76  Cal.  436;  Vail  v.  San  Diego 
County,  126  Cal.  35;  Harmon  v. 
Madison  County,  153  Ind.t68.  A  con- 
stitutional provision  that  "the  General 
Assembly  snail  have  no  power  to  estab- 
lish criminal  courts,  except  in  counties 
having  a  population  exceeding  fifty 
thousand,"  does  not  mean  that  the  leg- 
islature, in  the  exercise  of  such  power, 
must  include  everv  county  in  the  State ; 
and  an  act  passed  in  pursuance  of  this 
provision,  creating  a  criminal  court  in  a 
certain  county  having  a  population  ex- 
ceeding fifty  thousand,  was  held  not  to 
be  a  special  or  local  law,  although  its 
application  was  purely  local,  the  consti- 
tutional provision  being  an  express  rec- 
ognition of  the  power  of  the  General  As- 
sembly to  estaolish  criminal  courts  in 
counties  having  apopulation  exceeding 
50,000.  State  V.  Stchman,  189  Mo.  648. 
'  Van  Riper  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ; 
8,  c.  40  N.  J.  L.  123;  Rutgers  v.  New 
Brunswick,  42  N.  J.  L.  51;  State 
Board  of  Assessors  v.  Central  R.  Co., 
48  N.  J.  L.  146;  Wheeler  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 77  Pa.  338 ;  Seabolt  v.  Northum- 
berland County,  187  Pa.  318.  The 
duration  or  continuance  of  a  statute  as 
a  law  has  nothing  to  do  with  its  charac- 


ter as  ^neral  or  special.  If  it  be  gen- 
eral in  its  application  while  it  continues 
in  force,  it  is  none  the  less  general  be- 
cause its  duration  is  limited.  State  v. 
Cooley,  56  Minn.  540. 

»  Randolph  v.  Wood,  49  N.  J.  L.  85 ; 
Van  Riper  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1,9; 
In  re  Cleveland,  52  N.  J.  L.  188 ;  Budd 
V.  Hancock,  66  N.  J.  L.  133 ;  Rutgers 
College  V,  Moigan,  70  N.  J.  L.  460; 
Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  482 ;  Calvo 
V.  Westcott,  55  N.  J.  L.  78. 

»  People  17.  Wright,  70  HI.  388,  398; 
People  V.  Cooper,  83  111.  585. 

*  People  V.  Cooper,  83  111.  585; 
State  V,  Herrmann,  75  Mo.  340 ;  Mur- 
nane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo.  491 ;  Dunne 
V.  Kansas  aty  C.  R.  Co.,  131  Mo.  1 ; 
State  V.  Stuht,  52  Neb.  209;  Rutgers 
V.  New  Brunswick,  42  N.  J.  L.  51,  54; 
Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic  Valley  Sewera^ 
Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  183;  aff'd  71  N.  J. 
L.  574;  Kelley  v  State,  6  Ohio  St. 
269;  State  v.  Judges,  21  Ohio  St.  1,  11 ; 
State  V.  Hipp,  38  Ohio  St.  199;  State 
V.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98;  Pump  v. 
Com'rs  of  Lucas  County,  69  Ohio  St. 
448;  Ladd  v.  Holmes,  40  Ore^.  167. 
Publication  of  notice  of  intention  to 
apply  for  the  enactment  of  a  law^ 
made  in  the  method  prescribed  for 
special  laws,  does  not  poake  the  law 
special  when  in  fact  it  is  general. 
State  V.  Stratton,  136  Mo.  423. 

•  Budd  V.  Hancock,  66  N.  J.  L.  133; 
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poses  peculiar  disabilities  or  burdensome  conditions,  in  the  exercise 
of  a  common  right,  upon  a  class  of  persons  arbitrarily  selected  from 
the  general  body  of  those  who  stand  in  precisely  the  same  relation 
to  the  subject  of  the  law.* 

§  143.  Unifonnity  of  Operation  under  Prohibition  of  Special  Lawt. 
—  In  those  States  in  which  the  Constitutions  simply  prohUni  the 
enactmerd  of  local  or  special  legialation  upon  specified  subjects 
withovi  any  specific  requirement  that  laws  of  a  general  nature  shall 
have  a  uniform  operation,  it  has  sometimes  been  said  that  among 
the  evils  which  led  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitutional  prohibition 
of  special  legislation  was  the  dissimilarity  in  the  provisions  of  the 
charters  of  different  cities  when  no  substantial  reason  existed  therefor, 
and  that  the  prohibition  was  intended  to  bring  to  uniformity  the 
charters  of  municipalities.^  But  a  simple  prohibition  of  special 
legislation  is  not  a  requirement  that  the  laws  shall  be  uniform  or 
have  a  uniform  operation.'  Uniformity  of  provision  or  result  is 
merely  one  of  the  distinctions  judicially  appUed  to  determine  the 
local  or  special  or  general  character  of  the  statute  challenged,  and  is 
not  an  essential  condition  to  the  validity  of  the  act.*  The  term  "gen- 
eral law  "  does  not  import  universality  in  the  subjects  or  operation 
of  such  law.  The  constitutional  prohibition  calb  for  the  enactment 
in  this  particular  field  of  legislation  of  general  acts,  but  such  so-called 
general  acts  are,  for  the  most  part,  special  and  local  in  their  effect 
and  applicability,  provided  the  widest  possible  signification  be  placed 
on  the  terms  special  and  local.  A  law  settling  the  methods  by  which 
all  railroads  should  become  incorporated  would  be  special  in  the 

Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic  Valley  Sewerage  association,  or  individual  any  special  or 

Gom'rsy  71  N.  J.  L.  183;    atrd  71  N.  J.  exclusive  privilege,  immuni^,  or  fran- 

L.  574 ;  Dunne  v.  Kansas  City  C.  R.  Co.,  chise.    The  act  was  held  to  he  special, 

131  Mo.  1.  and  therefore  invalid,  because  it  gave 

*  Pasadena  v.  Stimson,  91  Cal.  238 ;  the  bounty  to  only  one  person  in  each 

Dougherty  v.  Austin,  94  CaL  601,  620 ;  county,  the  court  remarking :  "  It  would 

Welsh  V.  Branlet,  98  Cal.  218,  219;  not  have  been  more  special  if  it  had  con- 

Daroy  v,  San  Jose,  104  Cal.  642 ;  Bloss  ferred  the  privilege  to  dig  an  artesian 

V.   Lewis,    109   Cal.   493 ;    Escondido  well  on  some  designated  person."    But 

High  School  Dist.  v.  Escondido  Semi-  quaref 

nary,    130   Cal.    128;    Van   Riper  v.        '  People  v.  Cooper,  83  IlL  585,  590; 

Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ;    Woodruff  v.  Cummings  r.  Chicago,    144    IlL  563, 

Freeholders  of  Passaic,  42  N.  J.  L.  533.  See  also  People  v.  Mard  of  Tnistees, 

In  McRae  v.  County  of  Cochise,  5  Aris.  170  111.  468. 

26,  a  statute  authorizing  the  various        *  Warner  v.  Hoagland,  51  N.  J.  L. 

counties  to  offer  a  reward  to  be  paid  to  62,  72 ;  Cummings  v.  Chicago,  144  DL 

the  person  first  obtaining  an  artesian  563. 

well,  was  held  to  be  in  conflict  with  the        *  Commonwealth  v.  Middleton,  210 

provisions  of  the  Act  of  Conj^ress  of  Pa.  582;   Stegmaier  v.  Jones,  203  Pa. 

1886,  §  1,  prohibiting  the  legislatures  47;  Commonwealth  v.  Brown,  210  Pa. 

of   territories   from   passing    local    or  29. 
special  laws  granting  to  any  corporation, 
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sense  that  it  would  be  confined  in  its  operation  to  but  a  single  kind 
of  corporations,  and  so  a  law  would  be  local  by  the  same  test  that 
provides  for  the  organization  under  one  system  of  all  the  municipal 
governments  in  the  State,  as  such  a  law  would  manifestly  have  a 
restricted  effect  with  respect  to  locality.  But,  under  the  usage  touch- 
ing the  terms,  such  statutes  have  always  been  regarded  as  general 
laws.'  The  prohibition  is  not  against  the  enactment  of  a  general  law 
which  may  by  possibility  produce  local  results.  If  the  effect  result- 
ing from  a  statute  is  the  test  of  its  constitutionality,  it  will  be  im- 
practicable to  offer  privileges  to  municipalities,  and  every  law  to 
affect  them  would,  of  necessity,  have  to  be  a  mandatory  regulation. 
In  every  statute  conferring  franchises  upon  these  public  bodies,  to 
be  used  or  not  used  at  will,  there  is  a  potentiality  that  the  result  will 
vaiy  in  different  localities.*  Therefore  the  uniformity  resulting  from 
the  constitutional  mandate  that  special  laws  shall  not  be  enacted, 
must  be  sought  for,  not  in  the  result  which  flows  from  the  free  un- 
hampered exercise  of  the  created  power  of  local  government,  but 
in  the  fact  that  every  locality  is  afforded  a  like  right  to  adopt  and 
exercise  in  its  own  way  the  same  powers  which  are  bestowed  upon 
every  other  like  political  body.  To  the  one  no  privilege  must  be 
offered  for  acceptance  which  is  not  extended  to  the  other.  The 
authority  given  must  be  the  same,  although  it  may  be  executed 
in  a  different  way  or  in  the  same  way  at  the  option  of  the 
redjHent* 

§  144.  Oonstitatioiial  Requirement  of  Unifonnity  of  Operation.  — 
In  some  of  the  States  a  requirement  is  to  be  found  that  all 
laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have  a  uniform  operation.  It  is 
the  g^erally  accepted  doctrine  that  judicious  classification  and 
discrimination  between  classes  does  not  violate  this  provision  of 
the  Constitution.  A  statute  is  uniform  in  its  operation  if  it 
applies  alike  to  all  persons  or  subjects  within  the  class  to  which 
it  relates.^     This  provision  has  b^n  held  to  be  mandatory  upon 

*  Van  Riper  v.  ParsonB,  40  N.  J.  L.  be   repealed   before   the   general   law 

1, 8;  8.  c.  40  N.  J.  L.  123.  becomes  operative  therein,   does  not 

■  In  re  Cleveland,  61  N.  J.  L.  319,  render  a  law  which  is  general  in  its 

aff'd  52  N.  J.  L.  188.  terms,  and  is  in  good  faith  so  framed 

»  In  re  Cleveland,  62  N.  J.  L.  188,  that  all  parts  of  the  State  may  come 

aflPff  51   N.  J.   L.  319;    Zumstein  v.  within  the  circle  of  its  operation,  any 

Mullen,  67  Ohio  St.  382.    The  fact  that  the  less  a  general  law.    State  v.  Thomp- 

at  the  time  of  its  passage  there  may  be  son,  142  Ala.  98. 
in  the  State  certain  localities  where        *  Chicago.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v,  Iowa,  94 

there  are  no  objects  for  its  present  U.  S.  155 ;  People  v.  Henshaw,  76  Cal. 

operation,  or  where  there  are  special  436;  People  v.  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  105 

laws  already  in  existence  which  must  Cal.  576;    Hellman  v.  Shoulters,  114 
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the  legislature.*  When,  however,  a  statute  is  required  to  operate 
uniformly,  the  constitutional  requirement  is  not  met  if  one  or 
more  cities  or  counties  is  expressly  excepted  from  its  operation,' 

CaL  136,  147;  VaU  v.  San  Diego 
County,  126  Cal.  35;  Sanchez  v.  For- 
dyoe,  141  Cal.  427 ;  Johnson  v.  Gunn, 
148  Cal.  745;  Crovatt  v.  Mason,  101 
Ga.  246;  McAunich  v.  Mississippi  & 
M.  R.  Co.,  20  Iowa,  343;  Haskel  v. 
Burlington,  30  Iowa,  232 ;  Iowa  Rail- 
road Land  Co.  v,  Soper,  39  Iowa,  112, 
116;  Primghar  State  Bank  v.  Rerick, 
96  Iowa,  238;  Rambo  v.  Larrabee,  67 
Kan.  634 ;  State  v.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St. 
54 ;  Cincinnati  St.  R.  Co.  v,  Horstman, 
72  Ohio  St.  93 ;  Gentsch  v.  State,  71 
Ohio  St.  151;  Ladd  t?.  Hohnes,  40 
Oreg.  167;  State  v.  Fanners  &  Mer- 
chants Irrig.  Co.,  59  Neb.  1, 4 ;  Green  v. 
State,  49  Tex:  Crim.  Rep.  380;  92  S.  W. 
Rep.  847;  Ex  -parte  Massey  (Tex. 
Crun.  Rep.).  92  S.  W.  Rep.  1083; 
Bloomer  v.  Bloomer,  128  Wis.  297. 
In  Ohio,  it  was  lon^  recognized  as 
the  general  rule  that  judicious  classifi- 
cation and  discrimination  between 
classes  does  not  destroy  the  uniformity 
required  by  the  Constitution.  State  v. 
Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54.  But  in  State 
V.  Spellmire,  67  Ohio  St.  77,  decided 
very  shortly  after  the  Supreme  Court 
of  that  State  held  the  system  of  classi- 
fication of  municipalities  which  had 
long  existed  and  been  recognized  by 
the  courts  to  be  unconstitutional  as 
special  legislation  on  a  prohibited 
subject,  the  court  declared  that,  under 
the  requirement  of  the  Ohio  Constitu- 
tion, that  ''all  laws  of  a  general  nature 
shall  have  a  uniform  operation  through- 
out the  State,"  the  operation  must  be 
uniform  throughout  tne  State,  i.  e.,  as 
to  territory  it  must  operate  univer- 
sally, as  to  persons  and  things  it  must 
operate  on  all  persons  and  things  in 
the  same  condition  and  category ;  and 
that  when  a  law  is  available  in  every 
part  of  the  State  as  to  all  persons  and 
things  in  the  same  condition  or  cate- 
gory throughout  the  State,  it  is  of  uni- 
form operation.  This  decision  seems 
to  limit  or  qualify  the  principle  of  classi- 
fication, but  in  the  subsequent  case  of 
Gentsch  v.  State,  71  Ohio  St.  151, 
the  principle  of  classification  was  fully 
recognizea  and  re-established.  See 
also  State  v.  Hickman,  5  Ohio  C.  C. 
N.  8.  175;  see  supra,  §  140  of  this 
chapter,  and  infra,  §  145  of  this 
chapter. 

>  Rambo  v.  Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634 ; 


Richardson  v.  Boaxd  of  Eklucation,  72 
Kan.  629;  KeUey  v.  State,  6  Ohio  St. 
269;  State  v.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54, 
63;  ExvarU  Falk,  42  Ohio  St.  638; 
State  V.  EUet,  47  Ohio  St.  90;  State  v. 
Baigus,  53  Ohio  St.  94. 

Construing  the  provision  in  the  Om- 
stitution  of  Kanaaa  that  "All  laws  of  a 
general  nature  shall  have  a  uniform 
operation  throughout  the  State;  and 
in  all  cases  where  a  general  law  can  be 
made  applicable,  no  special  law  shall 
be  enacted,"  the  court,  in  Rambo  v. 
Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634,  pointed  out  the 
distinction  made  between  "laws  of  a 
general  nature"  and  "general  laws." 
"If  the  nature  of  the  law  is  general, 
which  is  a  question  for  the  courts,  the 
law  in  its  form  and  operation  must  be 
general  If  the  nature  of  the  law  is 
special,  its  form  and  operation  may  be 
either  general  or  special,  as  the  legisbr 
ture  may  decide.  This  inteipretatton 
we  tliink  to  be  clearly  required  by  all  of 
the  terms  of  this  section.  While  it  may 
not  be  in  conformity  with  some  assum^ 
tions  in  a  few  cases  decided  by  this 
court,  we  think  it  not  against  any,  wad 
that  it  is  consonant  with  most  of  tnem." 
This  construction  was  adhered  to  in 
Richardson  v.  Board  of  Education, 
72  Kan.  629;  84  Pac.  Rep.  538,  where 
Oreene,  J.,  said:  "WiUi  reference  to 
this  section,  subjects  of  legislation 
may  be  divided  into  three  classes: 
first,  those  which  the  Constitution 
specifically  points  out  as  subjects  of 
general  laws  only,  such  as  conferring 
corporate  powers,  Ac.;  second,  sub- 
jects of  a  general  nature  which  are  as 
clearly  within  the  inhibition  of  special 
legislation  as  those  specifically  excluded 
therefrom;  and  third,  subjects  which 
are  not  of  a  general  nature,  and  which 
mav,  therefore,  be  controlled  by  gen- 
eral or  special  laws  within  the  discie- 
tion  of  the  legislature."  See  also  oosc, 
§  175. 

*  State  V.  Buckley,  60  Ohio  St.  273 ; 
State  V.  Bargus,  53  Ohio  St.  94;  Dail- 
ingv.  Rodgers,  7  Kan.  592;  Robinson 
V.  Peny,  17  Kan.  248.  Under  a  con- 
stitutional requirement  that  the  wy^ 
tem  of  county  ^vemment  shaD  oe 
uniform,  the  legislature  cannot,  in  a 
scheme  of  seneral  county  government, 
create  a  class  composed  of  a  angle 
member,  and  confer  upon  the  cGsEtnci 
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or   if    a    particular    person    or    persons    are    excepted    from    its 
operation/ 

§  145.  Requirement  of  Uniformity  of  Operation  in  Ohio  Con- 
stitntion.  —  The  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Ohio  requires  that  "all 
laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have  a  uniform  operation  ihroughovt 
the  Stale.*'  *  As  construed  by  the  courts,  this  provision  is  not  merely 
directory,  but  is  mandatory,  and  a  statute  which  violates  it  is  void.' 
The  only  prohibition  of  special  laws  to  be  found  in  the  Ohio  Con- 
stitution is  that  the  legislature  "shall  pass  no  special  act  conferring 
corporate  powers,"  *  which,  as  we  have  seen,  has  been  held  to  include 
within  its  operation  acts  conferring  corporate  powers  upon  munici- 
palities/ The  requirement  that  laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have 
a  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State  has  been  brought  many 
times  to  the  attention  of  the  courts  and  has  received  special  considera- 
tion from  it.  It  might  seem,  indeed,  that  undue  weight  has  been 
given  to  this  provision,  and  that  it  has  been  applied  in  cases  where 
there  was  no  substantial  reason  for  its  application.  The  attention 
of  the  courts  seems  to  have  been  directed  to  an  effort  to  determine 
what  laws  are  of  a  "general  nature,"  and  the  decisions  of  the  court 
upon  the  construction  of  these  words  seem  to  have  led  to  consider- 
able confusion.  Under  this  constitutional  provision  the  courts  hold 
that  laws  of  a  general  nature  must  have  a  uniform  operation  through- 
out the  State,  but  if  the  subject  matter  be  of  a  local  nature  the  legisla- 
ture may  provide  therefor  by  laws  either  general  or  local  in  form. 
The  difficulty  is  in  determining  whether  the  subject  matter  of  a 
statute  be  of  a  general  nature  or  not.^    In  some  cases  it  has  been 

AttomejT  of  that  class  alone  the  power  fcfmia,  and  that  this  provision  first 

to  appoint  deputies,  such  power  being  found  a  place  in  the  bill  of  rights  of  the 

in  other  counties  exercised  m  a  different  Constitution    of    KanscLS.      licGill    v. 

way.     Welsh  v.  Bramlet,  98  Cal.  219.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  228,  239. 

>  Ifiller  V.  Kister,  68  Cal.  142 ;  Om<  *  Falk,  Ex  parU,  42  Ohio  St.  638. 

nibua  Railroad  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  57  CaL  *  Ohio  Const.,   1851,  art.  xiii.  §  1. 

160;    French  v.  Teschemaker,  24  Cal.  There  is  a  further  direction  that  the 

518,   545.     Under  the   constitutional  legislature  "shall  provide  for  the  or- 

requirement  of  uniformity  a  statute  ganization  of  cities  and  incorporated 

must  not  grant  to  any  citizen  or  class  villages  by  general  laws."  Ohio  Const., 

of  citizens  privileges  which  upon  the  1851,  art.  xiii.  §  6.     But  as  the  cases 

same  terms  and  under  the  same  cir-  relating     to     municipal     corporations 

cum^tances  shall  not  equally  belong  to  have  usually  arisen  under  the  express 

ail  citizens.     Brooks  v.  Hyde,  37  Cal.  prohibition  of  special  acts  conferring 

366;    Ex  parte  Smith,   38  Cal.   710;  corporate  powers,  this  provision   (art. 

People  V.  Henshaw,  76  Cal.  436.  xiii.  §  6)  need  not  be  taken  into  consid- 

'  Ohio  Const.,  1851.  art.  il.  §  26;  eration  at  the  present  time. 

Jntpra,  §§  140,  141  of  this  chapter.    It  *  Ante,  §  71. 

has  been  said  that  the  provision  of  the  '  State  v.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54 ; 

OMo  Constitution  on  tnis  subject  was  Pump  v,  Com'rs  of  Lucas  Coimty,  69 

tftif^affi  from  the  Constitution  of  Cali-  Ohio  St.  448. 
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said  that  a  law  b  not  necessarily  of  a  general  nature  merely  because 
it  b  upon  a  general  subject  or  because  the  same  result  might  have 
been  reached  by  a  general  law,  and  special  legblation  upon  a  subject 
matter  in  its  nature  local  b  not  prohibited  by  thb  requirement^  But 
the  contrary  view  has  also  been  taken,  and  it  has  been  declared  that 
under  a  provbion  of  thb  nature  all  laws  of  a  general  nature  must 
have  a  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State,  and  a  subject  matter 
which  b  general  must  be  legislated  upon  by  laws  so  operating.  A 
subject  matter  which  can  reasonably  be  covered  and  provided  for 
by  a. general  law  can  have  no  special  or  local  legblation  as  to  it  or 
any  of  its  parts.  If  the  general  law  should  be  found  too  broad  or 
too  narrow,  the  remedy  lies  in  an  amendment  of  the  general  law  so 
as  to  remedy  the  defect  throughout  the  whole  State,  and  not  in  pass- 
ing a  special  or  local  law  as  to  some  subject  matter  to  be  carved  out 
of  and  separated  from  the  general  subject.'  It  has  also  been  said 
that  the  best  evidence  that  a  subject  matter  can  be  covered  and  pro- 
vided for  by  a  general  law  having  a  uniform  operation  throughout 
the  State  b  the  fact  that  such  a  general  law  has  been  passed  upon 
that  subject  matter.  When  such  b  the  case,  no  local  or  special  law 
can  be  constitutionally  enacted  on  that  subject.'  But  if  the  subject 
matter  of  a  statute  has  not  been  covered  by  a  general  law  operating 
uniformly,  the  legislature  must  form  its  own  judgment  as  to  whether 
or  not  such  subject  matter  b  of  a  general  nature  and  capable  of 
being  covered  by  a  general  law  operating  uniformly,  the  final  decision 
as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  resting  with  the  court.^  But 
even  with  these  restrictions  it  seems  to  have  been  finally  determined 
that  thb  provbion  of  the  Constitution  does  not  prohibit  judicious 
classification  and  discrimination  between  classes.*  It  b  not  possible 
within  the  scope  of  the  present  work  to  make  an  exhaustive  examina- 
tion of  the  decbions  of  this  court  defining  what  are  laws  of  a  general 
nature,  but  within  that  category  have  been  held  to  be  included  such 
laws  as  the  jurisdiction  and  punishment  of  minor  offences,*  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury,^  elections,'  taxation  for  county  purposes,*  the 

>  State  V.  Shearer,  46  Ohio  St.  275.  State  v.  Winch,  45  Ohio  St.  663 ;  Falk, 

See  also  State  v.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98;  Ex  parte,  42  Ohio  St.  638. 
State  V.  Covington,  29  Ohio  St.  102;        '  Silberman  v.  Hay,  59  Ohio  St.  582. 

State  V.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54 ;  State  But  a  statute  regulating  the  selection 

V.  Baughman,  38  Ohio  St.  455.  of  jurors  in  a  county  is  not  a  subject  of 

'  State  V.  Spellmire,  67  Ohio  St.  77.  a  general  nature  within  the  require- 

*  Ih,  ment    of    uniformity    of    operatum. 
«  Ih.  McGill  V.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  228. 

»  Gentsch  v.  State,  71  Ohio  St.  151 ;  •  State  v.  Buckley,  60  Ohio  St.  273. 

State  V,  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54.    But  •  Pump  v.  Com'rs  of  Lucas  County, 

see  State  v.  Spellmire,  67  Ohio  St.  77.  69  Ohio  St.  448.     The  refunding  of 

*  Kelley  v.  State,  6  Ohio  St.  269;  taxes  erroneously   paid   is   a   matter 
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employment  of  tax  inquisitors  by  county  authorities/  fees  and  com- 
pensation of  county  oflBcers,*  the  support  of  the  poor,"  schoob/  public 
highways,*  public  street  improvements/  highway  bridges,'  the  erec- 
tion of  county  buildings,*  public  parks  in  cities.* 

(  146.  The  Province  of  the  Ooorts.  —  Constitutional  prohibi- 
tions of  the  enactment  of  special  laws  on  designated  matters  are 
equivalent  to  a  command  that  general  laws  alone  shall  be  enacted 
for  the  purposes  named,**  and  abrogate  the  power  formerly  possessed 
by  the  general  assembly  to  legislate  on  these  subjects  by  local*  or 
special  laws.**  The  people  having  seen  fit  to  prescribe  as  to  certain 
subjects  the  method  of  legislation  by  ordaining  that  no  local  or 
special  law  relating  to  those  subjects  shall  be  passed,  the  question 
whether  in  any  given  case  the  legislature  has  transcended  its  power 
and  passed  a  law  in  conflict  with  that  limitation  is  esserUiaUy  a  ques- 
Hon  of  law  and  must  necessarily  he  decided  by  the  covrts.  The 
power  of  classification  and  the  extent  thereof,  as  well  as  what  are 
local  or  special  laws,  have  been  frequently  held  to  be  judicial  and 
not  merely  legislative.*'  But  the  legislature  may  determine  what 
differences  in  situation,  circumstances,  and  needs  call  for  a  differ- 
ence of  class,  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  courts,  as  the  final 
interpreters  of  the  Constitution,  to  see  that  it  is  actually  classification, 
and  not  special  legislation  under  that  guise.  The  presumption  is 
always  in  favor  of  the  legislative  command,  and  it  must  prevail  unless 
clearly  transgressing  the  constitutional  prohibition.**     If  the  dis- 

which  is  in  no  respects  local,  but  is  of       >°  People  v.  Cooper,  83  111.  585 ;  Van 

ceneral  interest,  and  must  be  governed  Riper  v.  Farsons.  40  N.  J.  L.  1. 

bjr  a  TCneral  law  operating  uniformly       "  True  v.  Davis,  133  111.  522 ;  People 

throughout    the    State.      Com'rs    v.  v.  Martin,  178  111.  611,  622. 

Roeche,  50  Ohio  St.  103.  »  Ayar's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  266;  poH, 

>  Stote  V.  Lewis,  74  Ohio,  403.  §  160,  Ruan  Street,  132  Pa.  257 ;  Cos- 

>  State  V.  Yates,  66  Ohio  St.  546.  tello  v.  Wyoming,  49  Ohio  St.  202; 
Ccmtra,  Pearson  v.  Stephens.  56  Ohio  Foley  v.  Hoboken,  61  N.  J.  L.  478 ;  An- 
SL  126 ;  State  v.  Judges,  21  Ohio  St.  1.  gell  v.  Cass  County,  UN.  Dak.  265. 

'  State  V.  Baigus,  53  Ohio  St.  94.  '*  Lloyd  v.  Smith,  176  Pa.  213 ;  State 

«  State  V.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54;  v.  Baker,  bb  Ohio  St.  1;    Gentsch  v. 

Stote  V.  SpeUmire,  67  Ohio  St.   77;  Stote,  71  Ohio  St.  151;  Freeholders  of 

State  V.  Hickman,  5  Ohio  C.  C.  n.  b.  Hudson  v.  Clarke,  65  N.  J.  L.  271 ; 

175.  Contra,  Stoto  v.  Shearer,  46  Ohio  Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  482,  483 ; 

St.  275.  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  534, 

*  Hixson  V,  Burson,  54  Ohio  St.  545;  People  v.  Henshaw,  76  CaL  442; 
470;  Mott  V.  Hubbard,  59  Ohio,  199.  Darcy  v.  San  Jose,  104  Cal.  642.  It  is. 
Contra,  Stote  v.  Franklin  County  as  we  think,  riehtly  held  that  it  is  not 
Com'rs,  35  Ohio  St.  458.  the  province  of  the  court  to  determine 

*  Adldns  V.  Toledo,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  how  many  classes  are  necessaiy.  The 
V.  8. 433.  proper  determination  of  that  question 

'  Stote  V.  Davis,  55  Ohio  St.  15.         of  necessitv  depends  upon  a  variety  of 
■  Stote  V.  Brown,  60  Ohio  St.  462.     considerations  which  are  for  the  legisla- 

*  Stote  V.  Cowles,  04  Ohio  St.  162.      ture  and  not  for  the  courto.    Webh  v. 
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tinctions  are  genuine,  and  not  merely  artificial  and  irreleTant  means 
of  evading  the  constitutional  prohibition,  the  courts  cannot  declare 
the  classification  void,  though  they  may  not  consider  it  to  be  on  a 
sound  basis.  The  test  is,  not  wisdom,  but  good  faith  in  the  classi- 
fication.' This  last  sentence  is  the  assertion  of  a  sound  principle, 
and  one  which  the  author,  in  considering  the  multitudinous  decisions 
of  the  courts  in  various  States  upon  the  subject  of  ''special"  and 
''general''  laws,  thinks  has  too  often  been  overlooked.  The  courts, 
instead  of  accepting  or  respecting  the  legislative  judgment,  have  not 
unfrequently  assumed  the  prerogative  of  substituting  their  own,  and 
of  deciding  that  the  legislative  judgment  was  not  given  in  good  faith, 
or  was  not,  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances,  a  correct  determina- 
tion. The  courts'  invasion  of  the  I^islative  province  on  this  subject, 
in  cases  turning  on  the  special  situation  and  needs,  has  produced 
much  of  the  confusion  and  uncertainty  which  exist,  and  which  now 
surround  and  perplex  the  profession  and  the  courts.  The  motive 
influencing  the  classification  cannot  be  inquired  into.'  If  an  act  is 
unconstitutional,  considerations  of  comity  for  the  legislature  as  a 
co-ordinate  branch  of  government  do  not  relieve  the  court  from  the 
duty  of  declaring  an  act  to  be  void.'  In  passing  upon  the  constitu- 
tionality of  an  act  under  this  prohibition,  the  court  cannot  consder 
public  sentiment,  no  matter  how  unanimous  it  may  be  in  favor  of 
sustaining  the  law.*  But  where  the  legislative  intent  b  not  to  evade 
the  restrictions  of  the  Constitution,  the  courts  are  not  required  to 
be  astute  in  extending  them  over  cases  not  really  within  the  evil 
prohibited,  though  the  form  may  have  the  appearance  of  comiiig 
within  the  literal  words  of  the  Constitution.  In  a  statute  local  in 
form,  but  not  in  intent  violative  of  the  Constitution,  the  courts  wiU 
look  beyond  the  mere  form  of  the  act,  and  examine  its  true 
intent  and  effect  in  the  light  of  the  purpose  of  the  constitutional 
restrictions.* 

Bramlet,98Cal.225;  Longan  v.  County        ■  PerkinB  v.  Philadelphia,  166  PiL 
of  Solano,  65  Cal.  122,  125;  Summer-  554. 
land  V.  BickneU,  111  Cal.  567.  *  Ih, 

*  Seabolt  v,  Northumberland  *  Commonwealth  v.  Gilligan,  105 
County,  187  Pa.  318.  But  it  is  a  most  Pa.  504.  In  Kanaaa,  it  is  held  that,  the 
delicate,  if  not  improper,  exercise  of  the  constitutional  provision  that  "  AU  laws 
judicial  function  to  sit  in  judgment  on  of  a  general  nature  shall  have  a  unifonn 
the  good  faith  or  sound  judgment  in  operation  throughout  the  State"  benog 
matters  of  fact  or  necessity  of  a  co-  mandatoiy  upon  the  legislature,  the 
ordinate  department  of  the  government.   c|uestion  whether  the  nature  of  a  law 

'  Kilgore  v.  Magee,  85  ra.  401.    See  is  general  is  one  for  the  courts.  Rambo 
also  Pennaylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Riblet,  66  v,  Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634;  Richaidaon 
Pa.  164 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Keary,  198  v.  Board  of  Education,  72  Kan.  629;  84 
Pa.  500;   Commonwealth  v,  Moir,  199  Pac.  Rep.  538. 
Pa.  534,  543;  poH,  i  160. 
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§  147.  OlaBsiflcatioii  of  MnnidpalitieB.  —  For  purposes  of  legis- 
lation, classification  is  the  grouping  together  of  communities  or 
public  bodies  which,  by  reason  of  similarity  of  situation,  substance, 
requirements,  and  convenience,  are,  for  their  public  interests,  best 
subserved  by  similar  regulations.^  The  power  to  classify  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  of  special 
legislation;  it  had  been  exercised  by  the  legislature  from  the  founda- 
tion of  the  government;  it  was  incident  to  legislation,  and  its  exercise 
was  necessary  to  the  promotion  of  public  welfare.  The  'prohibition 
of  special  legislation  does  not  prohibit  classification.  The  question 
is  not  whether  classification  is  authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  Con- 
stitution, but  whether  it  is  expressly  prohibited.  In  the  absence  of 
a  prohibition  the  right  exists.'  The  prohibition  of  special  legislation 
in  Pennsylvania  and  some  other  States  is  absolute  and  sweeping  in 
its  terms.  It  leaves  the  power  of  the  legislature  over  the  substance 
of  legislation  unimpaired,  but  requires  that  the  form  in  which  that 
power  shall  be  exercised  shall  be  limited  to  what  is  known  as  general 
laws.  A  general  law  in  its  simplest  form  embraces  the  entire  State 
and  all  the  people  therein,  but  it  is  apparent  that  localities  and 
persons  differing  in  circumstances  cannot  be  satisfactorily  governed 
by  one  uniform  rule  which  is  applicable  to  the  whole  body  politic, 
and  that  a  difference  in  legislation  is  necessary  to  the  public  welfare. 
This  necessity  is  the  justification  and  reason  for  classification,  whether 
prior  to  or  since  the  adoption  of  the  prohibition  of  special  legblation. 
If  classification  be  not  adopted,  any  city  or  group  of  cities,  no  matter 
how  peculiarly  situated,  can  have  only  such  legislation  as  is  common 
to  aU  other  cities  of  the  State,  and  for  such  a  result  there  is  no  remedy 
but  a  change  in  the  organic  law  itself.'    The  adoption  of  the  con- 

>  Commonwealth  v.  Gilligan,  195  152  Pa.  244;  Commonwealth  v,  Moir, 
Pa.  504.  109  Pa.  534,  545;  State  v.  Miller,  100 

>  Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia.  77  Pa.  Mo.  606;  Humane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo. 
338;  SUte  v.  Cooley,  56  Mmn.  540.  479;  Dunne  v.  K.  C.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  131 
Lefpidation  founded  upon  classifications  Mo.  1. 

legitimately    made    and    appropriate  In  Wheeler  v,  Philadelphia,  77  Pa. 

thereto  is  as  legitimate  now  as  it  was  338,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Philadelphia 

prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  prohibition  construed  tne  provision  of  the  Constitu- 

of  special  legislation.     Van  Riper  v.  tdon  prohibiting  the  legislature  from 

Parsons,  40  NT  J.  L.  1.    Under  the  power  passing  any  lo^  or  special  law  regu- 

to  orgamxe  cities  and  villages,  the  le^-  lating  the  affairs  of  counties,  cities, 

islature  is  authorised  to  classify  mipi-  towns,  wards,  boroughs,  or  school  di»- 

dpal  corporations,  and  an  act  relating  tricts  as  not  intended  to  prevent  a  clas- 

to  any  such  class  may  be  one  of  a  g^n-  sification   of   municipal   corporations. 

eral  nature.     McGill  v.  State,  34  Ohio  In  pointing  out  the  difficulties  which 

St.  228;  Bronsonv.  Oberlin,410hioSt.  would  arise  if  classification  were  re- 

476;  State  v.  Hudson,  44  Ohio  St.  137.  garded  as  prohibited,  Paxaon,  J.,  said: 

'  Wheeler  v.   Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  ^'If  the  classification  of  cities  is  m  vio- 

338;  McCarthy  v.  Commonwealth,  110  lation  of  the  Constitution,  it  follows,  of 

Pa.  243;  Commonwealth  v.  Macferron,  necessity,  that  Philadelphia,  as  a  city 
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stitutional  prohibition  of  special  legislation  in  municipal  affairs  has 
resulted  in  various  attempts  to  so  classify  municipalities  as  to  furnish 
a  ready  and  easy  test  of  determining  whether  a  law  is  general  or 
special.  Having  in  view  the  origin  of  municipalities,  their  recognition 
by  the  Constitution,  and  the  action  of  the  legislature  with  reference 
to  municipal  affairs,  there  are  three  kinds  of  classification  of  munici- 
palities for  purposes  of  legislation. 

The  first  dasnfication  has  been  designated  a  common  law  cUunpr- 
cation.  It  is  founded  on  the  natural  division  of  municipalities  and 
quan  municipalities  into  counties,  cities,  boroughs,  towns,  town- 
ships, and  villages.  This  classification  is  founded  upon  the  municipal 
system  which  is  inherent  in  and  forms  a  natural  part  of  the  organizar 
tion  of  the  State.  It  has  always  existed  and  has  always  been  recog- 
nized. It  usually  finds  recognition  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State 
when  that  instrument  describes  the  political  and  municipal  sub- 
divisions, and  restricts  the  powers  of  the  legislature  to  deal  with  these 
bodies,  or  limits  the  powers  and  rights  of  these  bodies  themselves. 
An  act  of  the  legislature  which  applies  to  and  deals  with  all  the 
members  of  any  one  of  these  classes  has  always  been  recognized  as 


of  the  first  class,  must  be  denied  the 
legislation  necessary  to  its  present 
prosperity  and  future  development,  or 
that  the  small  inland  cities  must  be 
burdened  with  legislation  wholly  im- 
suited  to  their  neeos.  For  if  the  Con- 
stitution means  what  the  complainants 
aver  that  it  does,  Philadelphia  can  have 
no  legidation  that  is  not  common  to  all 
other  cities  of  the  State.  And  for  this 
there  is  absolutely  no  remedv  but  a 
change  in  the  ori^anic  law  itself.  This 
is  a  serious  question.  We  have  but  to 
turn  to  the  statute  book  to^  realize  the 
vast  amount  of  legislation  in  the  past 
special  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  We 
wpeak  not  now  of  what  is  popularly 
IcDOwn  as  special  legislation,  private 
acts,  &c.,  but  of  proper  legislation,  af- 
fecting the  whole  city  and  indispen- 
sable to  its  prosperity.  We  may  in- 
stance the  laws  in  regard  to  the  quai^ 
antine,  lazaretto,  board  of  health,  and 
other  matters  connected  with  the  sani- 
tary condition  of  the  city ;  the  laws  in 
rmid  to  shipping  and  pilotage  as 
arocting  its  commerce ;  laws  concern- 
ing its  trade,  such  as  those  that  relate 
to  mercantile  appraisers,  inspectors  of 
flour,  bark,  beet  and  pork,  butter  and 
lard,  domestic  distillea  spirits,  flaxseed, 
leather,  tobacco,  petroleum;  and  the 
laws  in  regard  to  building  inspectors; 


the  storage  and  sale  of  gunpowder; 
laws  affecting  its  political  conditkyn  as 
by  the  division  and  subdivision  of 
wards,  and  the  establishing  of  the 
ratio  of  representation  in  ooundla.  We 
have  but  to  glance  at  thb  legislation  to 
see  that  the  most  of  it  is  wholly  un- 
suited  to  small  inland  cities,  and  that 
to  inflict  it  upon  them  would  be  little 
short  of  a  cauunity.  Must  the  city  of 
Scranton,  over  100  miles  from  tide 
water,  with  a  stream  hardly  large 
enough  to  float  a  batteau,  be  subjected 
to  quarantine  regulations  and  have  its 
lazaretto?  Must  the  legislation  for  a 
great  commercial  and  manufacturing 
city,  with  a  population  approacbiiig 
1,000,000,  be  regulated  b^  the  wanU 
or  necessities  of  an  inland  city  of  10,000 
inhabitants?  If  the  Constitution  an- 
swers this  question  afiBrmatively,  we 
are  bound  by  it,  however  much  we 
misht  question  its  wisdom.  But  no 
sucn  construction  is  to  be  gathered 
from  its  terms,  and  we  will  not  presume 
that  the  f ramers  of  that  instrument,  or 
the  people  who  ratified  it,  intended  that 
the  machinery  of  their  State  govern- 
ment should  be  so  bolted  and  riveted 
down  by  the  fundamental  law  as  to  be 
unable  to  move  and  perform  its  i 
sary  fimctions." 
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a  general  law,  and  since  the  adoption  of  the  constitutional  prohibition 
of  special  legislation,  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  legislate  for  all 
the  members  of  any  one  of  these  classes,  created  or  recognized  by 
the  general  polity  of  the  State,  is  as  plenary  now  as  it  was  before.' 

^  Sanford  v.  Tucson,  8  Ariz.  247;  statute  authorizing  a  governing  body 
71  Pac.  Rep.  903;  Thomason  v.  Ash-  of  any  town  to  issue  bonds  to  pay  all 
worth,  73  (Jal.  73;  Anderson  v.  Tren-  bonds  and  improvement  certificates  for 
ton,  42  N.  J.  L.  486,  487;  Glen  Ridge  street  improvements  and  to  pay  interest 
V.  Stout,  58  N.  J.  L.  598;  Johnson  thereon  and  any  judgments  recovered 
r.  Afibury  Park,  58  N.  J.  L.  604,  aff'd  thereon,  is  not  local  or  special  simply 

60  N.  J.  L.  427;  Crookall  v.  Matthews,  because  it  is  limited  to  towns.     Her- 

61  N.  J.  L.  349,  aff*d  62  N.  J.  L.  799,  mann  v.  Guttenberg,  63  N.  J.  L.  616, 
800;  Lowthorp  t;.  Trenton,  61  N.  J.  L.  afiPg  62  N.  J.  L.  605. 

484 ;  Hermann  v.  Guttenberg,  63  N.  J.  A  law  which  makes  every,  county  of 
L.  616;  afiPg  62  N.  J.  L.  605;  Drew  the  State  a  poor  district  for  the  relief 
V,  West  Orange,  64  N.  J.  L.  481 ;  Flock  of  destitute  poor  is  not  special  or  local 
V.  Smith,  65  N.  J.  L.  224 ;  Boorum  v.  because  it  excepts  cities  from  its  opera- 
Connelly,  66  N.  J.  L.  197 ;  Lewis  v,  tion.  Rose  v.  Beaver  County,  204  Pa. 
Jersey  City,  66  N.  J.  L.  582 ;  Allison  372.  An  act  which  divides  the  people 
V.  Corker,  67  N.  J.  L.  596 ;  Snyder  v.  of  the  State  into  two  general  Aaeses, 
Neptune,  68  N.  J.  L.  595;  Schwarz  v.  one  embracing  all  those  residing  within 
Dover,  70  N.  J.  L.  502;  McKenna  v.  the  limits  of  incorporated  cities  and 
Edmundson,  91  N.  Y.  231 ;  Matter  of  towns  and  the  other  all  those  residing 
Church,  92  N.  Y.  1 ;  Ferguson  v.  Ross,  without  such  limits,  and  which  makes 
126  N.  Y.  459.  When  the  constitu-  provision  for  working  the  roads  by  the 
tionalprohibitionwasfirst  adopted,  the  latter  class,  which  is  different  from 
courts  of  some  States  attempted  to  dif-  that  prescribed  by  law,  as  the  method 
ferentiate  special  and  general  legislsr  to  be  followed  by  the  former,  does  not 
tion  upon  some  intrinsic  aualit3r  in  the  make  an  arbitrary  or  unreasonable 
legislation  itself,  and  only  arrived  at  classification,  and  is  a  general  law. 
the  result  that  cities  form  a  class  of  McGinnis  v.  Ragsdale,  116  Ga.  245.  A 
itself  after  the  lapse  of  a  considerable  statute  for  the  incorporation  of  cities 
time  and  with  expressions  of  unwilling-  is  not  unconstitutional  because  it  ex- 
nesB.  Thus,  in  Fitzgerald  v.  New  cepts  from  its  operation  territory  al- 
Brunswick,  47  N.  J.  L.  479,  the  statute  ready  within  the  limits  of  anv  incor- 
applied  to  all  ciHes  and  regulated  the  porated  cit^  or  town^  and  does  not 
fhamiaaatl  of  poUoe  officers  wno  Were  not  except  territory  within  the  limits  of 
appcMnted  for  any  definite  term.  It  was  borouehs,  when  boroughs,  in  the  mu- 
objected  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  nicipal  system  of  the  State,  are  a 
act  that  it  did  not  apply  to  municipali-  lower  order  of  oiganization  than  incor- 
ties  other  than  cities,  and  it  was  ur^ed  porated  cities  or  towns.  Glen  Ridge 
that  there  existed  in  the  State  mumci-  v.  Stout,  58  N.  J.  L.  598.  A  statute 
pfil?tM^  which,  imder  the  name  of  bor-  regulating  the  licensing  of  trades  and 
oughs,  had  populations  as  great  and  occupations  in  boroughs  is  not  uncon- 
interests  as  important  as  some  munici-  stitutional  as  a  special  law  because 
palities  incorporated  imder  the  name  of  it  does  not  apply  to  other  municipali- 
cities.  The  court  held,  upon  the  au-  ties  of  higher  or  lower  degree.  John- 
thority  of  previous  cases,  where  the  son  v.  Asbuiy  Park,  60  N.  J.  L.  427. 
ouestion  seemed  to  have  been  assumed  It  has  been  held  that  a  statute 
that  the  recognition  of  cities  as  a  class  which  relates  to  the  consolidation  of 
for  legislative  purposes  in  respect  to  the  towns  and  cities  or  other  chamge  of 
subjects  as  obviously  common  to  both  boundaries  between  them  may  properly 
cities  and  boroughs  as  that  before  the  classify  together  those  towns  and  cities 
court  for  consideration,  had  been  too  that  adjoin  or  lie  near  each  other,  be- 
frequent  to  be  disr^arded.  It  was  cause  the  position  of  such  towns  and 
nia,  however,  that  if  the  contention  cities  in  reference  to  each  other  dis- 
could  be  rezarded  as  open  for  discussion  tin^shes  them  from  other  munici- 
imtrammeUed  by  previous  judgments  pahties  not  so  situated,  and  constitutes 
it  would  present  a  Question  not  easilv  a  reasonable  basis  for  classification  in 
Rsolved  in  favor  of  classification.    A  such  legislation.    Little  Rock  v.  North 
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The  second  classificatum  is  founded  upon  the  express  or  neces- 
sarily implied  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  and  maybe  denominated 
a  constiivtumcd  classification.  Sometimes  the  legislature  b  directed 
to  provide  by  general  law  for  the  organization  and  classification  of 
cities  and  towns,  and  the  number  of  classes  is  prescribed.  Some- 
times the  division  into  classes  is  made  by  the  Constitution  according 
to  population,  and  sometimes  the  legislature  is  directed  to  effect  the 
distribution.^    The  constitutional  prohibition  of  special  laws  did  not, 

Little  Rock,  72  Ark.  195 ;  State  v.  Gn-  eral  Assembly  shall  provide,  bv  general 
cinnati,  52  Ohio  St.  419.  But  an  an-  laws,  for  the  oi^anization  and  classifi- 
nexation  act,  although  in  general  terms,  cation  of  cities  and  towns.  The  num- 
which  can  only  apply  in  a  single  ber  of  such  classes  shall  not  exceed 
instance,  and  which  is  evidently  m-  four;  and  the  powers  of  each  class  shall 
tended  to  apply  only  in  that  particular  be  defined  by  general  laws,  so  that  all 
instance,  was  held  to  be  a  local  act  such  municipeu  corporations  of  the 
and  unconstitutional.  Sample  v.  Pitts-  same  class  shall  possess  the  same  powers 
burs,  212  Pa.  533.  But  quare  whether  and  be  subject  to  the  same  lestric- 
the  local  situation  and  circumstances  of  tions"  (Mo.  Const.,  1875^  art.  ix.  {  7; 
a  single  city  may  not  be  unique  or  so  Colo.  Const.,  1876,  art.  xiv.  §  13).  In 
peculiar  as  to  justify,  if  not  require,  to  North  Dakota  and  Wyoming,  a  sim- 
be  separately  and  singly  dealt  with  by  ilar  provision  is  to  be  found,  though 
the  ^gislature,  —  either  by  name  or  in  framed  in  somewhat  different  lan^uige 
form  by  a  general  act,  and  the  legisla-  (So.  Const.,  1889,  art.  x.  §  1;  \Vyo. 
tive  judgment  on  such  a  subject  ou^ht  Const.,  1889,  art.  xiii.  §  1).  In  Idaho, 
to  be  almost  if  not  wholly  conclusive  "The  legislature  shall  provide  by  gen- 
on  the  courts,  —  that  is,  conclusive  if  eral  laws  for  the  incorporation  and 
not  so  manifestly  and  flagrantly  wrong  classification  of  the  cities  and  towns  in 
as  to  shock  the  legal  sense.  proportion  to  population,  which  laws 

^  Arkansas^  "The  General  Assem-  may  be  alterea,  amended,  or  repealed 
bly  shall  provide  by  general  laws,  for  by  the  general  laws"  (Idaho  Const., 
the  organization  of  cities  (which  may  1889,  art.  xii.  §  1).  In  Utah,  the  con- 
be  classified)  and  incorporated  towns,  stitutional  provision  is  to  the  same 
and  restrict  their  power  of  taxation,  effect  (Utah  Const.,  1895,  art.  xi.  §  5). 
assessment,  borrowing  money,  and  con-  In  Kentucky,  the  cities  and  towns  of 
tracting  debts^  so  as  to  prevent  the  this  Conunonwealth,  for  the  purpose 
abuse  of  such  power"  (Ark.  Const.,  of  their  oi^anization  and  government, 
1874,  art.  xii.  §  3).  In  South  Carolina,  shall  be  divided  into  six  classes  (Ky. 
"The  General  Assembly  shall  provide  Const.,  1899,  §  156). 
by  general  laws  for  the  organization  In  New  York,  laws  relating  to  the 
and  classification  of  municipal  cor-  property,  affairs,  or  eovemmect  of 
porations.  The  powers  of  each  class  cities,  and  the  sever^  departmentA 
shall  be  defined  so  that  no  such  cor-  thereof,  are  divided  into  general  and 
poration  shall  have  any  power  or  be  special  city  laws.  Creneral  laws  are 
subject  to  any  restrictions  other  than  tnose  which  relate  to  all  the  cities  of 
all  corporations  of  the  same  class,  one  or  more  classes;  special  city  laws 
Cities  and  towns  now  existing  under  are  those  which  relate  to  a  stngfe  city, 
special  charters  may  reorganize  under  or  to  less  than  all  the  cities  of  a  class. 
the  general  laws  of  the  State,  and  when  A  special  city  law  is  re<}uiied  to  be  sub- 
so  reorganized  their  special  charters  mitted  to  the  city  or  cities  for  accept- 
shall  cease  and  determine "  (S.  Car.  ance  before  it  becomes  a  law.  If  not 
Const.,  1895,  art.  viii.  §  1).  But  the  accepted,  it  must  again  be  passed  by 
consent  of  a  majority  of  the  electors  of  the  legislature  before  it  can  become  a 
the  district  proposed  to  be  incorpor-  law.  For  these  purposes  "All  cities  are 
ated  as  a  city  or  town  must  be  given  classified  accordmg  to  the  latest  State 
before  organization  in  such  maimer  as  enumeration,  as  from  time  to  time 
may  be  prescribed  by  law  (/6.  art.  viii.  made,  as  follows :  The  first  class  in- 
§  2).  In  Missouri  and  Colorado,  the  elude  all  cities  having  a  populatioo  of 
Constitution  directs  that  "The  Gen-   250,(XX)  or  more;  the  secona  dass^  all 
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as  we  shall  see,  operate  to  repeal  special  charters  or  laws,  and  left 
municipal  organizations  formed  under  them  in  the  condition  in  which 
it  found  them,  although  sometimes  provision  is  made  for  reorganiza- 
tion under  general  laws.  Even  where  the  Constitution  divides  cities 
and  towns  into  a  specified  number  of  classes,  it  is  apparent  that  cities 
and  towns  already  existing  and  incorporated  under  special  laws  form 
a  natural  class  by  themselves,  and  when  such  cities  and  towns  are 
recognized  by  the  Constitution  they  constitute  a  constitutional  class 
for  purposes  of  legislation  in  addition  to  the  general  classes  expressly 
provided  for.^  Even  when  the  Constitution  is  silent  as  tocorporations 
existing  under  special  charters,  such  corporations  have  been  regarded 
as  constituting  ex  necessitate  a  constitutional  class  of  municipalities, 
because  the  prohibition  of  special  legislation  on  municipal  affairs 
of  necessity  brought  into  existence  a  class  of  municipalities  organized 
and  operating  under  general  laws  and  having  powers  distinct  from 
those  which  had  previously  been  incorporated  under  special  charters.' 
Another  constitutional  class  results  from  those  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  which  authorize  cities  to  frame  their  own  charters.  Even 
where  the  Constitution  directs  that  cities  shall  be  divided  into  a 
specified  number  of  classes,  those  municipalities  which  under 
the  same  instrument  have  framed  their  own  charters  naturally 

cities  having  a  population  of  50,000  and  lating  to  the  same  law  contained  in 
less  than  250,000;  the  third  class,  all  the  local  charter  herein  provided  for" 
other  cities"  (N.  Y.  Const.,  1895,  art.  (Minn.  Const.,  art.  iv.  §  36,  as  adopted 
xiL  {  2).  In  Washington^  it  is  pro«  in  1898).  Where  the  Constitution  pro- 
vided that  "Corporations  for  municipal  scribes  classification  by  population  for 
purposes  shall  not  be  created  by  special  specific  purposes,  e.g.,  for  fixing  the 
Uwb;  and  the  legislature,  by  general  compensation  of  county  officers,  such 
laws,  shall  provide  for  the  incorpora-  provision  does  not  justify  classification 
tion,  or]^anization,  and  classification,  in  for  other  purposes,  e.  g.,  the  holding  of 
proportion  to  population,  of  cities  and  primarv  elections.  Marsh  v.  Hanly. 
towns,  which  laws  may  be  altered,  111  Cal.  368.  A  law  applicable  to  all 
amended,  or  repealed"  (Wash.  Const.,  the  counties  of  a  class  authorized  by 
18^,  art.  xi.  $  11).  the  Constitution  to  be  made  is  neither 
In  Minnesota^  by  amendment  to  the  a  local  nor  a  special  law,  but  is  a  gen- 
Constitution  adopted  in  1898,  provision  eral  law,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
is  made  by  which  any  city  or  village  there  be  few  or  many  counties  to 
may  frame  a  charter  for  its  own  gov-  which  its  provisions  will  apply.  Cody 
emment,  but  this  amendment  to  the  v.  Murphey,  89  Cbl.  522;  Schwarz  v. 
Constitution  provides  further:  "the  Dover,  70  N.  J.  L.  502.  This  also  ap- 
legislature  may  provide  general  laws  plies  to  cities.  Hager  v.  Cast,  119  iCy. 
rdating  to  the  affairs  of  cities,  the  ap-  502;  citing  Richardson  v.  Mehler,  111 
plication  of  which  may  be  limited  to  Ky.  408. 

cities  of  over  50,000  inhabitants  or  to  '  Kansas  City  v.  Stegmiller,  151  Mo. 

cities  of  50,000  and  not  less  than  20,000  189;    Rutherford  v,  Hamilton,  97  Mo. 

inhabitants,  or  to  cities  of  20,000  and  543.    See  also  Elting  v.  Hickman,  172 

not  less  than  10,000,  or  to  cities  of  Mo.  237. 

10,000  Inhabitants  or  less^  but  shall  *  Johnson  v,  Milwaukee,  88  Wis. 
apply  equally  to  all  such  cities  of  either  383  ;*  Adams  v,  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363 ; 
cbss,  and  which  shall  be  paramount  Appleton  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Apple- 
while  in  force  ta  the  provisions  re-  ton,  116  Wis.  363. 
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and  inherently  constitute  a  class  by  themselves  additional  to  the 
general  classification  prescribed  by  that  instrument.^  A  further 
class  of  cities  founded  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are 
those  which  are  singled  out  by  name  in  that  instrument  for  organiza- 
tion along  special  lines.  Cities  for  which  special  provision  has  been 
made  by  the  Constitution  form  a  natural  additional  class  to  those 
contained  in  the  classification  prescribed  by  that  instrument,  for 
which  the  legislature  may  enact  laws  independently  of  any  of  the 
other  classes  specially  recognized.' 

*  Kansas  City  v.  Stc^miller,  151 
Mo.  189;  Fragl^  v.  PheUn,  126  CaL 
383;  Mintaerv.  ^shilling,  117  Cal.  361. 

As    to    Freeholdert^    Charters,    see 


eupra.  i  63. 

'  The  CoDstitution  of  Missouri  con- 
tains a  prohibition  of  any  local  or  spe- 
cial law  regulating  the  affairs  of  coun- 
ties, cities,  &c.,  incorporating  cities, 
towns,  or  villages,  or  changing  the 
charter  or  creatine  offices,  or  prescrib- 
ing the  powers  and  duties  of  officers  in 
counties,  cities,  towns,  &c.  (Mo.  Const., 
1875,  art.  iv.  g  53).  It  also  contains  a 
direction  that  the  legislature  shall  pro- 
vide by  general  laws  "for  the  organ- 
ization and  classification  of  cities  and 
towns.  The  number  of  such  classes 
shall  not  exceed  four;  and  the  power 
of  each  class  shall  be  defined  by  ^n- 
eral  laws  so  that  all  such  municipal 
corporations  of  the  same  class  shall 
possess  the  same  powers  and  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  restrictions.  The 
General  Assembly  shall  also  make  pro- 
visions by  general  law  whereby  any 
city,  town,  or  village  existing  by  virtue 
of  any  special  or  local  law  may  elect 
to  become  subject  to  and  governed  bv 
the  laws  relating  to  such  corporations'' 
(76.,  art.  ix.  §  7).  In  addition,  the 
Constitution  authorizes  the  consoli- 
dation of  county  and  city  government 
in  all  counties  where  there  is  a  city 
having  a  peculation  of  over  100,000 
inhabitants  (th,  art.  ix.  g  15).  It  also 
permits  any  city  having  a  popula- 
tion of  more  than  100,000  inhabitants 
to  frame  its  charter  and  its  own  gov- 
ernment {lb.  art.  ix.  §§  16  and  17). 
There  are  further  provisions  in  the 
Constitution  providing  in  express  terms 
for  the  extension  of  the  city  limits  of 
St.  Louis  and  the  adoption  of  a  free- 
holder's charter  by  that  city. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the 
result  of  these  provisions  is  to  increase 
the  number  of  classes  beyond  the  num- 
ber  prescribed   by   the  Constitution. 


There  are  (1)  the  four  classes  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution  which  the  courts 
have  regarded  as  primarily  including 
only  those  corporations  created  subse- 
quently to  the  adoption  of  the  Consti- 
tution; (2)  a  fifth  class  composed  of 
cities  theretofore  incorporated  and  ex- 
isting under  special  or  local  laws ;  (3)  a 
sixth  class  containing  all  such  cities 
over  100,000  inhabitants  as  are  au- 
thorized to  and  have  framed  and 
adopted  their  own  charters ;  (4)  and  a 
seventh  class,  which  includes  onlv  the 
city  of  St.  Louis,  for  which  special  pro- 
vision has  been  made  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. With  respect  to  each  of  these 
classes,  it  has  been  said  that  the  legia- 
lature  may  leg^late  directly  for  them 
without  infringing  the  Constitution,  and 
that  in  legislating  therefor  it  does  not 
create  a  new  class,  but  simply  provides 
for  a  class  created  by  the  Constitutioii. 
Kansas  City  v.  Ste^miller,  151  Mo.  189. 
Under  these  provisions  of  the  Blissouri 
Constitution  a  statute  may  be  made 
applicable  to  St.  Louis  by  name,  and  is 
not  unconstitutional  as  special  legid*- 
tion,  as  there  is  specific  warrant  in  the 
Constitution  for  tne  separation  of  that 
city  from  the  remaincler  of  the  State. 
State  V.  ToUe,  71  Mo.  645;  State  v 
Walton,  69  Mo.  556;  State  v.  Mason, 
153  Mo.  23;  SUte  v,  Higgins,  125  Mo. 
364;  Mumane  v,  St.  Louis,  123  Mo. 
479. 

When  a  Constitution  prohibits  the 
legislature  from  passing  local  or  special 
laws  changing  the  rules  of  evidence  in 
judicial  proceedings,  but  contains  a 
further  provision  expressly  authoriang 
special  charters  to  cities  of  a  certain 
population,  the  legislature  mav,  inci- 
dent to  such  a  charter,  provide  mX  the 
deed  of  the  tax  collector  shall  establish 
prima  fads  title  to  property  under  a 
sale  for  the  non-pajrment  of  taxes  due 
thereon.  Texas  Sav.  &  R.  E.  Inv.  Asso. 
V.  Pierre's  Heirs,  10  Tex.  dv.  App. 
453. 
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When  the  Constitution  specifies  the  number  of  classes  into  which 
dties  shall  be  divided  and  prescribes  the  population  or  other  quali- 
fications of  each  class,  or  otherwise  prescribes  the  manner  in  which 
legislation  shall  be  made  applicable  to  different  cities,  the  constitu- 
tional direction  is  exclusive;  the  legislature  must  follow  the  clas- 
^fication  of  the  Constitution  and  cannot  subdivide  the  constitutional 
classes  so  as  to  create  new  and  additional  classes.^  When  the  con- 
stitutional direction  is  that  corporations  for  municipal  purposes  shall 
not  be  created  by  special  laws,  but  the  legislature  by  general  laws 
shall  provide  for  the  incorporation  and  classification,  in  proportion 
to  population  of  cities  and  towns  without  prescribing  or  limiting  the 
number  of  classes,'  this  provision  is  intended  to  limit  and  not  enlarge 
the  power  of  the  legislature;  it  is  intended  that  the  classification 
authorized  shall  be  by  general  law  in  the  same  sense  and  in  the  same 
way  in  which  it  is  necessary  to  provide  for  the  incorporation  and 
organisation  of  cities  and  towns.  After  the  adoption  of  such  a  pro- 
vision, legislation  in  regard  to  the  organization  and  incorporation  of 
cities  and  towns  must  thereafter  be  made  with  reference  to  classes 
established  in  conformity  to  its  requirements.  When  the  legislature 
has  passed  a  general  law  classifying  cities  and  towns  in  conformity 
with  this  constitutional  direction  it  cannot  thereafter  create  a  class  of 
municipal  corporations  and  legislate  as  to  their  incorporation  and 
organization  without  reference  to  the  existing  classification  by  general 
law.  In  other  words,  the  legislative  classification  by  general  law 
becomes  exclusive  for  these  purposes ;  and,  whilst  it  may  be  changed 
by  a  general  law,  until  so  changed,  all  legislation  affecting  the 
incorporation  and  organization  of  cities  and  towns  must  conform 
to  the  classification.' 

>  Murnane  v.  St.   Louis,   123  Mo.  *  Cal.  Const.,  1879,  art.  xi.  §  6. 

479;   8t.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo.  466:  '  Darcy  v,  San  Jose,  104  CaL  642; 

Mytton  V.  Borden,  164  Mo.  221 ;  Ward  Ex  parte   Giambonini,   117  Cai.  573; 

o.  Ek^d  Pay.  &Cont.  Co.,  79  Fed.  Rep.  Rauer  v.  Williams,  118  Cal.  401.     In 

390.     The  Missouri  Constitution  de-  Denman  v.  Broderick,  111  Cal.  96^  the 

dares  that  cities  shall  be  divided  into  legislature  enacted  a  statute  providing 

not  more  than  four  classes,  and  that  all  for  boards  of  election  conmiissioners 

municipal   corporations   of  the   same  in  cities  and  counties  having  150,000 

class  snail  possess  the  same  powers,  or  more  inhabitants.     All  municipeJ 

The  legislature  divided  cities  into  four  corporations    were    already    classined 

classes,  the  first  class  being  composed  by  general  law,  the  first  class  contain- 

of  cities  bavins  more  than  100,000  in-  ing  all  those  which  had  100,000  inhab- 

babitants.     Held,  that  a  statute  pro-  itants  or  more.     It  was  held  that  this 

viding  for  a  board  of  public  works  in  statute  was  an  improper  attempt  to 

cities  of  100,000  and  less  than  150,000  create  a  class  of  municipal  corporations 

inhabitants  is  special  legislation,  be-  for  a  spiecial  purpose  without  reference 

cause  it  created  a  class  in  addition  to  to  the  existing  classification  by  eeneral 

those  prescribed  and  provided  for  by  law,  and  was  local  and  special  Tegisla- 

the  Constitution.     State   v.    Borden,  tion  in  violation  of  the  Constitution. 

164  Mo.  221.  In  Rauer  v.  Williams,  118  Cal.  401,  it 
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The  third  kind  of  cUiasificaiion  is  purely  etattUory  in  its  origin,  and 
embraces  the  subdivision  of  the  natural  classes  of  municipalities  into 
smaller  classes  by  legislative  act.  It  is  with  reference  to  this  kind  of 
classification  that  the  great  bulk  of  the  litigation  has  arisen,  and  that 
the  principal  difficulties  have  been  experienced  in  reaching  some 
satisfactory  criterion  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  constitu- 
tional validity  of  legislation. 

§  148.  Olassiflcation  mnat  be  founded  on  Neceasity  or  Propriety. 
—  A  law  b  usually,  but  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  not  always,  general 
because  it  operates  upon  all  within  a  class,  and  there  must  be 
back  of  that  a  substantial  reason  why  it  is  made  to  operate  only  on 
a  class  and  not  generally  upon  all.^  To  be  valid,  a  law  applicable  to 
a  class  of  municipalities  or  limited  to  particular  subdivisions  of  the 
State  must  rest  on  some  characteristic  or  peculiarity  plainly  dis- 
tinguishing the  places  included  from  those  excluded.'  The  true 
principle  of  classification  requires  something  more  than  a  mere 
designation  by  such  characteristics  as  will  serve  to  classify,  for  the 
characteristics  which  thus  serve  as  the  basis  of  classification  must 
be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  mark  the  objects  so  designated  as  peculiarly 
requiring  exclusive  legislation.  There  must  be  substantial  distinction 
having  reference  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  proposed  legislation 
between  the  objects  or  places  embraced  in  such  legislation  and  the 
objects  or  places  excluded.  The  marks  of  distinction  for  which  the 
classification  is  founded  must  be  such,  in  the  nature  of  things, .as  will 
in  some  reasonable  degree  at  least  account  for  or  justify  the  restric- 
tion of  the  legislation.'  It  must  be  founded  upon  a  necessity  or  pro- 
is  said  that,  upon  matters  other  than  present  section,  see  ante,  §{  146,  147 
the  oi]^mzation  and  incorporation  of  and  notes ;  post^  §  151  and  notes, 
municipalities,  the  l^islature  of  Cali-  '  State  v.  Oooley,  56  Minn.  540; 
fomia  may  pass  general  and  uniform  Murray  v.  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
laws  applicable  either  to  municipal  Ramsey  County,  81  Minn.  359;  State 
corporations  of  a  given  class  or  to  all  v.  Walker,  83  Minn.  295 ;  CosteUo  v. 
of  a  separate  class  created  b^  and  des-  Wyoming,  49  Ohio  St.  202 ;  Johnson 
ignatea  in  the  act  itself,  provided  some  v.  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383 ;  Adams  v. 
plain  reason  appears  for  the  limitation  Beloit,  405  Wis.  363.  See  ante,  {§  146, 
to  such  class.    This  case  seems  to  limit   147  and  notes. 

the  exclusive  character  of  the  or^ani-  '  State  v.  Hammer,  42  N.  J.  L.  435 ; 
zation  pursuant  to  the  constitutional  Anderson  v.  Trenton,  42  N.  J.  L.  486; 
mandate  to  legislation  for  the  incor-  Hammer  v.  State,  44  N.  J.  L.  667; 
poration  and  organization  of  munici-  Hightstown  v.  Glenn,  47  N.  J.  L.  105 ; 
palities.  Van  Giesen  v.  Bloomfield,  47  N.  J.  L. 

»  Ex  poarU  Jentzsch,  112  Cal.  468;  442;  Pepin  Tp.  v.  Sage,  129  Fed.  657; 
Rauerv.  Williams,  118  Cal.  401;  infra,  Halsey  v.  Nowrey,  71  N.  J.  L.  481; 
S§  150,  151 ;  Droese  v.  Mclnemey,  Lane  v.  Otis,  68  N.  J.  L.  656.  Respec- 
120  Ky.  796;  87  S.  W.  1085.  As  to  the  tive  powers  of  the  legislature  and  the 
respective  provinces  of  the  legislature  judicuuy,  as  to  the  necessity,  bads, 
ana  the  courts  as  to  the  subject  of  the  or  reason  for  the  classification,  ai 
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priety  for  legislation  differing  from  the  legislation  appropriate  to 
other  classes ;  and  this  necessity  or  propriety  must  spring  from  some 
manifest  peculiarities  not  only  distinguishing  one  class  from  another, 
but  demanding  or  at  least  justifying  legislation  for  each  class  sepa- 
rately that  would  be  useless  and  detrimental  to  the  others.^    A  statu- 

{{  146,   147   and   notes;  pott,  §  151 
and  notes. 

'  Darcy  v,  San  Jose,  104  Cal.  642; 
People  V,  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  105  Cal. 
o76:  Dupee  v.  Swigert,  127  111.  494; 
Hetland  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Norman 
County,  89  Minn.  492 ;  State  v.  Coolev, 
56  Minn.  540;  Alexander  v.  Duluth, 
77  Ifinn.  445;  Murray  v.  Board  of 
Com'rs  of  Ramsey  County,  81  Minn. 
359;  State  v.  MiUer,  100  Mo.  439,  606; 
Humane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo.  479; 


Dunne  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  Ry.  Co., 
131  Mo.  1;  Stote  v.  Speed,  183  Mo. 
186;  Rosenbloom  v.  State,  64  Neb. 
342;  State  v.  Farmers'  &  M.  Irrig.  Co., 
59  Neb.  1,  4;  Van  Giesen  v.  Bloom- 
field,  47  N.  J.  L.  442;  Lewis  v.  Jersey 
City,  66  N.  J.  L.  582;  Halsey  v.  Now- 
rey,  71  N.  J.  L.  481 ;  Angell  v.  Cass 
County,  UN.  Dak.  265;  Edmonds  v. 
Herbrandson,  2  N.  Dak.  270;  Ladd 
V.  Holmes,  40  Oreg.  167;  Wheeler  v. 
Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  338;  Scowden's 
Appeal,  96  Pa.  422;  McCarthy  v. 
Commonwealth,  110  Pa.  243;  Ayar's 
Appeal,  122  Pa.  266;  Ruan  Street,  132 
Pa.  257 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Macferron, 
152  Pa.  244;  Commonwealth  v.  Gilli- 
gan,  195  Pa.  504;  anU,  §§  146,  147 
and  notes.  "There  must  be  some 
reasonable  relation  between  the  situar 
tion  of  municipalities  classified  and 
the  purposes  ana  objects  to  be  attained. 
There  must  be  something  in  the  nar 
ture  of  things,  which  in  some  reason- 
able degree  accounts  for  the  division 
into  cli^ses."  People  v.  Knopf,  183 
IlL  410,  420.  "The  true  practical 
limitation  of  the  legislative  power  to 
classify  is  that  the  classification  shall 
be  upon  some  apparent  natural  reason 
—  somq  reason  suggested  by  necessity, 
by  such  a  difference  in  the  situation 
and  circumstances  of  the  subjects 
placed  in  different  classes  as  suggests 
the  necessity  or  propriety  of  dinlerent 
legislation  with  respect  to  them." 
Nichols  V.  Walter,  37  Minn.  264.  But 
by  necessity  in  this  connection  is  meant 
a  practical  and  not  an  absolute  neces- 
sity.    State  V.  Cooley,  56  Minn.  540. 

On  the  subject  of  "general"  and 
"special"  legislation  an  interesting  and 
difficult  question  arose  in  Minnesota  in 


the  case  last  cited,  in  which  the  court 
examined  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
as  well  as  of  form,  the  legislation  in 
question  was  general  as  a  matter  of 
necessity  or  propriety.  An  act  was 
passed  entitled  "An  act  to  provide 
additional  means  for  completing  and 
furnishing  the  court  house  and  city 
hall  building  now  in  process  of  erection 
in  the  citu  of  Minnea'oolia.  and  to  au- 
thorize tne  issue  ana  sale  of  bonds 
therefor."  On  the  first  argument,  the 
attorneys  as  well  as  the  court  appar- 
ently assumed  that  the  act  was  special, 
the  discussion  being  as  to  whetner  or 
not  it  was  an  act  in  the  language 
of  the  Constitution  'regulating  the 
affairs  of  any  county  or  city.'  The 
court  held  that  it  was,  and  hence 
was  void.  On  re-argument,  the  posi- 
tion was  taken  by  counsel  that  the  act 
was  general,  and  the  court  so  held.  Its 
reasoning  is  interesting,  to  say  the 
least.  It  went  beyond  the  mere  form 
and  looked  into  the  substance  of  the 
legislation  to  see  whether  it  was  gen- 
eral in  fact,  —  that  is,  whether  it  ap- 
plied to  all  cases  of  the  kind  which  ex- 
isted in  the  State ;  and  as  they  found 
that  the  combination  of  unfinished 
county  court  house  and  unfinished  city 
hall  existed  only  in  Minneapolis,  it  held 
that  it  was  general.  "If  such  reasoning 
be  valid,"  says  Mr.  Hubbard  in  the  Har- 
vard Law  Rev.,  June,  1005, "  it  is  a  little 
difficult  to  see  how  there  can  possibly 
be  any  such  thing  as  special  legislation. 
'Special'  means  belonging  to  or  relat- 
ing to  a  species;  and  if  legislation 
which  applies  to  a  particular  city  by 
name,  ana  applies  to  that  city  because 
it  is  different  from  every  other  city,  is 
not  special,  then  special  legislation 
would  seem  to  be  a  myth." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  said 
in  the  case  last  cited:  "The  last  prop- 
osition to  which  we  will  refer  is  that  the 
character  of  an  act  as  general  or  special 
depends  on  its  substance,  and  not  on 
its  form.  It  may  be  special  in  fact, 
although  general  m  form ;  and  it  may 
be  general  in  fact,  although  special  in 
form.  The  mere  form  is  not  material. 
To  illustrate,  suppose  mountains  were 
one  of  the  subjects  on  which  special 
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tory  classificationy  not  grounded  on  any  reasonable  or  practical 
necessity,  and  which  e£Fectuates  an  evasion  of  the  Constitution,  will 
not  be  upheld.' 

§  149.  OhuMrifieation  mmt  be  Oermane  to  Subject  Matter. — 
The  statement  that  a  law  relating  to  a  class  of  cities  is  a  general  law, 
is  only  the  generalization  of  a  rule,  and  is  to  be  qualified  by  the  con- 
sideration that  peculiarities  and  di£Ferences  which  serve  to  distinguish 
classes  for  any  purpose  do  not  necessarily  furnish  a  basis  for  l^isla- 
tive  classification.'  Qassification,  dissevered  from  the  purposes  of 
the  enactment,  can  only  result  in  segregation  and  localization,  and 
in  the  continuance  of  varying  and  discordant  enactments  applicable 
to  localities  having  the  same  needs.  Hence  a  classification  permitted 
for  one  kind  of  legislation  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  a  different 
kind  of  legislation  to  which  it  is  manifestly  inappropriate.'  There- 
fore the  rule  has  been  laid  down  and  generally  adopted  that  the 
^  characteristics  which  form  the  basis  of  classification  must  be  germane 
to  the  purpose  of  the  law;  in  other  words,  legislation  for  a  class,  in 
order  to  be  general,  miist  be  confined  to  matters  peculiar  to  the  class ; 

^gislation   was  prohibited,   and  that  stanoes  does  not  violate  the  purpose  or 

there  was  only  one  mountain  in  the'  policy  of  the  Constitution  respecting 

State;   a  law  referring  to  that  moun-  special  legislation, 
tain  by  name  would  be  special  in  form,        In  State  v.  Policemen's  Pension  Fund 

but  general  in  fact,  acconling  to  all  the  Trustees,  121  Wis.  44,  it  was  held  that 

rules."    P.  664 :  "  Inasmuch  as  courts  the  distinction  between  cities  having 

will  in  such  cases  take  judicial  notice  and  those  not  having  a  paid   police 

of  all  facts  bearing  on  the  constitu-  department  constituted  sucn  a  marked 

tionality  of  the  law,  we  know  that  this  difference  as  to  fully  satisfy  the  call  for 

is  the  only  case  of  the  kind  —  the  only  a  real  distinction  between  the  members 

member  of    the    class  —  which   now  of  one  class  and  those  of  another,  sueh 

exists,  or  ever  can  exist;    for,  under  feature  being  made  the  basis  in  the 

the  constitutional  amendment  of  1892,  main  for  the  accumulation  of  a  pension 

no  other  special  law  like  that  of  1887  fund,  and  an  act  providing  for  a  pen- 

can  be  enacted.    Hence  the  classifica-  sion  fund  for  pohce  officers  in  tooae 

tion  is  complete.     Again,  the  l^gisla-  cities  having  a  paid  police  department 

tion  [providing  funds  to  complete  the  was  held  to  be  not  invalid, 
building]  is  confined  to  matters  con-        *  In  Scowden's  Appeal,  96  Pa.  422, 

nected  with  and  peculiar  to  the  di»-  a  statute  applicable  to  all  counties  bav- 

tinctivefeaturesoi  the  case;  or,  in  the  ing  a  popubtUon  of  60,000,  in  which 

language  of  the  rule,  the  characteristics  there  may  be  a  city  of  the  fifth  claas, 

forming  the  bads  of  the  classification  was  held  to  be  an  effort  to  logielate  for 

are  germane  to  the  purpose  of  the  law.  certain  cities  of  the  fifth  claas  to  the  ex- 

Finally,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  elusion  of  all  other  cities  of  the  same 

facts  that  the  law  is  special  in  form,  class,  and  to  be  void, 
and  that  it  applies  to  only  a  single  ob-        '  State  v.  Miller,  100  Mo.  439,  606. 

ject,  or,  in  the  lan^age  of  another  rule,  Respective  provinces  of  legislature  and 

that  the  class  consists  of  only  one  mem-  courts,  see  cmUy  {{  146,  147,  148  and 

ber,  are  not  important.    Our  conclusion  notes ;  post,  {  161  and  notes, 
is  that  the  act,  althoi^h  special  in  form,        *  Dougherty  v.  Austin,  94  GaL  601, 

is  general  in  fact,  within  the  meaning  621;  Culfen  v.  Glendora  Water  Co.,  113 

of  the  Constitution."   On  the  whole,  the  GaL   603;    Rosenbkwm  v.   State,  64 

author  is  inclined  to  think  that  the  con-  Neb.  342. 
elusion  of  the  court  under  the  circum- 
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there  must  be  an  evident  connection  between  the  distinctive  features 
sought  to  be  regulated  and  the  regulations  adopted/ 


»  People  V.  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  105 
ObI.  576;  Van  Hariingen  v.  Doyle,  134 
CaL  53;  People  v.  Knopf,  183  IlL  410; 
Rambo  v.  Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634 ;  Gor- 
1^  V.  Louisville,  104  Ky.  372;  Nichols 
V.  Walter,  37  Minn.  264 ;  State  v,  Cooley , 
56  Minn  540 ;  Boonim  v,  Connelly,  66 
N.  J.  L.  197 ;  Lewis  v,  Jersey  City,  66 
N.  J.  L.  582;  Philadelphia  v.  Hadding- 
ton M.  E.  Churoh,  115  Pa.  291 ;  Wein- 
man v.  Railroad  Co.,  118  Pa.  192 ;  Ruan 
Street,  132  Pa.  257;  Ayar's  Appeal, 
122  Pa.  266, 281 ;  Chalfant  v.  Edwaitls, 
173  Pa.  246;  Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  88 
Wis.  383;  Adams  v.  Beloit,  105  Wis. 
363.  See  also  Bloomer  v.  Bloomer, 
128  Wis.  297. 

In  Ruan  Street,  132  Pa.  257,  276, 
the  court,  speaking  of  the  principle 
that  classification  will  only  justify 
legislation  relating  to  the  aCFairs  of 
cities  embraced  within  the  class,  said : 
**  Among[  the  man^  subjects  of  legisla- 
tion which  classification  presents,  we 
may  call  attention  to  such  as  the  estab- 
lishment, maintenance,  and  control  of 
ao  ade(}uate  police  force  for  the  public 
protection ;  the  preservation  of  the  pub- 
&c  heiUth ;  protection  against  fire ;  the 
provision  of  an  adequate  water  supply ; 
the  paving,  grading,  curbing,  and  light- 
ing oi  the  public  streets;  the  regula- 
tion of  markets  and  market-houses,  of 
docks  and  wharves;  the  erection  and 
care  of  public  buildings,  and  other 
municipal  improvements.  These  are 
mentioned,  not  because  they  include 
all  the  subjects  for  the  exercise  of 
municipal  powers,  but  as  a  suggestion 
of  some  of  the  more  obvious  ones,  and 
as  an  illustration  of  the  character  of 
the  subjects  upon  which  legislation  for 
the  classified  cities  may  be  necessary. 
Tliese  classes  are  thus  seen  to  embrace, 
not  mere  geographical  subdivisions  of 
the  territoiy  of  the  State,  but  organized 
municipalities  which  are  divided  with 
reference  to  their  own  peculiar  charac- 
teristics and  needs;  and  the  legislation 
to  which  they  are  entitled  by  virtue  of 
such  division  is  simply  that  which  re- 
lates, to  the  peculiarities  and  needs 
which  induced  the  division.  In  this 
way,  each  class  may  be  provided  with 
legisJation  appropriate  to  it,  without  im- 
posing the  same  provisions  on  other 
classes  to  which  they  would  be  unsuit- 
able and  burdensome."  A  statute  pro- 
hibiting   hospitals,    pest-houses,    and 


burial  grounds  in  the  built-up  portions 
of  cities  is  founded  upon  the  obviously 
greater  danger  to  the  public  health  from 
such  institutions  in  a  populous  city,  a 
daneer  which  is,  in  proportion  to  the 
nunoDer  and  density  of  population,  per- 
manent and  transient,  and  is  founded 
on  a  proper  basis  of  classification. 
Commonwealth  v.  Charity  Hospital, 
198  Pa.  270. 

A  statute  authorizing  all  incorpo- 
rated villages  having  within  their  limits 
a  college  or  universitjr  to  regulate  and 
limit  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  is 
based  upon  a  valid  classification.  Bron- 
son  V,  Oberlin,  41  Ohio  St.  476.  So, 
too,  is  a  statute  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  within  a  specified 
distance  of  any  home,  retreat,  or  asy- 
lum for  soldiers  or  sailors.  Driggs  v. 
State,  52  Ohio  St.  37.  A  limitation  of 
six  months  for  actions  against  cities 
for  damages  has*  no  proper  relation  to 
the  government  of  cities  and  cannot 
be  based  upon  a  classification  of  cities. 
Louisville  v,  Kuntz,  104  Ky.  584.  Sim- 
ilarly a  limitation  of  six  months  of 
actions  by  members  of  the  police  force 
to  recover  salaries  or  for  reinstatement 
has  no  applicability  to  a  class  of  cities. 
Goriey  v,  Louisville,  104  Ky.  372.  The 
fact  that  a  county  clerk  is  paid  a  sal- 
ary, and  that  fees  in  his  office  are  paid 
into  the  county  treasury,  does  not 
afford  any  basis  for  an  enactment  au- 
thorizing the  appointment  of  an  assist- 
ant county  clerk  who  shall  be  paid  by 
the  county.  Ernst  v,  Morgan,  39  N.  J. 
Eq.  391.  See  also  Gibbs  v,  Moigan,  39 
N.  J.  Eq.  126.  The  emission  of  dense 
smoke  in  a  city  is  a  nuisance  irrespec- 
tive of  the  business  of  the  owners  or 
occupants  of  the  premises.  Hence  a 
statute  prohibiting  the  emission  of 
smoke,  but  excepting  manufacturing 
establishments  using[  the  entire  product 
of  combustion,  &c.,  is  founded  upon  an 
arbitrary  distinction  between  different 
kinds  or  classes  of  business  and  is 
special  legislation.  State  v.  Sheriff  of 
Ramsey  County,  48  Minn.  236.  The 
mode  of  providmg  for  the  cost  of  street 
improvements  is  a  reasonable  basis  for 
the  classification  of  cities  according  to 
population.  Parker- Washington  Co.  v. 
Kansas  City,  73  Kan.  722.  A  statute 
authorizing  every  city  of  the  fourth 
class  to  purchase  or  erect  steam-power 
plants  for  the  operation  of  street  eleo- 
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§  150.  SUtato  miiBt  include  ftU  belonginff  to  Olasa.  —  Under  the 
constitutional  prohibition  of  special  legislation,  in  order  to  make  a 
statute  applicable  only  to  a  class  constitutional  U  is  essential  thai  it 
should  include  wiihm  its  provisions  all  persons  or  things  naturally 
embraced  within  the  class.  It  must  exclude  none  whose  conditions 
and  wants  naturally  bring  them  within  the  operation  of  legislation 
adapted  to  the  class.^  When  the  legislature  enacts  a  statute  in  regard 
to  a  class,  it  cannot  be  permitted  to  take  what  might  be  deemed  a 
natural  class,  split  that  class  in  two,  and  then  arbitrarily  designate 
the  dissevered  fractions  of  the  original  unit  as  two  classes,  and  there- 
upon enact  different  rules  for  the  government  of  each.^  If  munici- 
palities be  grouped  into  a  small  class  founded  upon  some  peculiarity 
of  an  artificial  and  unsubstantial  nature,  the  origin  and  formation  of 


tiio-lLghting  plants  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  presenting  no  distinction 
germane  to  the  legislation.  Smith  v, 
urlington,  129  Wis.  336. 
*  Pasadena  V.  Stimson,  91  Gal.  238; 
Daroy  v.  San  Jose,  104  Cal.  642 ;  Mint- 
«er  V.  Schilling,  117  Cal.  361;  Vail  v, 
San  Diego  County,  126  Cal.  35;  Frag- 
ley  V,  Phelan,  126  CaL  383 ;  Escondido 
lugh  School  Dist.  v.  Escondido  Semi- 
naiy,  130  Cal.  128 ;  People  v.  Election 
Commissioners,  221  111.  9;  State  v. 
Cooley,  56  Minn.  540 ;  Murray  v.  Board 
of  Corners  of  Ramsey  Coun^,  81  Minn. 
359 ;  Hetland  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of 
Norman  County,  89  Minn.  492;  95 
N.  W.  305;  State  v.  Farmers'  &  M. 
Irrig.  Co^  59  Neb.  1,4;  Lane  v.  Otis, 
68  N.  J.  L.  656 ;  Van  Riper  v.  Parsons, 
40  N.  J.  L.  1;  Randolph  v.  Wood,  49 
N.  J.  L.  85, 95 ;  In  re  Cleveland,  52  N.  J. 
L.  188;  Calvo  v.  Westcott,  55  N.  J.  L. 
78;  Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  482; 
Budd  V.  Hancock,  66  N.  J.  L.  133 ;  Rut- 
gers College  V.  Morgan,  70  N.  J.  L.  460 ; 
Dickinson  v.  Freenolders  of  Hudson, 
71  N.  J.  L.  589 ;  Angell  v.  Cass  County, 
UN.  Dak.  265;  Edmonds  v.  Her- 
brandson,  2  N.  Dak.  270;  Philadel- 
phia V.  Harrington  M.  E.  Church,  115 
Pa.  291;  Wemman  v.  Railroad  Co., 
118  Pa.  192 ;  Ruan  Street.  132  Pa.  257 ; 
Chalfant  v,  Edwards,  173  Pa.  246; 
Green  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  380; 
92  S.  W.  Rep.  847;  Ex  parte  Massey 
(Tex.  Grim.  Rep.),  92  S.  W.  Rep. 
1083.  Province  of  legislature  and  of 
the  courts  on  subject  of  classification, 
see  ante,  {{  146-148  and  notes;  past, 
i  151. 

A  statute  exempting  irrigation  com- 
panies   from   the    operation   of    the 


general  law  requiring  railroad  cor- 
porations, canal  companies,  Ac,,  to 
erect  and  maintain  bndges  and  cross- 
ings on  the  highways,  where  their 
canals,  roads,  or  ditches  cross  such 
highways,  held  to  be  special  Ic^gisla- 
tion  and  void.  State  v.  Farmers'  & 
Merehants'  Irrigation  Co.,  59  Neb.  4. 
Quasre,  is  the  judicial  judgment  on  a 
subject  of  this  kind  better  than  the 
legislative  judgment?  and  does  not 
such  a  subject  belong  naturally  and 
properly  to  the  legislative  rather  than 
the  judicial  department?  An  act  con- 
ferring corporate  powers  upon  the 
three  municipal  coiporations,  specific- 
ally mentioned,  of  Seattle,  Tacoma,  and 
Spokane^  and  affecting  only  the  cofun- 
ties  of  King,  Pierce^  and  Spokane,  waa 
held  to  be  a  special  act  withm  the  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  prohibition 
against  the  enactment  of  private  or 
special  laws  granting  corporate  powers 
or  privileges,  no  additional  powers  or 
privileges  Deing  extended  to  any  of  the 
other  counties  and  cities  of  the  State, 
and  there  not  even  being  an  attempt  at 
classification  of  the  counties  and  cities 
of  the  State,  so  that  all  of  any  speci- 
fied class  might  be  similarly  imected. 
Terry  v.  King  County,  43  Wash.  61. 

'  State  V.  Walsh,  136  Mo.  400; 
State  V,  Thomas,  138  Mo.  95.  But  it 
has  been  held  that  a  statute  relating 
to  public  improvements  which  by  iu 
terms  is  made  applicable  onlv  to  cities 
of  the  first  class  that  may  have  been 
oiganized  since  January  1,  1881,  is  not 
a  local  or  special  law  because  limited  to 
cities  organized  since  that  date.  Oweo 
V.  Sioux  City,  91  Iowa,  190. 
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this  class  will  serve  as  an  apt  precedent  for  the  further  selection 
of  a  few  individuals  of  that  class,  having  a  common,  though  slight, 
relation  or  affinity,  and  grouping  them  into  another  and  still  smaller 
class,  by  which  classification  may  be  minimized  to  the  point  of  special 
legislation  and  the  constitutional  mandate  defeated.^  Similarly  if  a 
statute  selects  certain  classes  of  municipalities  apparently  at  random, 
some  large,  some  small,  some  of  intermediate  size,  omitting  others 
of  eveiy  grade  of  population  above,  below,  and  intermediate,  and 
confers  upon  the  classes  so  arbitrarily  selected  a  power  and  a  privilege 
in  the  transaction  of  municipal  business  which  is  denied  to  others 
standing  in  precisely  the  same  relation  to  the  subject  of  the  enact- 
ment, the  act  is  special  notwithstanding  the  generality  of  its  form.' 

§  151.  Olassiflcation  by  Population.  —  Additional  powers  maybe 
required  in  large  cities,  and  the  performance  of  additional  dviies, 
such  as  the  maintenance  of  an  adequate  police  force,  protection 
against  fire,  water  supply,  and  other  things,  may  call  for  legisla^ 
tion  different  from  that  required  in  less  populous  centres.  The  in- 
creased responsibilities  and  duties  of  a  city  which  are  necessary 
to  afford  protection  to  and  supply  the  needs  of  a  great  population 
may  require  a  greater  revenue  and  a  higher  rate  of  taxation  than 
would  be  needed  in  a  smalltown  or  village.*  The  judicial  doctrine 
of  classification  is  that  all  cities  having  the  same  characteristics  of 
a  substantial  equality  of  population  should  have  the  same  corporate 
powers  and  be  subject  to  the  same  restrictions  although  another 
class  might  be  formed  upon  a  substantial  difference  in  population.^ 
From  this  necessity  for  diverse  powers,  classification  by  population 
has  been  adopted,  and  has  been  recognized  as  creating  a  sufiicient 
basis  of  generality  for  statutes  relating  to  the  affairs  of  cities.*    But 

'  Gostello  V.  Wyoming,  49  Ohio  St.  the  same  principle  a  statute  fixing  the 
202;  Ohio  decisions,  see  ante,  §{  140,  term  of  office  of  city  physicians  at  three 
141,  145.     A  New  Jersey  statute  regu-  years,  and  forbidaing  any  diminution 
lating   the   appointment   of   fire   and  of  their  salary,  but  applying  only  to 
police  conimissionerB,  applying  only  to  city  physicians  whose  term  of  office  was 
cities  having  a  population  numbering  not  previously  fixed  under  authority  of 
between  12,000  and  100,000,  in  which  law,  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional, 
police   commissionerB   have   not   been  Tetrault  v.  Orange,  55  N.  J.  L.  99. 
appointed  pursuant  of  any  law  of  the        '  Dougherty  v.  Austin,  94  Cal.  601. 
State,  was  neld  to  be  unconstitutional        *  People   v.    Knopf,    183    lU.  410 ; 
on  the  ground  that  it  attempted  a  clas-  ante,  chap.  i.  §§  4  e<  sea, 
Bification  of  cities  on  the  basis  of  pop-        *  State  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453. 
ulation,  but  excluded  from  its  opera-        '  Waite  v.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S. 
tion  those  cities  which,  although  their  302,    rev'g    89    Fed.    Rep.    619;     75 
population    is    within   the    prescribed  Fed.  Rep.  967;    Los  Angeles  v.  Teed, 
number,     have    police    commissioners  112  Cal.  319;    Pritchett  v,  Stanislaus 
appointed  pursuant  to  other  statutes.  County,  73  Cal.  310;    People  v.  Hen- 
State  9.  Nealon,  73  N.  J.  L.  100.     On  shaw,  76  Cal.  436;    Mintzer  v.  Schill- 
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classification  by  population  cannot  be  made  arbitrarily  and  without 
reason.  There  must  be  some  reason,  in  the  nature  of  things,  for  the 
distinctions  adopted.  The  size  of  the  municipality  as  evidenced  by 
its  population  must  have  a  reasonable  relation  to  the  subject  matter 
of  the  legislation,  and  must  furnish  some  fairly  apparent  reason 
for  legislation  differing  from  that  appHcable  to  other  municipali- 
ties having  a  substantial  difference  in  population.'    If  the  popular 


ing,  117  Cal.  361;  Rauer  v.  Williams, 
118  CaL  401;  Ex  parte  Jackson,  143 
OaL  564;  Crovatt  v.  Mason,  101  Ga. 
246;  Cummings  v.  Chica»3,  144  111. 
663;  People  v.  Onahan,  170  III  449; 
Knopf  V.  People,  185  111.  20,  27;  In- 
dianapolis v.  Navin,  151  Ind.  139; 
Haskel  v.  Burlington,  30  Iowa,  232, 
236 ;  Iowa  Railroad  Land  Co.  v.  Soper, 
39  Iowa,  112,  115 ;  Owen  v.  Sioux  City, 
91  Iowa,  190;  Tuttle  v.  Polk,  92  Iowa, 
433;  Parker-Washington  Co.  v,  Kan- 
sas City,  73  Kan.  722;  Richardson  v. 
Mehler.  Ill  Ky.  408;  63  S.  W.  Rep. 
957;  McKeon  v,  Sumner  Building  & 
Supply  Co.,  51  La.  An.  1961;  Anderson 
V.  Sulliyan,  72  Minn.  126;  State  v  Dist. 
Court,  61  Minn.  542;  State  v.  Tower, 
185  Mo.  79;  State  v.  ToUe,  71  Mo.  645; 
State  V.  Herrmann,  75  Mo.  340;  Ruther- 
ford V.  Heddens,  82  Mo.  388;  Kelley 
V,  Meeks,  87  Mo.  396;  Rutherford  v, 
Hamilton,  97  Mo.  543;  State  v.  Miller, 
100  Mo.  439;  State  t^.  County  Court, 
128  Mo.  427;  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo. 
218;  Jones  t^.  Graham,  16  Neb.  76; 
State  V.  Aitkin,  61  Neb.  74,  490:  State 
V.  Malone,  74  Neb.  645;  105  N.  W.  893; 
Rutgers  v.  New  Brunswick,  42  N.  J.  L. 
51 ;  IfcGill  V.  State,  34  Ohio  St  228; 
State  V.  Powers,  38  Ohio  St.  54 ;  State 
«.  Brewster,  39  Ohio  St.  653 ;  Bronson  r. 
Oberlin,  41  Ohio  St.  476 ;  State  v,  Pugh, 
43  Ohio  St.  98;  State  v.  Hudson,  44 
Ohio  St.  137 ;  Marmet  v.  State,  45  Ohio 
St.  63 ;  State  v.  Wall,  47  Ohio  St.  499 ; 
State  V.  Toledo,  48  Ohio  St.  1 12 ;  State 
V.  Smith,  48  Ohio  St.  211;  Parsons 
V.  Columbus,  50  Ohio  St.  460;  State  v. 
Cincinnati,  52  Ohio  St.  419;  State  v. 
Baker,  55  Ohio  St.  1 ;  Gentsch  v.  State, 
71  Ohio  St.  151 ;   Wheeler  v.  Philadel- 

?hia,  77  Pa.  338;  Kilgore  v.  Magee,  85 
a.  401;  Ayar's  Appeal,  122  Pa.  266; 
Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  534, 
553;  Beltz  v.  Pittsburg,  26  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  66,  afiTd  211  Pa.  561;  Boyd  v. 
Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  456:  State  v. 
Policemen's  Pension  Fund  Trustees, 
121  Wis.  44;  Bingham  v.  Milwaukee 
County  Supervisors,  127  Wis.  344; 
Smith  V.  Burlington,  129  Wis.  336;  109 


N.  W.  79.  There  is  no  constitutional 
objection  to  the  clasofication  of  9diio6L 
dietrids.  Sugar  Notch  Borough.  192 
Pa.  349;  Commonwealth  v.  Gilligan, 
195  Pa.  504. 

'  L'Hote  V.  Milford,  212  IlL  410, 
418;  People  v.  Knopf,  183  III.  410; 
People  V.  Martin,  178  IlL  611;  People 
V.  Election  CommissionerB,  221  III.  9; 
Longview  v,  Crawfordsville,  164  Ind. 
117;  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo.  218. 
Elections  may  be  regulated  by  a 
statute  applicable  to  a  class  of  munici- 
pal corporations  defined  by  population. 
The  larger  and  more  densely  populated 
cities  and  towns  require  more  specific 
and  more  strict  rules  and  reguJatums 
than  less  densely  populatedf  places. 
Ladd  V.  Holmes,  40  Oreff.  167.  But  an 
elecUon  law  creating  oifferent  rights 
for  voters  in  different  counties,  baaed 
upon  a  clasofication  of  the  counties  by 
population,  is  unconstitutional  as  spe* 
dai  legislation,  there  being  no  such 
diversity  of  rights  arising  from  differ- 
ence in  population  as  womd  justify  the 
act.  People  v.  Election  Commissioneri, 
221  IlL  9.  Salaries  and  compensationM 
of  officers  mav  be  regulated  aoooniing 
to  the  popuuition  of  municipalitieB. 
Anderson  v.  Sullivan,  72  Minn.  128. 
Funding  of  municipal  indMedness 
being  a  matter  pertaining  to  munidpal 
oiganization,  and  peculiarly  interest- 
ing cities  of  larger  population,  may  be 
made  applicable  to  a  claas  of  cities  of  a 
prescribcKi  population.  Los  Angeles  «. 
Teed,  112  Cal.  319;  Waite  v.  SanU 
Cms,  184  U.  S.  302 ;  Pasadena  v.  Stim- 
son,  91  Cal.  238,  249.  But  compare 
Anderson  v.  Trenton^  42  N.  J.  L.  486, 
where  a  contrary  view  was  adopted. 
Liens  for  the  cost  of  ttrtet  improve^ 
menu  may  be  regulated  aecordms  to 
the  population  of  the  cities.  RieharasoD 
V.  Mehler,  111  Ky.  436.  And  also 
mechanic's  liens.  McKeon  9.  Sumner 
Bldg.  &  Supply  Co.,  51  La.  An.  1961. 
The  emission  of  smoke  u  not  equally 
obnoxious  in  small  cities,  and  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
authorise  tne  regulation  of  such  emis- 
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lion  has  no  relation  to  the  subject  matter,  a  statute  is  not  saved  from 
want  of  generality  merely  because  it  is  made  applicable  to  all  cities 
baving  a  population  witbin  prescribed  limits.^    Within  this  principle. 


non  by  ordinances  limited  to  cities  of  a 
laxser  population.  State  v.  Tower,  185 
Mo.  79.  A  statute  conferring  on  cities 
the  power  to  grant  the  ri^ht  to  lay  raU- 
roaa  tracks,  but  excepting  therefrom 
dties  of  the  first  class,  is  based  on  a 
reasonable  discrimination.  The  legisla- 
ture has  the  right  to  authorize  such 
tracks  to  be  laid  in  smaller  cities  if  the 
municipalities  deem  it  safe,  and  to  re- 
Quire  that  in  more  populous  cities  tracks 
shall  be  laid  only  by  direct  authority  of 
the  lenslature.  Burlington  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  259.  A  stat- 
ute prescribing  a  maximum  fare  for  street 
railroads  in  cities  having  100,000  in- 
habitants or  more  is  not  unconstitu- 
tionaL  Indianapolis  v.  Navin,  151  Ind. 
39.  A  statute  which  provides  for  the 
dtsineorporation  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions of  the  sixth  class,  being  all  corpora- 
tions having  a  population  of  less  than 
3,000  inhabitants,  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  a  special  law  merelv  because  it 
does  not  apply  to  anv  otner  munici- 
pality than  a  municipality  of  the  sixth 
class.  For  such  purposes  municipalitiet 
may  properly  be  classified  upon  the  basis 
of  population.  Mintzer  v.  Schilling, 
117  CaL  361.  When  the  Constitution 
prescribes  the  population  of  each  dass, 
the  legislature  may  make  the prescribea 
population  the  basis  of  classincation  for 
general  Laws  on  city  affairs,  although 
the  subject  matter  of  the  laws  may 
not  have  any  natural  relation  to  the 
siae  oi  the  cities  or  the  number  of  people 
in  the  classified  cities,  thereby  dispens- 
ing to  that  extent  with  the  principle 
that  the  classification  must  be  germane 
to  the  subject  matter  of  the  statute. 
Alexander  v.  Duluth,  77  Minn.  445; 
Bute  V.  Ames,  87  Minn.  23;  supa,  { 148. 
An  act  which  places  restrictions  upon 
the  amount  of  indebtedness,  and  the 
levying  of  taxes  upon  cities,  townships, 
and  school  districts,  because  they  are 
within  a  county  containing  a  popula- 
tion of  more  than  125,000,  there  being 
(nU  one  county  of  thai  powdation  in  the 
State,  is  special  or  local  legislation  and 
is  void.  People  ex  rd.  Stuckert  v. 
Knopf,  183  111.  410.  CaHwright,  C.  J., 
said:  "There  can  be  no  reason,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  why  a  city,  village, 
school  district,  or  other  public  or  ^tuxsi 
public  corporation  in  that  county 
should  be  deprived  of  powers  that  a 


similar  corporation  situated  in  some 
other  county  is  permitted  to  exercise. 
It  is  an  arbitraiy  and  unnatural  classi- 
fication of  mumcipalities  not  different 
in  population,  needs,  or  requirements, 
ana  exercising  the  same  general  powers 
in  other  respects."  See  also  Knopf  v. 
People,  185  lU.  20.  An  act  of  annexation, 
giving  the  power  to  cities  having  a 
population  of  between  6,000  and  7,000 
only,  was  held  arbitrary  and  uncon- 
stitutional, there  being  no  reason 
inherent  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
act  for  giving  the  power  to  cities  of 
such  population  to  tne  exclusion  of  all 
other  cities  in  the  State.  Longview  v. 
Crawfordsville,  164  Ind.  117;  73  N.  E. 
Rep.  78.  A  statute  authorizing  cities 
of  the  fourth  class  to  purchase  or 
construct  steam-power  plants  for  the 
operation  of  their  municipal  lighting 
plants  and  waterworks  is  not  uncon- 
stitutional. Smith  V.  Burlington,  129 
Wis.  336. 

»  Dufford  V.  Staats,  54  N.  J.  L.  286; 
Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  482,  aff'g 
B.  c.  sub  nom.  Hoos  v.  O'Donnell,  60 
N.  J.  L.  35;  Foley  v.  Hoboken,  61 
N.  J.  L.  478;  Lowthorp  v.  Trenton, 
62  N.  J.  L.  795,  aff'g  61  N.  J.  L.  484; 
People  V.  Election  Commissioners,  221 
111.9.  A  staXuterdoHng  to  horseshoeing, 
which  applies  only  to  cities  of  50,000 
inhabitants,  permitting  cities  of  over 
10,000  and  under  50,000  to  adopt  its 
provisions  at  their  pleasure,  and  which 
compels  horseshoers  residing  in  those 
cities  to  which  the  statute  applies  or 
which  have  adopted  the  act  to  take 
out  licenses,  whereas  those  residing  in 
other  cities  and  towns  are  exempt,  is 
founded  upon  a  classification  which  has 
no  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of 
the  statute,  and  must  be  regarded  as 
special  l^islation.  Bessette  v.  People, 
193  IlL  334.  In  Anderson  v.  Trenton, 
42  N.  J.  L.  486,  a  statute  purported  to 
confer  upon  all  cities  having  a  popula- 
tion of  not  less  than  25,000  inhabitants 
the  power  of  issuing  bonds  to  fund  a 
debt  was  held  to  be  a  special  law,  in 
violation  of  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion, Dixon,  J.,  saying:  ''I  am  unable 
to  see  any  natural  connection  between 
the  number  of  people  in  a  city  and  its 
right  to  fund  its  noating  debt.  It  is 
true  that  there  may  be  propriety  in 
denying  this  authority  to  very  small 
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classification  by  population  does  not  justify  the  legislature  in  enact- 
ing a  special  rule  applicable  only  to  cities  of  a  certain  population, 
and  leaving  a  different  rule  applicable  to  cities  having  a  larger  popu- 
lation and  also  to  cities  having  a  smaller  population.  For  example, 
if  cities  be  divided  into- three  classes,  and  if  there  be  a  statute  pie- 
scribing  a  general  rule  for  all  of  these  classes,  the  legislature  cannot 
single  out  the  second  class  and  prescribe  a  special  rule  on  the  same 
subject  matter  for  that  class,  unless  clear  justification  appears  from 
the  population  for  so  doing.'  If  the  subject  of  a  statute  bears  such 
a  relation  to  the  size  of  cities  to  which  it  applies,  as  evidenced  by 
population,  as  to  render  population  a  fair  basb  for  classification,  it 
is  for  the  legislature,  and  not  for  the  courts,  to  say  where  the  line 
shall  be  drawn.  The  legislative  judgment  will  prevail  as  long  as 
the  difference  in  classes  is  substantial  and  the  classification  is  not 
plainly  illusory  or  applied  illusively.'  Where  the  Constitution  ex- 
pressly authorizes  the  legislature  to  grade  the  compensation  of 
officers  in  proportion  to  the  population  and  the  necessary  services 
required,  and  a  statute  enacted  for  that  purpose  declares  that  the 


municipalities  and  granting  it  to 
larger  ones,  but  the  same  may  be  said 
of  almost  every  power  usually  possessed 
by  cities."  But  see  to  the  contrary 
Waite  V,  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S.  302; 
Pasadena  v.  Stimson,  91  Cal.  238 ;  Los 
Angeles  v.  Teed,  112  Gal.  319,  referred 
to  in  the  immediately  preceding  note. 
In  Hightstown  v.  Glenn,  47  N.  J.  L. 
105,  a  statute  regulating  the  licensing 
power  in  boroughs  of  the  third  class, 
t.  e,  all  boroughs  having  less  than 
1,500  inhabitants,  was  held  to  be 
unconstitutional,  (1)  because  there 
was  no  natural  relation  between  the 
right  to  grant  licenses  in  boroughs  of 
XubX  size  and  the  number  of  inhabitants 
therein,  and  (2)  because  boroughs  and 
cities,  although  designated  by  different 
names,  were  in  substance  similar  cor- 
porations, and  no  reason  existed  why 
cities  of  the  similar  population  should 
be  excluded  from  the  application  of  the 
act.  In  respect  to  the  method  of  grant- 
ing licenses  to  sell  liquors  all  cities  are 
a  class,  and  an  attempt  to  segregate 
cities  into  a  distinct  class  for  that  pur- 
pose on  a  standard  of  population  cannot 
be  permitted.  Closson  v.  Trenton,  48 
N.  J.  L.  438.  The  consolidation  of 
pMic  offices  in  a  city  has  no  relation 
to  the  population  of  the  city,  and  there 
is  no  reason  why  a  statute  conferring 
power  to  consolidate  should  be  limitea 
to  cities  having  a  population  of  over 


12,000  and  lees  than  35,000  inhabitantB. 
Dexheimer  v.  Oranse,  60  N.  J.  L.  111. 
A  statute  appliodne  to  cities  of  over 
100,000  inhaDitants,  requiring  the  pay- 
ment of  fees  to  the  treasurer,  who  shall 
issue  a  receipt  to  be  presented  to  the 
proper  officer  before  any  required  ser- 
vice can  be  performed,  is  intended  for 
the  protection  and  security  of  the 
municipality,  and  there  is  no  reaacm 
why  such  protection  should  be  limited 
to  cities  of  a  population  of  100,000 
inhabitants.  The  distinction  therdTore 
is  arbitraiy  and  the  law  is  speciaL 
Rauer  V.  Williams,  118  GaL  401. 

'  L'Hote  V.  Milford,  212  IlL  418: 
Heifer  v,  Simon,  53  N.  J.  L.  550.  See 
also  Tyler  v.  PUinfield,  54  N.  J.  L.  529. 
A  statute  authorizing  cities  of  the 
second  cUlss  having  a  city  physician  to  ] 
extend  his  term  of  office  and  fix  the 
rate  of  his  compensation  is  local  and 
special.  Its  operation  being  confined 
to  such  cities  of  the  second  class  as 
have  such  an  officer,  there  is  no  reason 
why  such  officer  should  have  a  different 
term  and  compensation  from  a  physi- 
cian appointed  and  oompensatea  in  a 
city  of^tne  first  class.  Heifer  v.  Simon, 
53  N.  J.  L.  550. 

'  Wanser  v.  Hooe,  60  N.  J.  L.  482; 
Galvo  V.  Westcott,  55  N.  J.  L.  78.  See 
ante,  {}  146,  147,  and  notes  as  to 
respective  provinces  and  duties  of  the 
legisUture  and  the  courts. 
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compensation  of  officers  has  been  graded  in  keeping  with  the  con- 
stitutional requirement,  the  court  must  regard  the  statute  as  enacted 
by  the  legislature  in  good  faith  pursuant  to  the  power  conferred  upon 
it  by  the  Constitution,  and  will  sustain  the  validity  of  the  act  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  in  the  statute  that  the  classification  is 
intended  to  be  arbitrary.'  In  New  Jersey,  the  courts  hold  that 
municipalities  may,  for  legislative  action,  be  distributed  into  classes 
constructed  on  the  basis  of  population,  when  the  legislation  relates 
to  the  structure  and  forms  of  government  and  administration.'    The 


*  The  Constitution  of  Indiana  pro- 
hibits the  legislature  from  passing 
local  or  speciallaws  '4n  relation  to  fees 
or  salaries,  except  that  the  laws  may 
be  so  made  as  to  grade  the  compensa- 
tion of  officers  in  proportion  to  the 
population  and  the  necessary  services 
required."  The  legislature  passed  a 
statute  which  declared  that  the  county 
officers  named  therein  should  be  en- 
titled to  receive  for  their  services  the 
compensation  provided  in  the  act, 
"which  compensation  is  graded  in 
proportion  to  the  population  and  the 
necessary  services  required"  in  each  of 
the  counties,  and  thereafter  prescribed 
a  fixed  salary  per  annum  for  the  clerk, 
auditor,  recorder,  treasurer,  and  sheriff 
of  the  different  counties,  specifying 
them  b]r  name.  The  salaries  of  these 
officers  in  each  county  were  provided 
for  by  separate  sections^  ana  on  the 
surface  the  statute  was  simply  a  series 
of  special  provisions  for  tne  salaries 
of  the  officers  of  the  different  counties, 
except  in  BO  far  as  it  was  qualified  by 
the  declaration  of  the  statute  first 
quoted.  The  salaries  ranged  from 
9700  for  the  recorder  of  Scott  Ck>unty 
to  $12,500  for  the  recorder  of  Marion 
Goimty,  and  the  court  held  that  the  act 
was  not  a  local  or  special  law  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion, that  such  graduation  must  be  sup- 
posed to  rest  upon  the  basis  of  a  full  and 
comprehenfdve  survey  embracing  both 
the  existing  populations  and  services, 
with  the  propaole  increase  of  the  one 
and  the  aaditions  to  the  other  which  the 
natural  growth  would  in  time  produce, 
and  that  the  different  salanes  fixed 
must  be  regarded  as  adopted  by  the 
legislature  m  good  faith,  pursuant  to 
the  power  conferred  upon  it  by  the 
Constitution,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  in  the  statute  that  the  classi- 
fication was  intended  to  be  arbitrary, 
must  sustain  the  validity  of  the  act. 
Hannon  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Madison 


County,  153  Ind.  68.  But  the  express 
legislative  declaration  that  the  com- 
pensation had  been  j^raded  as  author- 
ized by  the  Constitution  does  not 
add  anything  that  the  courts  ought 
not  to  imply  if  no  such  declaration  had 
been  made 

>  Randolph  v.  Wood,  49  N.  J.  L.  85 ; 
8.  c.  60  N.  J.  L.  175;  Hart  v,  Scott, 

50  N.  J.  L.  585;  Warner  v,  Hoacland, 

51  N.  J.  L.  62;  Mortland  v.  Christian, 

52  N.  J.  L.  521 ;  State  v.  Clayton,  53 
N.  J.  L.  277;  Matheson  v.  Caminade, 
55  N.  J.  L.  4 ;  Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J. 
L.  482 ;  Foley  v,  Hoboken,  61  N.  J.  L. 
478 ;  Freeholders  of  Hudson  v,  Clarke, 
65  N.  J.  L.  271 ;  McArdle  v.  Jersey 
City,  66  N.  J.  L.  690. 

The  adoption  of  this  rule  has  re- 
ferred the  question  of  the  permissi- 
bility of  the  classification  to  the 
nature  of  the  legislation  itself,  and 
has  resulted  in  a  series  of  decisions 
defining  the  matters  which  relate  to 
the  government  and  administration  of 
cities.  In  the  application  of  the  rule  it 
has  been  held  tnat  statutes  applying  to 
cities  according  to  their  'popmahon  are 
general  as  relating  to  their  government 
and  administration  when  they  ore  for 
any  of  the  following  purposes:  The 
division  of  cities  mto  wards,  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Newark,  57  N.  J.  L.  298 
Wood  V.  Atlantic  City,  56  N.  J.  L.  232 
Dempsey  v.  Newark,  53  N.  J.  L.  4, 
Randolph  v.  Wood,  49  N.  J.  L.  85;  the 
creation  of  permanent  boards  of 
assessors  for  purposes  of  taxation,  &c.. 
In  re  Passive,  54  N.  J.  L.  156;  the 
appointment  and  term  of  municipal 
officers,  Randolph  v.  Wood,  49  N.  J.  L. 
85 ;  Vamey  v.  Kramer,  62  N.  J.  L.  483 ; 
Owens  V,  Fury,  55  N.  J.  L.  1:  fees 
and  salaries  of  officers.  Freeholders  of 
Hudson  V,  Clarke,  65  N.  J.  L.  271; 
establishing  police  courts,  Matheson  v, 
Caminade,  55  N.  J.  L.  4 ;  compensation 
of  judges,  Sldnner  v.  Bogert,  42  N.  J.  L. 
407 ;   appointing  police  justices,  Calvo 
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ground  for  this  distinction  is  that  population  in  relation  to  these 
matters  signifies  not  only  the  populousness  of  a  city,  but  also  the 
magnitude  of  its  public  concerns.  Hence,  for  these  purposes  a  fair 
classification  of  cities  according  to  population  is  a  distribution  of 
them  into  difiFerent  grades  manifestly  requiring  different  forms  of 
government  and  administration. 

§  152.  ProYiBioii  for  Fntnro  Mombon  of  tho  Olasi.  —  A  designa- 
tion or  identification  of  municipalities  by  population  is  not  classifica- 
tion ;  and  it  has  frequently  been  held  that,  if  a  statute  be  made 
applicable  to  cities  having  a  designated  population  at  the  time  when 
it  is  enacted  without  reference  to  cities  acquiring  the  prescribed 
population  in  the  future,  it  b  a  mere  designation  of  localities  to  the 
permanent  exclusion  of  those  which  do  not  come  within  the  de- 
scription. Hence,  in  order  to  be  general,  it  must  appear  that  the 
statute  is  meant  to  furnish  the  rule  for  the  future  government  of 
all  cities  belonging  to  the  class  during  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
The  class  must  be  framed  in  in  avch  terms  as  to  induie  vnihtnU 
the  aid  of  addttioruU  legislation,  not  only  existing  cities^  h\d  all 
svjch  cities  as  may  in  course  of  time  attain  the  requisite  population. 
When  the  class  is  made  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the 
future  as  well  as  the  present,  the  statute  is  general,  but  if,  on  the 
contrary,  it  appears  that  it  is  limited  to  those  municipalities  only 
which  have  the  prescribed  population  at  the  time  of  its  enactment, 
it  has  been  held  to  be  a  local  and  special  law  in  violation  of  the 
constitutional  prohibition.'     The  principle  involved  is  that  it  must 

V.  Westcott,  55  N.  J.  L.  78;   creating  Downs,  60  Kan.  788;  Commonwealth 

police  departments,  Baker  v,  Delaney,  v,  Taylor,  101  Ky.  325;    Johnson  v. 

55  N.  J.  L.  9 :   establishing  an  excise  Fulton,  121  Ky.  594;  89  S.  W.  Rep.  672; 

department,    schwarz    v,    Dover,    70  State  v,  Tolle,  71  Mo.  645;  State  r. 

N.  J.  L.  502;   McArdle  v.  Jersey  City,  Herrmann,  75  Mo.  340;   Rutherford  v. 

66  N.  J.  L.  590;    the  amount  of  the  Heddens,  82  Mo.  388;  State  v.  County 

license  fee  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  Court,  89  Mo.  237 ;  State  v.  Bfiller,  100 

liquors,    Paul   v.    Gloucester   County,  Mo.  439;   Dart  v.  Bagley,  110  Mo.  42; 

50  N.  J.  L.  585;  constituting  and  State  v.  Bell,  119  Mo.  70;  Lynch  v. 
regulating  boards  of  public  works,  Murphy,  119  Mo.  163;  State  v.  Wof- 
Owens  V.  Fuiy,  55  N.  J.  L.  1 ;  McLean  ford,  121  Mo.  61,  68;  State  v.  Marion 
V,  Gibson,  55  N.  J.  L.  11 ;  In  re  Haynes,  County,  128  Mo.  427 ;  Dunne  v.  Kansas 

54  N.  J.  L.  6;  public  improvements  CityC.  R.  Co.,  131  Mo.  1;  Kansas  City 
of   every  kind,  Warner  v.  Hoagland,  v.  Stegmiller,  151  Mo.  189 ;   Young  v. 

51  N.  J.  L.  62 ;  establishing  public  Kansas  City,  152  Mo.  661 ;  Ex  ilarU 
parks,  Ross  v.  Freeholders  of  Essex,  Lucas,  160  Mo.  218;  State  v.  Mason, 
69  N.  J.  L.  143,  afiTd  69  N.  J.  L.  291 ;  155  Mo.  486 ;  Ex  parte  Loving,  178  Mo. 
construction  of  water  works,  Lewis  v,  194 ;  State  v,  Messerly,  198  Mo.  351 ; 
Moore,  54  N.  J.  L.  121;  commissions  State  v.  Aitkin,  61  Neb.  490;  Coutieri 
of  public  instruction,  Oler  v.  Ridgeway ,  v.  New  Brunswick,  44  N.  J.  L.  58 :  In 

55  N.  J.  L.  10.  re  Fagan,  70  N.  J.   L.  341;   Murphv 
'  Owen  V.  Sioux  City,  91  Iowa,  190;   v.  Long  Branch    (N.  J.  L.),    61  Atl 

Tuttle  V,  Polk,  92  Iowa,  433;  State  v.   Rep.  593;  State  v.  Mitchell,  31  Ohio 
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appear  from  the  terms  of  the  statute  that  the  class  is  formed  in  good 
faith,  and  that  there  is  such  a  substantial  di£Ference  in  population 
between  cities  included  within  the  operation  of  the  statute  and 
cities  not  included  that  the  court  can  fairly  say  that  classification 
is  intended,  and  not  merely  designation  of  a  particular  locality.  If 
it  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  statute  that  the  classifica- 
tion is  intended  to  operate  merely  as  a  designation  of  the  locality, 
the  statute  is  not  saved  from  condemnation  merely  by  the  fact  that 
it  is  framed  in  general  form.^    A  description  of  a  city  by  the  exact 

St.  592, 607 ;  Fields  v.  Highland  County  eleven  classes.  In  these  eleven  classee 
Com'rs,  3d  Ohio  St.  476;  State  v.  the  eleven  principal  cities  of  the  State 
CoDstantine,  42  Ohio  St.  437 ;  State  v.  were  isolated,  and  an  act  conferring 
Anderson,  44  Ohio  St.  247 ;  Marmet  v.  corporate  power  on  one  of  them  by 
State,  45  Ohio  St.  63 ;  State  v.  Ellet,  47  classified  description  conferred  it  upon 
Ohio  St.  90;  State  v.  Toledo,  48  Ohio  no  other.  Careful  provision  was  made 
St  112;  State  V.Smith,  48  Ohio  St.  211;  to  prevent  any  city  from  becoming 
State  V.  Schwab,  49  Ohio  St.  229;  subiect  to  laws  appucable  to  any  one 
State  V.  Nelson,  52  Ohio  St.  88 ;  State  of  the  other  classes.  The  difiPerences  in 
V.  Baker,  55  Ohio  St.  1;  Wheeler  v.  population  were  so  trivial  that  they 
Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  338;  Common-  could  not  be  regarded  as  furnishing  a 
wealth  V.  Patton,  88  Pa.  258 ;  Morrison  substantial  basis  for  legislative  classifi- 
V.  Bachert,  112  Pa.  322 ;  Blankenbuig  cation.  The  court  held  that  the  classifi- 
t.  Black,  2^  Pa.  629 ;  State  v.  Berke-  cation  was  a  mere  cover  for  local  or 
ley,  64  8.  C.  194 ;  State  v.  Policemen's  special  laws,  and  that  statutes  founded 
Pension  Fund  Trustees,  121  Wis.  44;  upon  it  were  unconstitutional.  State 
Bingtuun  v.  Milwaukee  County  Super-  v.  Jones,  66  Ohio  St.  453 ;  State  v. 
visors,  127  Wis.  344 ;  infra.  {§  163, 169.   Beacon,  66  Ohio  St.  491. 

The  proportion  in  the  last  clause  of  In  State  «.  Cowles,  64  Ohio  St.  162, 
the  last  sentence  of  the  text  that  a  law  Schauckj  J.^  in  speaking  of  the  practi- 
other?rise  constitutional  is  invalid  cal  apphcation  of  the  doctrine  tnat  an 
merely  because  it  does  not  provide  for  act  is  general  when  future  cities  come 
a  future  contingency  which  may  never  within  its  operation  without  further 
occur,  does  not  seem  to  the  author  to  legislation,  said:  "The  inevitable  reU- 
be  well  considered  or  sound.  See  Mr.  ance  of  counsel  for  the  support  of  this 
Hubbard's  article  in  Harvard  Law  legislation  is  upon  the  decisions  of  this 
Rev.,  VoL  XVIII.  pp.  592-594,  June,  court  sustaining  the  validity  of  l^psla* 
1905.  In  Baker  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash,  tion,  dividing  the  cities  of  the  State 
State,  576,  a  statute  applicable  onlv  to  into  classes  and  grades,  so  that  said 
cities  and  towns  existing  at  the  aaop-  cities  are  isolated  for  the  purpose  of 
tion  of  the  Constitution  was  sustained  receiving  grants  of  corporate  power  not 
as  general  and  uniform  in  its  opera-  conferred  upon  any  other  city.  Such 
tion,  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  same  legislation  was  originally  sustained, 
session  of  the  legislature  by  various  upon  the  theory  that  the  classification 
acts  the  same  authority  was  conferred  would  remain  unchanged,  and  that  in 
upon  all  such  municipal  corporations  the  procress  of  the  State's  develop- 
as  should  be  organized  after  the  adop-  ment  other  cities  would  enter  the  classes 
tion  of  the  Constitution.  existing.    It  was  a  judicial  prophecy 

>  Tlus  principle  is  exemplified  by  that  an  act  whose  practical  operation 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  at  was  special  when  it  was  passed  and 
Okio,  holding  that  the  legislative  clas-  considered  would,  in  time,  operate  een- 
dfication  of  cities  theretofore  adopted  erally.  How  this  prophecy  failed  of 
was  unconstitutionai.  By  statute,  fulfilment  appears  from  the  fact  that 
cities  within  the  State  were  divided  for  a  quarter  of  a  century  the  five  lar- 
into  cities  of  the  first  class  composed  of  gest  cities  of  the  State  have,  in  impor- 
three  grades,  and  cities  of  the  second  tant  respects,  been  subject  to  acts 
class  compoeed  of  ei(;ht  grades,  making  conferring  corporate  power  and  oper- 
for  purposea  of  leipslation  practically  ating  in  each  ot  them  separately.    With 
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population  which  it  h^  at  a  specified  Federal  census  is  merely  a 
designation  of  the  locality,  and  an  act  limited  in  these  terms  is  a 
special  law.'  Even  if  the  statute  purports  to  apply  to  all  cities  hav- 
ing a  substantial  diversity  of  population  at  a  specified  census,  it  is 
a  special  law  if  in  fact  it  only  applies  to  one  city.^  And  a  statute  is 
not  made  general  by  the  fact  that  it  is  made  applicable  not  only  to 
cities  having  the  specified  population  at  the  last  census,  but  ab)  to 
all  cities  which  may  have  the  prescribed  population  at  any  census 
hereafter,  if  the  population  is  specified  in  such  a  way  or  within  so 
narrow  a  limit  as  to  necessarily  limit  the  operation  of  the  act  to  one 
or  more  prescribed  localities.'    If,  however,  the  law  is  applicable  to 


but  little  modification  the  same  obser- 
vation might  be  made  of  many  other 
municipalities.  It  has  resulted  that  to 
a  majority  of  the  urban  population  of 
the  State  the  provisions  of  this  article 
of  the  Constitution  have  become  chiefly 
known  as  sources  of  hope  which  have 
never  been  realized.  It  is  ouite  true 
that  many  appeals  for  relief  m>m  such 
l^slation  have  been  made  to  this 
court  based  on  the  claim  that  these 
beneficent  provisions  of  the  Cionsti- 
tution  should  be  put  into  practical 
operation.  It  is  equally  true  that  the 
doctrine  of  classification,  or  such  isola- 
tion under  the  form  of  classification, 
has  been  adhered  to." 

A  statute  which  authorizes  any 
town,  township,  or  borough,  or  part 
thereof,  containing  a  population  of 
5,000  or  upwards,  to  be  incorporated 
as  a-  city  by  vote,  and  provides  for 
the  government  and  powers  of  such 
city,  but  which  iUso  contains  a  provi- 
sion that  laws  applicable  to  other 
cities,  though  they  be  general,  shall 
not  be  apphcable  to  the  class  of  cities 
intended  to  be  created  by  the  statute 
unless  they  shall  be  expressly  made  so, 
(^ves  to  the  cities  created  pursuant  to 
Its  provisions  a  power  and  form  of  {gov- 
ernment founded  merely  on  their  origin, 
and  is  special  and  local.  Dover  v.  At- 
torney-General, 62  N.  J.  L.  647,  648, 
affirming  62  N.  J.  L.  40. 

'  State  V.  Schwab,  49  Ohio  St.  229; 
State  V.  Ellet,  47  Ohio  St.  90;  State  v. 
Anderson,  44  Ohio  St.  247.  A  statute 
applicable  to  counties  having  a  popula- 
tion at  the  Federal  census  immediately 
preceding  its  passage  of  not  more  than 
29,130  and  not  less  than  29,135,  is 
a  special  law.  Fields  v.  Corners  of 
Highland  County,  36  Ohio  St.  476. 
Statute  applicable  to  counties  having  a 
population  between  15,000  and  15,050 


b^  the  census  of  1890,  held  unconstitu- 
tional. Board  of  Com'n  of  Owea 
County  V,  Spangler,  159  Ind.  575.  See 
also  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Citizens  Street 
Railway  Co.,  82  Fed.  Rep.  1,  afiTg 
80  Fed.  Rep.  218.  A  sUtute  applicable 
to  cities  wnich  at  the  State  census  of 
1885  had  a  population  of  30,000  is 
special  l^islation  and  unconstitutional, 
tnere  being  only  one  such  city  in  fact 
State  V.  Des  Moines,  96  Iowa,  521. 

*  Coutieri  V.  New  Brunswick,  44  N. 
J.  L.  58.  A  statute  applicable  to  cities 
of  the  second  class  having  a  population 
of  over  31,000  at  the  last  Federal  census 
held  to  be  special,  being  in  fact  appli- 
cable to  only  one  city.  State  v.  Mitchell, 
31  Ohio  St.  592.  607.  But  see  State  v. 
Brewster,  39  Ohio  St.  653.  Statute 
applicable  to  cities  having  a  population 
ot  20,000  and  not  exceeding  30,500  by 
the  last  Federal  census  held  to  be  spe- 
cial, being  in  fact  applicable  to  only 
one  city.  State  v.  Constantine,  42  OhK> 
St.  437.  Statute  applicable  to  all 
cities  of  30,000  or  more  inhabitants 
''according  to  the  United  States  census 
of  1 870, ' '  held  unconstitutional  Oamp- 
bell  V.  Indianapolis,  155  Ind.  186.  The 
decisions  cited  m  the  notes  are  instances 
of  what  may  be,  and,  indeed,  has  been 
described,  as  "classification  run  mad'*; 
but  such  instances  are  strong  illustra- 
tions of  the  necessity  which  is  felt  for 
legislation  to  meet  local  wants  and 
requirements. 

*  A  statute  applicable  to  cities  hav- 
ing at  the  last  Federal  census,  or  which 
at  any  subsequent  Federal  census  may 
have,  a  population  of  not  leas  than 
5,550  and  not  more  than  5,560,  held  to 
be  local  and  special.  Kenton  v.  State. 
52  Ohio  St.  59.  A  statute  applicable 
to  counties  haying  at  the  last  Federal 
census,  or  which  may  at  any  subse- 
quent Federal  census  have,  a  popula- 
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all  cities  having  the  prescribed  population  ''at  the  last  census/'  the 
phrase  will,  in  general,  be  construed  to  apply  not  only  to  the  last 
census  at  the  time  of  the  enactment,  but  also  to  each  succeeding 
census  as  it  occurs  and  while  the  statute  continues  to  operate,  and 
the  law  will  not  be  deemed  special  in  the  absence  of  other  provi- 
sions or  language  limiting  its  applicability.^ 

(  153.  Datennining  Population  for  Fnrposos  of  Olassiflcation.  — 
The  power  to  pass  a  statute  applicable  to  a  class  of  municipalities 
having  a  prescribed  population  carries  with  it,  by  necessary  im- 
plication, the  right  to  prescribe  any  reasonable  rule  or  method  for 
determining  the  popidation  of  existing  municipalities.  Within 
limits,  the  l^islature  may  enact  a  rule  of  evidence  whereby  it  may 
be  ascertained  when  a  city  has  reached  the  prescribed  number  of 
people  and  has,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  entered  the  class  provided  for.^ 
For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  population  the  legislature  may 
rely  upon  the  State  census  or  upon  the  Federal  census  or  both,  or  it 
may  confer  authority  to  determine  the  fact  upon  some  officer  with- 
out reference  to  either  census.'    In  creating  a  new  municipality  the 


tkm  of  not  leas  than  31,940  and  not 
more  than  31,960,  or  of  not  less  than 
35,400  and  not  more  than  35,500,  held 
to  be  speciaL  State  v.  B&miB,  53  Ohio 
St.  94.  A  statute  applicable  to  cities 
which  at  the  last  Federal  census  had,  or 
which  at  any  Federal  census  may  have 
a  popolation  of  not  less  than  5,750  and 
not  more  than  5,800,  held  to  be  special. 
Pittabuigh,  F.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin, 
53  Ohio  St.  386.  A  statute  applicable 
to  ooimties  which  by  the  last  Federal 
census  had,  or  which  at  any  subsequent 
census  may  have,  a  population  ox  not 
leas  than  35,190  and  not  exceeding 
35,200,  held  to  be  special.  Hixson  v. 
Boreon,  54  Ohio  St.  470.  A  statute  ap- 
plicable to  school  corporations  having 
a  population  of  not  less  than  4,545  and 
not  more  than  4,550,  \a  special  legisla- 
tion. Rushville  School  City  v.  Hayes, 
162  Ind.  193. 

>  PellowB  V.  Walker,  39  Fed.  Rep. 
651 ;  Indianapolis  v.  Navin,  151  Ind. 
139;  CSampbell  v.  Indianapolis,  155 
Ind.  186;  State  v.  District  Court,  84 
Hinn.  377;  State  v.  Wofford,  121  Mo. 
61;  State  v.  County  Court,  128  Mo. 
427;  Ladd  v.  Hohnes,  40  Oreg.  167; 
Campbell's  Appeal,  132  Pa.  257 ;  John- 
son 9.  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383;  Boyd 
«.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  456. 

'  State  V.  Dist.  Court,  84  Minn.  377; 


Dunne  v.  Kansas  City  C.  R.  Co.,  131 
Mo.  1. 

»  State  V,  Dist.  Court,  84  Minn.  377; 
Dunne  v.  Kansas  CHy  C.  R.  Co.,  131 
Mo.  1.  See  also  Martm  v.  Ivins,  59  N. 
J.  L.  364.  If  a  statute  applicable  to 
cities  of  a  certain  population  is  silent 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  popula- 
tion shall  be  determined,  the  ultimate 
decision  of  the  fact  necessarily  rests 
with  the  courts,  which  may  adopt  a 
rule  and  may  rely  upon  the  State  and 
Federal  census,  each  taken  every  ten 
years,  the  result  being  an  alternating 
census.  State  or  Federal,  every  five 
years.  State  v,  Dist.  Court,  84  Minn. 
377.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  last  official  United  States  census 
to  determine  the  population  of  a  county. 
Alameda  County  v.  Dalton,  148  Cal. 
246 ;  State  v.  Marion  County  Court,  128 
Mo.  427.  See  also  In  re  Senate  Bill, 
No.  293,  21  Colo.  38.  And  of  a  town- 
ship. Chinn  v.  Gunn,  148  Cal.  755;  84 
Pac.  Rep.  669.  If  a  statute  divides 
cities  into  classes  according  to  popu- 
lation, to  be  ascertained  in  a  prescribed 
manner,  the  directions  as  to  the  manner 
of  ascertaining  the  population  do  not 
prevent  the  city  or  the  courts  from 
assigning  a  city  to  its  proper  class  as 
shown  by  a  census  of  which  judicial 
notice  may  be  taken.    People  v.  Page, 
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legislature  may  assign  it  to  its  appropriate  class,  although  the  popula- 
tion has  not  been  ascertained,  and  the  presumption  will  be  that  it 
has  been  properly  assigned  according  to  population.'  It  may  au- 
thorize a  city  to  cause  an  enumeration  of  its  inhabitants  to  be  made 
for  that  purpose.'  The  fact  that  the  law  cannot  apply  to  municipali- 
ties which  may  reach  the  prescribed  population  between  one  census 
and  another  does  not  detract  from  its  generality.  The  law  confers 
the  right,  and  the  census  merely  furnishes  the  evidence  upon  which 
it  operates.'  But  when  there  is  a  law  for  the  taking  of  a  census  by 
the  State  authorities,  a  statute  which  applies  only  to  such  munici- 
palities as  have  a  designated  population  by  the  last  national  census 
is  local  and  special.  The  census  taken  under  the  authority  of  the 
State  is  a  legal  ascertainment  of  the  population  of  municipalities, 
and  the  legislature  cannot  say  that  a  municipality  having  the  re- 
quired population  by  a  legally  ascertained  census  is  not  within  the 
class  of  municipalities  a£Fected  by  the  statute,  but  shall  only  so  be 
when  shown  by  a  census  taken  under  national  authority.^ 

§  154.  Classifications  roinltinff  from  Bubitantiye  Provisioiis.  — 
It  b  apparent  that  municipalities  may  be  classified  according  to 
their  location  or  their  description  or  their  poptdaiion,  and  it  is  with 
reference  to  these  subjects  that  the  greatest  difficulties  have  arisen 
in  applying  the  constitutional  prohibition.     L^;islation  affecting 

6  Utah,  353.  An  act  for  the  regulation  proportion  to  their  duties,  and  for  this 
of  the  compensation  of  justices  of  the  purpose  may  classify  counties  by  pop- 
peace  in  townships  of  a  certain  class,  ulation,  a  statute  which  provides  that 
classified  townships  by  population  ''as  when  the  population  of  an  existing 
shown  by  the  Feaerai  census  of  1900."  county  shall  have  been  reduced  by 
It  was  held  that  the  act  did  not  apply  reason  of  the  creation  of  any  new  ooun^ 
to  a  township  created  in  1902  by  divid-  from  the  territory  thereof  below  the 
in^  one  of  the  previously  existing  town-  class  and  rank  first  prescribed  by  the 
ships  of  the  county,  since  the  census  act,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  board  of 
afford^  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  supervisors  to  designate  by  order  the 
population  of  such  a  township,  and,  class  to  which  such  county  nas  been  re- 
therefore,  that  it  did  not  provide  any  duced,  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  dele- 
salary  for  justices  of  the  peace  of  town-  gating  to  the  bouxi  of  supervisors  the 
ships  created  after  the  census  was  taken,  power  to  classify  counties,  but  amply, 
Chmn  V,  Gunn,  148  Cal.  755.  DifiFerent  m  effect,  authorises  them  to  determine 
methods  of  determining  the  popula-  as  a  fact  how  many  people  are  left 
tion  of  different  classes  of  counties  in  within  the  boundaries  of  the  old  ccwmty 
the  State  may  be  prescribed  without  after  the  new  county  is  created,  and 
inf rin^ng  the  constitutional  provision  when  this  fact  is  found  (which  is  not  a 
requiring  laws  to  be  general  and  uni-  legislative  act)  the  classification  foDows 
form.  Johnson  v.  Gunn,  148  Cal.  745.  as  declared  by  statute.  Kumler  v. 
'  Frost  V.  Pfeiffer,  26  Colo.  338.  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San  Bemar- 
'  State  V.  Wofford,  121  Mo.  61.  dino  County,  103  CaL  393. 
Under  the  provision  of  the  California  *  Dunne  v.  Kansas  City  0.  R.  Co., 
Constitution  that  the  legislature  shall  131  Mo.  1. 

by  general  and  uniform  laws  regulate  ^  Dickinson  v.  Freeholdeni  of  Hud- 

the  compensation  of  county  officers  in  son,  71  N.  J.  L.  589. 
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municipal  affairs  has,  however,  also  been  attacked  under  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition,  as  special  in  its  nature,  because  of  the  limited 
character  of  the  persons  or  objects  upon  which  it  operates.  No 
substantial  difficulty  has  been  experienced  in  enacting  legislation 
of  this  nature  which  complies  with  the  Constitution ;  if  the  substan- 
tive provisions  of  the  statute  operate  upon  all  the  persons  or  objects 
answering  the  description,  such  legislation  does  not  violate  the  con- 
stitutional mandate.  Legislation  of  this  nature  should  properly  be 
regarded  as  not  founded  upon  a  classification  at  all,  although  it  is  so 
treated  in  the  opinions  of  the  courts.  It  is  a  simple  question  whether 
the  facts  upon  which  the  legislation  is  intended  to  operate  are  suf- 
ficiently general  to  justify  the  statute.  Thus,  conditions  may  be 
attached  to  the  operation  of  a  statute  which  have  reference  to  con- 
tingencies which  may  have  happened,  or  which  may  occur  in  the 
future.  Hence,  a  statute  may  be  made  applicable  to  such  bridges  as 
have  been  destroyed  by  ice,  flood  or  otherwise,  or  abandoned  by  the 
owner  and  replaced  by  bridges  on  another  site  without  affecting  the 
generality  of  the  operation  of  the  law.'  A  statute  authorizing  a  class 
of  cities  to  issue  bonds  to  construct  bridges  over  a  navigable  canal  is 
not  special  legislation,  the  presence  of  the  canal  being  merely  the 
occasion  for  the  enactment  of  the  statute  and  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  conferred  and  not  an  element  of  the  classification.'  The 
maintenance  of  the  existing  purity  of  potable  waters  is  a  subject 
appropriately  calling  for  legislation  prohibiting  the  pollution  of 
streams  from  which  cities  draw  their  supply  of  water,  and  the  fact 
that  the  statute  does  not  operate  below  the  point  whence  the  supply 
is  drawn  does  not  make  it  a  special  law.'  For  some  purposes  at  least 
distinctions  may  be  made  founded  upon  the  ownership  of  property. 
For  instance,  there  is  a  plain  distinction  between  authorizing  public 
officials  to  take  for  the  public  what  is  now  the  property  of  others 
and  interfering  with  what  is  already  public  property.  Hence  the 
application  of  a  statute  may  be  limited  to  bridges  which  are  owned 
by  corporations  or  private  persons  without  destroying  its  generality. 
The  only  effect  is  to  exclude  from  the  statute  those  bridges  which 
are  already  the  property  of  the  public*  For  some  purposes,  too, 
the  use  to  which  property  affected  by  a  public  purpose  is  devoted 
may  be  made  the  basis  of  distinction.     For  example,  the  generality 

'  Seabolt  V.  Northumberland  County,        *  Board  of  Health  v.  Diamond  Milln 

187  Pa-  318.  Paper  Co.,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  Ill,  affi'd  64 

*  Le  Toumeau  v.  Hu^o,  90  Minn.  N.  J.  Eq.  793. 
420.     A  ferry  law  apphcable  to  all        *  Seabolt       v.        Northumberland 

countiee  in  which  there  are  rivers  re-  County,  187  Pa.  318. 
quiring  ferries  is  not  a  local  or  special 
law.    Plixon  v.  Reid,  8  S.  Dak.  507. 
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of  a  statute  is  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  it  is  applicable  only  to 
bridges  used  exclusively  for  vehicles  and  foot  purposes.  The  con- 
dition is  meant  to  prevent  interference  with  railroad  bridges,  and 
the  classification  is  obviously  proper.'  A  distinction  is  to  be  made 
between  substantial  conditions  and  those  conditions  which  are  so 
general  in  their  nature  that  they  can  hardly  be  called  distinctions. 
For  example,  practically  all  bridges  are  built  on  the  line  of  a  public 
highway  or  on  a  site  deemed  necessary  to  the  travelling  public.  The 
insertion  of  conditions  such  as  these  will  not  be  regarded  as  limit- 
ing the  application  of  a  statute  so  as  to  make  it  a  special  or  local 
law.' 

§  155.  Statatei  conditionod  on  Aceoptanco  by  Monicipali^.  — 
Where  a  statute  provides  that  it  shall  not  operate  within  a  munidr 
'polity  until  its  provisions  shall  have  been  accepted  by  the  local 
authorities,  a  diversity  of  opinion  has  arisen  whether  it  b  a  special 
or  general  law.  The  more,  sound  view  seems  to  be  that  such  a  stat- 
ute is  general  and  not  special.  In  support  of  this  view  it  is  said  that 
the  prohibition  simply  is  that  the  legislature  shall  not  pass  local  or 
special  laws  regulating  municipalities.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  this 
prohibition  it  was  a  fundamental  principle  of  legislation  in  many 
States  that  a  grant  of  municipal  or  police  powers  might  be  condi- 
tioned upon  acceptance,  and  that  a  municipal  corporation  might  be 
created  or  an  additional  grant  of  franchises  be  made  subject  to 
acceptance  or  rejection  by  the  people  for  whose  government  the 
municipality  was  created  or  additional  franchises  were  proposed. 
Legislation  of  this  character  was  a  constitutional  exercise  of  the 
sovereign  power  of  legislation  before  the  constitutional  prohibition 
was  adopted,  and  a  purpose  to  withdraw  from  the  legislature  its  pre- 
rogative in  its  discretion  to  ^submit  such  legislation  to  be  accepted 
or  rejected  by  the  people  to  be  aflFected  will  not  be  implied  in  the 
absence  of  a  clear  expression  of  such  a  purpose.'  The  legislative 
prerogative  may  stand,  and  full  effect  still  be  given  to  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition.  If  a  law  be  a  general  law  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution,  the  power  of  the  legislature  has  been  exercised 
within  the  constitutional  limitations;  and  it  is  self-evident  that  if 
the  legislature  may  submit  a  law  for  acceptance,  a  law  based  upon 
a  valid  classification  and  submitted  to  all  of  the  class  that  may  accept 
it,  is  a  general  law,  and  its  generality  is  not  detracted  from,  because 
some  may  not  choose  to  accept  it.    Every  law  conferring  discretion- 

>  Seabolt  v.  Com'rs  of  Northum-  *  Ante,  $  09  and  notee ;  Index,  Looof 
beriand  County,  187  Fa.  318.  Optum  Lawa, 

»  Ih. 
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arj  powers  may  occasion  diversities.  The  infirmity  is  not  in  the  law. 
Diversity  arises  from  the  execution  of  it.'  But  the  right  to  accept 
or  reject,  must  not  be  so  limited  as  to  prevent  the  adoption  of  the 
statute  by  all  the  members  of  the  class.  Hence  a  statute  which 
requires  the  locality  to  adopt  its  provisions  within  a  prescribed 
period,  or  which  is  expressly  limited  to  such  a  class  of  municipali- 
ties as  adopt  its  provisions  at  the  next  general  election,  or  which 
requires  that  proceedings  for  its  adoption  shall  be  initiated  on  or 
before  a  specified  time,  unduly  restricts  and  limits  the  right  to  accept 
or  reject  and  renders  the  law  special  and  local  in  its  application.' 
If,  however,  the  provision  of  the  statute  simply  is  that  the  question 
of  acceptance  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  at  the  "  next  general 
election,"  that  provision  is  directory  only,  and  does  not  prevent 
acceptance  at  subsequent  elections.  Such  a  provision ,  therefore,  does 
not  limit  the  right  of  acceptance  or  rejection  and  does  not  render 
the  statute  local  or  special.'  When  the  statute  merely  confers  powers 
upon  the  municipality  and  leaves  it  to  the  local  authorities  in  their 
discretion  to  follow  alternative  courses,  the  act  is  merely  an  enabling 
act,  and  the  fact  that  local  action  may  induce  difference  of  result 
does  not  render  the  statute  special.  If  the  powers  are  conferred 
upon  all  the  municipalities  belonging  to  the  class,  the  fact  that  the 
statute  permits  the  adoption  of  different  methods  of  doing  the  same 
thing,  and  one  method. may  be  adopted  in  one  locality  whilst  other 
methods  will  prevail  in  others,  does  not  exclude  any  of  the  munici- 

^  Maysville  &  L.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Wig-  adoption  of  part  of  the  general  law 
gins,  104  Ky.  540 ;  People  v.  Hofifman,  was  made  optional  with  the  city  coun- 
116  IlL  587;  West  Chicago  Park  cil  rendered  it  local  and  special,  and 
Com'rs  V.  McMuUen,  134  111.  170 ;  Peo-  held  that  such  provision  did  not  have 
pie  V.  Kipley,  171  111.  44,  72 ;  People  that  effect.  The  erounds  upon  which 
V.  Simon,  176  ill.  165 ;  Warner  ».  it  arrived  at  this  decision  are  not  very 
Hoagland,  51  N.  J.  L.  62 ;  Noonan  v,  fully  stated,  but  were  to  the  general 
Freeholders  of  Hudson,  51  N.  J.  L.  effect  that  if  the  statute  is  complete 
454 ;  Allison  v.  Corker,  67  N.  J.  L.  596 ;  in  itself  and  of  general  operation 
Albright  V.  Sussex  County  Lake  &  throughout  the  State,  the  mere  fact 
Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  523 ;  that  the  municipalit3r  must  take  some 
Roas  V.  Freeholders  of  Essex,  69  N.  J.  step  to  put  the  act  in  force  does  not 
L.  291,  aff'g  69  N.  J.  L.  143 ;  Pictou  v.  detract  from  the  generality  of  the  law. 
Cass  County,  13  N.  Dak.  242 ;  Adams  Adams  v.  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363. 
V.  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363 ;  arUe,  §  69.  In  •  DeHart  v,  Atlantic  City,  63  N.  J. 
Wisconsin,  the  legislature  passed  a  L.  223,  reversing  52  N.  J.  L.  319;  Ross 
general  act  for  the  classification  and  v.  Passaic  City,  64  N.  J.  L.  488 ;  Chris- 
organisation  of  municipal  corporations,  tie  v.  Bayonne,  64  N.  J.  L.  191 ;  Renner 
It  thereafter  amended  the  act  by  pro-  v.  Holmes,  68  N.  J.  L.  192.  In  re 
viding  that  any  corporation  formed  Cleveland,  51  N.  J.  L.  319,  is  overruled 
under  a  special  charter  might  adopt  in  DeHart  v,  Atlantic  City,  63  N.  J.  L. 
any  integral  part  of  the  general  cor-  223.  Post,  §  158  and  notes. 
poration  act  by  ordinance  duly  passed  '  Ross  v.  Freeholders  of  Essex,  69 
by  the  common  council.  The  court  N.  J.  L.  291,  aff'g  69  N.  J.  L.  143;  Al- 
carefully  conadered  and  examined  the  bright  v.  Sussex  County  Lake  &  Park 
question    whether  the  fact  that  the  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  523. 
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palities  from  the  operation  of  the  law.  That  taxpayers  will  differ 
in  opinion  as  to  the  benefits  of  the  different  methods,  and  in  conse- 
quence some  municipalities  will  adopt  one  method  whilst  others  will 
adhere  to  other  methods,  is  not  a  local  result,  but  merely  an  exhi- 
bition of  that  tendency  of  the  human  mind  to  reach  different  con- 
clusions from  the  same  facts.  The  municipalities  are  organized  and 
operated  under  a  general  law,  with  that  liberty  of  selection  of  ways 
and  means  to  reach  the  end  of  good  government  which  is  entirely 
consistent  with  the  fundamental  law.' 

In  opposition  to  the  view  that  a  statute  dependent  for  its  operation 
upon  acceptance  by  the  municipality  is  a  general  law,  it  has  been 
said  by  those  courts  which  have  held  such  statutes  to  be  special  laws, 
that  one  of  the  evils  against  which  the  constitutional  prohibition  is 
directed  is  the  great  diversity  of  laws  applicable  to  municipalities 
similarly  situated.  The  intent  and  object  olf  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition is  to  induce  uniformity,  and  legislation  which  will  produce 
local  differences  is  contrary  to  that  result.  A  consideration  of  this 
fact,  therefore,  has  led  to  the  conclusion  that  when  a  statute  provides 
that  it  shall  operate  only  in  such  cities  of  a  certain  class  as  accept 
it  by  ordinance  the  result  will  be  local  differences,  and  what  may  be 
the  law  in  one  city  of  the  same  class  may  not  be  the  law  in  another 
city  similarly  situated,  and,  therefore,  such  a  statute  is  special  legis- 
lation and  invalid  under  the  constitutional  prohibition.^  This  is 
peculiarly  the  case,  it  is  urged,  when  the  Constitution,  in  addition  to 
prohibiting  special  laws,  requires  legislation  in  relation  to  municipal 
affairs  to  be  of  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State,  or  specifies 
the  number  of  classes  into  which  municipalities  shall  be  divided,  and 
declares  that  each  class  shall  possess  the  same  powers  and  be  subject 
to  the  same  restrictions,  or  enjoins  the  legislature  to  establish  a  uni- 
form system  of  municipal  government.  Under  these  provisions  a 
statute  must  not  only  be  general,  but  must  have  uniform  operation ; 
and  a  law  which  goes  into  effect  in  one  city  and  does  not  go  into 
effect  in  another  city  of  the  class  does  not  have  a  uniform  operation 
throughout  the  State.    The  mere  possibility  that  all  the  cities  of  the 

'  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.'s  Appeal,  acts  cannot  be  organic  municifMJ  law 

164  Pa.  44;  Hellman  v.  Shoulters,  114  at  the  same  time,  and  to  permit  such 

Cal.  136.  legislation    would    be   to   permit  the 

'  Scranton    School    Diet.    Appeal,  mere  multiplication  of  enactments,  or 

113  Pa.  176;  Evans  v.  Phillipi,  117  Pa.  for  that  matter  the  simple  multiplier- 

226 ;  Frost  v.  Cherry,  122  Pa.  417.    A  tion  of  sections  in  a  sii^le  act,  for  ss 

city  cannot  be  vested  with  discretion-  many   different,    dissimilar,   and   dis- 

ary  power  to  collect  taxes  as  provided  cordant  systems  of  municipal  go^^em- 

by  either  of  two  laws  which  provide  ment  as  there  are  cities,  towns,  and 

different  officers  and  prescribe  differ-  villages  in  the  State.    People  v.  Cooper, 

«nt  methods  for  that  purpose.     Both  83  lU.  585. 
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dass  may  adopt  the  law  and  thereby  give  it  uniform  operation,  will 
not  save  it.  It  must  appear,  at  the  time  the  law  is  passed,  that  it  will 
have  a  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State,  i.  e.,  that  it  will  take 
e£Fect  in  all  cities  of  the  class,  and  that  the  class  is  a  proper  one.  The 
uniform  operation  of  the  law  cannot  be  left  to  any  future  contin- 
gsocj,^   It  has  also  been  held  that  in  providing  for  the  reorganization 

>  Maize  v.  State,  4  Ind.  342 ;  La-  chap.  228,  i  146).  In  State  v.  Ck>pe- 
fayette  M.  A  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Geiger.  34  land,  66  Minn.  315.  the  court  held  this 
Ind.  185,  226,  227.  A  statute  which  law  to  be  a  violation  of  the  Constitu- 
provides  that  in  every  city  having  a  tion  of  the  State,  because  the  provision 
special  charter  which  now  or  hereuter  that  it  should  appl^  only  in  such  cities 
contains  more  than  20,000  and  less  as  adopted  its  provisions  deprived  it  of 
than  30,000  inhabitants,  and  in  every  generality  and  of  uniformity  of  opera- 
city  of  the  third  or  fourth  class,  the  tion.  Judge  Canty,  in  delivering  the 
municipality  shall,  upon  a  vote  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  Is  sucli  a 
electors  in  favor  of  adopting  the  pro-  general  local  option  law  one  having 
visions  of  the  act,  have  power  by  ordi-  a  uniform  operation  throughout  the 
nance  to  acauire  by  purchase  or  con-  State?  How  can  a  law  which  goes  into 
demnation  the  right  of  way  for  and  effect  in  one  city  and  does  not  go  into 
construct  sewers,  to  chaige  their  cost  effect  in  another  city  of  the  same  class 
upon  the  property  benefited,  creating  have  a  uniform  operation  throughout 
alien  therefor  on  each  lot,  and  to  issue  the  State?  It  seems  to  us  that  the 
tax  bills  authorizing  the  holders  thereof  legislature  cannot  brine  about  diverse 
to  foreclose,  violates  the  provision  of  charter  powers  in  different  cities  by 
the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Mis-  enacting  any  such  local  option  law, 
aowri,  which  directs  the  legislature  to  which  may  result  in  giving  different 
provide  by  general  laws  for  the  organ-  cities  different  charter  powers,  unless 
uation  and  classification  of  cities  and  the  same  result  can  be  accomplished 
towns;  that  the  number  of  classes  by  a  direct,  unconditional  \a,w.  The 
shall  not  exceed  four;  and  that  the  mere  possibility  that  all  the  cities  of 
power  of  each  class  shall  be  defined  by  the  class  may  adopt  the  law  will  not 
general  laws  so  that  all  such  municipal  save  it.  It  must  appear,  at  the  time 
corporations  of  the  same  class  shall  the  law  is  passed,  that  it  will  have  a  uni- 
poflseas  the  same  powers  and  be  subject  form  operation  throughout  the  State ; 
to  the  same  restrictions.  Owen  v,  Baer,  that  is,  that  it  will  take  effect  in  all 
154  Mo.  434 ;  Boyd  Paving,  &c.  Co.  v,  cities  of  the  class,  and  that  the  class  is 
Ward,  85  Fed.  Rep.  27,  aff'g  79  Fed.  a  proper  one.  The  uniform  operation 
Rep.  390.  of  the  law  cannot  be  left  to  any  future 

The  Constitution  of  Minnesota  pro-  contingency." 
hibited  local  or  special  laws  regulating  A  local  option  liquor  law  which 
the  affairs  of  towns,  or  incorporating,  leaves  it  to  tne  voters  of  a  county  to 
erecting,  or  changing  the  lines  of  any  determine  whether  a  statute  absolutely 
county  or  city,  and  required  the  legis-  prohibiting  the  sale  of  liquor  shall  be 
lature  to  provide  general  laws  upon  repealed  within  such  county  is  not  uni- 
theae  subjects,  which  should  "  be  of  uni-  form  in  its  operation.  The  legislative 
form  operation  throughout  the  State  "  government  must  not  leave  to  the  peo- 
(Const.  Minn.  art.  iv.  §§  33,  34).  The  pie  the  choice  to  obey  or  not  to  obey 
le^alatuie  passed  an  act  providing  for  its  requirements.  Geebrick  v.  State, 
an  engineering  department,  a  commis-  5  Iowa,  491.  Under  a  statute  in  force 
sioner  of  pubuc  works,  and  a  board  of  in  Florida  prior  to  1879,  two  classes 
park  coxnmissioners  in  cities  of  more  of  municipu  corporations  were  estab- 
than  100,000  inhabitants,  and  prescrib-  lished:  (1)  cities  to  contain  at  least 
ing  their  powers  and  duties.  One  of  the  300  registered  voters,  (2)  towns  to  con- 
provisions  of  this  law  was:  "This  act  tain  less  than  300  registered  voters.  A 
shall  be  enforced  in  any  city  whenever  statute  of  1879  created  a  third  class  to 
the  common  council  of  any  such  citv  contain  1600  or  more  registered  voters, 
embraced  within  its  provisions  shall  leaving  it  discretionary  with  all  cities 
adoptthesamebvamajority  voteof  all  having  that  number  of  voters  to  be- 
the  menibera"  (Seas.  Laws  Minn.,  1895,  come  a  city  of  the  third  class  or  to 
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of  municipal  corporations  under  a  general  law,  the  legislature  cannot 
perpetuate  a  dissimilarity  in  character  and  powers  by  permitting  cor- 
porations to  declare  by  popular  vote  that  they  wish  to  continue  spe- 
cial provisions  of  the  special  charters  under  which  they  have  hitherto 
acted.  To  do  so  is  an  attempt  to  put  them  in  a  class  by  themselves, 
not  based  upon  any  rule  for  classifying  municipalities,  or  on  any 
circumstance  affecting  them  differently  from  other  cities.^  Similarly, 
since  the  adoption  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  a  municipal  cor- 
poration coming  within  its  terms  cannot  adopt  a  local  or  special 
law,  and  thus  make  it  a  part  of  its  charter,  although  such  law  may 
have  been  enacted  by  the  legislature  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
constitutional  provision,  but  has  not,  prior  to  that  time,  been  adopted 
by  the  municipality.  Such  laws  are,  by  implication,  repealed  by 
the  constitutional  provision.'  Even  in  those  jurisdictions  which 
adopt  the  principle  that  the  condition  of  acceptance  by  the  munid- 


remain  a  city  under  the  pre-existing 
statutes.  The  class  created  by  the  act 
of  1879  was  to  have  powers  and  privi- 
leges different  from  the  powers  and 
privileges  conferred  upon  the  other 
classes.  It  was  held  tnat  the  statute 
was  void,  under  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  requiring  the  legislature 
to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  muni- 
cipal government  and  prohibiting  the 
enactment  of  an^  special  or  local  law 
regulating  municipal  business.  The 
pnncipal  ground  of  this  decision  is 
that  the  local  option  feature  made  it 
a  matter  of  discretion  with  all  cities 
containing  1600  registered  voters  to 
determine  to  what  class  it  should  be- 
long, and  if  uniformity  of  operation 
resulted,  it  would  be  the  result  of 
chance,  and  not  the  operation  of  a  fixed 
rule  prescribed  by  the  l^islature,  and 
the  Constitution  contemplated  no  such 
contingency.  McConihe  v.  State,  17 
Fla.  238. 

A  statute  which  vests  discretion  in 
the  owners  of  one-half  of  the  bonds  of 
a  citv  and  twenty  of  its  residents  by 
which  they  can  dissolve  the  existing 
corporation  having  an  elective  system 
of  government  ana  organized  under  an 
act  creating  a  uniform  svstem  of  muni- 
cipal government,  andf  reincorporate 
the  municipality  with  another  and  dif- 
ferent form  of  government  under  which 
the  principal  officers  are  appointed  by 
the  governor,  is  unconstitutional  when 
the  Constitution  requires  the  legislature 
to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  muni- 
cipal government.    Such  a  statute  puts 


it  within  the  power  of  the 
named  therein  to  cause  two  different 
and  distinct  classes  of  mimicipalities  to 
come  into  existence,  both  applicable  to 
ci);ies  having  a  bonded  debt  past  due 
for  which  payment  has  not  been  pro- 
vided, and  infringes  the  requirement  of 
a  uniform  system.  State  v.  Stai^,  18 
Fla.  255. 

It  has  been  said  that,  on  the  question 
whether  a  statute  operating  on  adop- 
tion by  the  locality  is  general  and  of 
uniform  operation,  those  subjects  which 
are  usually  provided  for  by  a  charter 
or  statute  and  those  which  are  usually 
provided  for  ^  ordinance  must  be  dis- 
tinguished. While  the  legislature  may 
delegate  to  a  city  the  power  to  adopt 
ordinances  regulating  matters  which 
the  legislature  cannot  deal  with  prac- 
tically and  efficiently,  it  cannot  dele- 
gate authority  to  adopt  a  charter  or 
uiw,  which  will  necessarily  have  the 
effect  of  special  legislation.  State  v. 
Copeland,  66  Minn.  315. 

'  People  V.  Board  of  Trustees,  170 
111.  468.  In  this  case  a  statute  was  exk- 
acted  permitting  municipalities  exists 
ing  under  special  charters  to  reoripmiae 
under  the  general  law,  but  retaining  as 
a  part  of  their  charters  any  special 
prohibitory  liquor  license  clause  con- 
tained in  tneir  ^)ecial  charters.  It  vas 
held  that  this  act  violated  the  consti- 
tutional provision  reauiiing  anoend- 
ments  of  cnarters  to  be  oy  eeneral  laws. 

'  Hinze  v.  People,  92  III  406.  But 
see  App^cton  W.  W.  Co.  v,  Appleton, 
116  Wis.  363. 
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pality  tends  to  differences  in  local  result  and  renders  a  law  special 
in  its  nature,  the  inherent  purpose  and  tendency  of  the  act  may 
result  in  a  reversal  of  the  rule.  If  the  statute  tends  to  bring  about 
uniformity  in  the  government  of  the  municipality,  it  is  general,  not- 
withstanding the  condition  of  acceptance  attached  to  it.  Hence  a 
statute  dividing  municipalities  into  classes  and  providing  for  the 
regulation  and  government  of  each  class  is  not  special  merely  be- 
cause it  contains  a  provision  that  municipalities  previously  incor- 
porated may  become  subject  to  its  provisions  by '  accepting  the 
benefit  of  the  act.  Such  a  statute  is  to  be  deemed  an  enabling,  and 
in  no  sense  disabUng,  enactment,  and  when  its  requirements  are  com- 
plied with  in  any  given  case  of  a  pre-existing  city  such  city  enters 
into  the  appropriate  class  of  cities  whose  future  incorporation  has 
been  provided  for  and  becomes  a  constituent  part  thereof.  No  city 
is  prevented  from  doing  this,  and  all  have  the  opportunity  of  doing 
it  There  is  no  possibiUty  of  any  exercise  of  the  powers  or  privileges 
conferred  by  such  a  statute  working  affirmatively  a  local  or  special 
result,  because  whatever  is  done  by  virtue  of  it  simply  converts  that 
which  was  or  might  be  local  or  special  into  that  which  is  general.^ 

§  156.  OlassiflcatioiiB  based  on  Bzistiiig  OlreunuitaiiceB. — The 
purpose  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  is  to  indvce  uniformity  and 
avoid  the  confusion  resulting  from  independent  enactments  affect- 
ing different  municipalities  similarly  situated.  This  purpose  will  not 
be  furthered  if  a  system  of  classification  be  adopted  which  is  based 
on  the  perpetuation  of  existing  differences.  Such  a  classification  will 
individualize  the  different  localities.  If  legislation  can  be  based  upon 
powers  or  the  peculiar  form  of  government  created  by  special  charters 
granted  prior  to  the  constitutional  prohibition,  the  legislature  may 
amplify,  restrict,  amend,  change,  or  modify  such  powers  by  legisla- 
tion applicable  exclusively  to  each  locality.  And  the  diversity  of 
enactment  instead  of  being  terminated  would  be  continued  and  per- 
petuated. It  would  also  be  impossible  to  make  provision  for  munici- 
palities subsequently  incorporated,  for,  in  the  nature  of  things,  such 
municipalities  must  come  into  existence  under  general  laws.  Hence 
existing  circumstances  consisting  in  mere  differences  in  local  admin- 
istration or  in  the  fact  that  certain  municipalities  have  at  some  time 
in  the  past  or  by  certain  statutes  obtained  power  and  authority  dif- 

*  Reading  v.  Savage,  124  Pa.  328,  dleton,  210  Pa.  582 ;  Guild  v.  Chicago^ 

overruling  Heading  v.  Savage,  120  Pa.  82  111.  472 ;    People  v.  Cooper,  83  lUL 

108.    See  also  Meadville  v,  Dickson,  685;    Potwin  v.  Johnson,  108  IlL  70; 

129  Pa.  1 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Guthrie,  Cummings  v,  Chicago,  144  IlL  563. 
203  Pa.  209;    Commonwealth  v.  Mid- 
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fering  from  that  possessed  by  other  municipalities,  cannot  form  the 
basis  of  a  classification  which  will  make  a  statute  operating  onlj 
where  such  peculiarities  exist  general  in  its  operation  and  vahd  under 
the  constitutional  prohibition.^  For  these  reasons^  a  statute  is  special 
and  unconstitutional  when  its  applicability  is  dependent  upon  the 
fact  that  the  municipality  is  divided  into  a  certain  number  of  wards 
and  has  a  certain  number  of  counciknen ; '  or  upon  the  fact  that  the 
municipality  is  governed  by  a  commission  or  commissioners;'  or 
upon  the  fact  that  liquor  Ucenses  are  granted  by  a  particular  body, 
e.g.f  the  council  or  board  of  aldermen,  on  the  one  hand,  or  a  court,  on 


»  Pepin  Tp.  v.  Sage,  129  Fed.  667; 
State  V,  Cooley,  56  Mum.  540;  Tiger 
V.  Morris  Common  Pleas,  42  N.  J.  L. 
631 ;  Van  Giesen  v.  Bloomfield,  47  N. 
J.  L.  442 ;  Loucks  t;.  Bradsbaw,  56  N.  J. 
L.  1 ;  Goldberg  v.  Borland,  56  N.  J.  L. 
364 ;  Parker  v.  Newark,  57  N.  J.  L.  83 ; 
Johnson  v.  Hoover,  58  N.  J.  L.  334, 
339;  People  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  170 
111.  468;  State  ».  Messerly,  198  Mo.  351; 
Adams  v.  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363 ;  John- 
son V,  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383;  Boyd 
V.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  456;  Bloomer 
V.  Bloomer,  128  Wis.  297.  A  statute 
regulating  the  construction  of  railroad 
tracks  in  cities  is  unconstitutional  as 
a  special  law  if  its  operation  is  con- 
fined to  cities  in  which  railroad  tracks 
have  already  been  constructed.  Bur- 
lington V.  rennsylvania  R.  Co.,  56 
N.  J .  Eq.  259.  A  classification  which  is 
merely  based  upon  the  fact  that  certain 
territory  had  previously  constituted 
part  of  an  incorporated  town  is  void. 
The  mere  fact  of  pievious  location 
forms  no  basis  for  claussification,  within 
the  rule  that  a  classification  cannot  be 
adopted  arbitrarily  upon  a  ground 
which  has  no  foundation  in  difference 
of  situation  or  circumstances  of  the 
municipalities  placed  in  the  different 
classes.  People  v.  Martin.  178  111. 
611. 

»  In  Randolph  v.  Wood,  49  N.  J.  L. 
85,  a  statute  provided  for  the  election 
of  a  common  councilman  by  the  elec- 
tors at  laree  in  cities  of  not  less  than 
10,000  inhabitants,  divided  into  not  less 
than  two  or  ihore  than  three  wards,  and 
which  now  by  law  have  twelve  coun- 
cilmen,  was  held  to  be  special,  being 
conditioned  upon  three  incidents  too 
unimportant  and  restrictive  to  form 
the  basis  of  classification  for  a  general 
law.  See  also  Bennett  v.  Trenton,  55 
N.  J.  L.  72. 

'  Dobbins   v.    Long   Branch   Gom- 


missioners,  59  N.  J.  L.  146.  A  statute 
which  by  its  terms  is  confined  to  sesr- 
side  resorts,  governed  by  boards  of 
conmiissioners,  and  deals  with  the  ex- 
penditures on  the  streets  of  a  borou^ 
of  the  road  tax  raised  therein,  is  special 
legislation  and  unconstitutionaL  Ross 
V,  Winsor,  48  N.  J.  L.  95.  The  court 
says :  "The  whole  statute  by  its  terms 
is  confined  to  seaside  resorts  governed 
by  boards  of  commissioners.  The  in- 
dividuals thus  grouped  into  a  class  by 
legislative  enactment  are  distinguishea 
from  other  municipalities  by  two  feat- 
ures only,  —  their  being  seaside  resorts 
and  their  being  governed  by  boards  of 
commissioners,  —  and  consequently  no 
legislation  touching  this  cla^  alone  is 
constitutional,  unless  it  property  re- 
lates to  these  peculiarities.  We  cannot 
see  how  the  section  under  review  is  so 
related.  That  the  i>ower  to  expend  the 
road  tax  of  a  municii>ality  on  its  streets 
should  be  vested  in  its  own  governing 
body  rather  than  the  committee  of  the 
township  of  which  it  territorially  forms 
a  part,  is  a  proposition  which  seems  to 
have  no  natural  connection  with  the 
facts  that  the  municipality  is  a  seaside 
resort  and  that  its  governing  body  is 
styled  a  board  of  commissionerB."  A 
statute  relating  to  collages  governed  by 
a  board  of  trustees  is  a  special  law  and 
unconstitutionaL  Burnet  v.  Dean,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  253.  A  statute  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  boards  for  the  assess- 
ment and  revision  of  taxes  ^diich  sp> 
plies  to  any  city  where  a  board  of  as- 
sessment and  revision  now  exists  is 
unconstitutional  because  based  upon 
existing  circumstances,  and  because  it 
cannot  be  made  applicable  to  any  dties 
answering  to  the  same  conditions  in  the 
future.  State  v.  Hammer,  42  N.J.  L. 
435 ;  s.  c.  9yb  nom.  Hammer  v. 
44  N.  J.  L.  667. 
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the  other  hand ;  ^  or  upon  the  fact  that  the  term  of  office  of  certain 
officers  is  by  law  or  by  charter  indefinite; '  or  upon  the  fact  that  an 
officer  is  compensated  by  salary ; '  or  upon  a  difference  in  the  method 
of  filUng  vacancies  in  the  governing  body  of  municipalities,  e,  g.^  the 
board  of  aldermen ;  ^  or  upon  the  method  in  which  the  streets  of  the 
municipality  are  lighted  pursuant  to  legislative  authority.^  But  in 
Minnesota,  the  rule  that  a  classification  cannot  be  based  on  existing 
circumstances  is  not  applied  when  the  purpose  of  the  law  is  tempo- 
laiy  only  and  the  statute  b  intended  to  remedy  existing  conditions; 
a  temporary  and  remedial  law  does  not  lose  its  generaUty  because  it 
is  based  on  existing  circumstances  only,  or  those  of  a  limited  dura- 
tion.*   But  all  existing  conditions  are  not  a  proper  basis  of  classifi- 


1  Johnson  v.  Hoover,  58  N.  J.  L. 
334;  Loueks  v.  Bradahaw,  56  N.  J.  L. 
1 ;  Beny  v.  Cramer,  58  N.  J.  L.  278. 

>  Tetrault  v.  Orange,  55  N.  J.  L.  99; 
Uffert  V.  Vogt,  65  N.  J.  L.  377,  aflPd 
05  N.  J.  L.  621. 

»  Gibbs  v.  Morgan,  39  N.  J.  Eq.  126. 

«  Parker  v.  Newark,  57  N.  J.  L.  83, 
holding  that  a  statute  authorizing  the 
mayor  to  fill  vacancies  in  the  boi^  of 
aldermen  in  all  cities  which  have  a 
charter  providing  for  a  special  elec- 
tion to^  nil  such  vacancies,  is  special 
k^gislation. 

*  Van  Giesen  v.  Bloomfield,  47  N.  J. 
L.  442,  where  it  is  held  that  a  statute 
applicable  to  all  cases  where  the  streets 
have  been  or  are  lij^hted  by  ^as  or  oil, 
pursuant  to  legislative  authonty^,  is  con- 
ditioned upon  an  improper  classification, 
and  is  a  special  law.  in  Freeholders  of 
Hudson  V,  Buck,  51  N.  J.  L.  155,  it  was 
held  that  a  statute  which  applied  when- 
ever any  county  certificates  had  been 
issued  to  construct  or  improve  a  road, 
or,  if  running  through  or  in  such  county, 
for  the  payment  of  which  certificate 
the  county  was  by  law  authorized  to 
become  olnigated,  was  a  special  law,  the 
basis  for  classification  being  in  reality 
mere  specification.  A  statute  author- 
isng  and  regulating  the  construction 
of  sidewalks  in  any  village  in  any 
county  contuning  a  city  of  the  first 
class  in  which  no  sidewalks  had  been 
constructed  was  held  to  be  local  and 
special,  principally  because  it  was  con- 
ditioned on  the  fact  that  no  sidewalks 
had  been  constructed.  Ck>stello  v, 
Wyoming,  49  Ohio  St.  202. 

•  GobB  V.  Bord,  40  Minn.  479 ;  State 
«.  Cboley ,  56  Biiim.  540 ;  Alexander  v. 
Duluth,  77  Blinn.  445;  State  t;.  Thief 
Aiver  Falls,    76  Minn.   15;   State  v. 


Ames,  87  Minn.  23.  A  statute  dealing 
with  the  present  floating  indebtedness 
of  all  cities  having  a  population  of 
50,000  and  over,  and  providing  for  the 
f undinjg  thereof,  is  only  temporary  and 
remeduil,  and  may  properly  be  based 
on  the  existing  conditions  and  lim- 
ited thereto.  Alexander  v.  Duluth,  77 
Minn.  445.  A  curative  act  intended  to 
provide  for  the  l^Iizing  of  a  certain 
class  of  village  ordinances  and  contracts 
is  temporal^  and  remedial  in  its  nature, 
and  is  valid  as  a  general  law,  although 
the  classification  is  founded  on  existing 
circumstances.  Flynn  v.  Little  FalU 
Electric  &  Water  Co.,  74  Minn.  180. 
See  also  Leavenworth  v.  Leavenworth 
City,  <&c.  Water  Co.,  69  Kan.  82 ;  Index, 
Curative  Acta, 

A  statute  legalizing  the  incorpora- 
tion of  all  cities  theretofore  oiganized 
or  attempted  to  be  organized  under  a 
general  law  is  remedial  in  its  nature, 
and  is  not  invalid  as  a  special  law,  al- 
though based  on  existing  circumstances. 
State  V.  Thief  River  Fi^,  76  Minn.  15 ; 
antey  SS  68,  129.  A  statute  authorizizi|g 
any  village  to  issue  bonds  when  it  is 
indebted,  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
the  act,  in  excess  of  $3,000,  besides 
bonded  indebtedness,  is  intended  to 
remedy  a  temporary  existing  condition 
and  is  a  general  law.  Kaiser  v,  Camp- 
bell, 90  Minn.  375.  These  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  seem 
to  be  founded  upon  the  authority  of 
Iowa  Railroad  Land  Company  t;.  Soper, 
39  Iowa,  112,  where  a  statute  legaliz- 
ing judgment  taxes  previously  levied 
by  counties  and  other  municipal  cor- 
porations and  authorizing  their  collec- 
tion, which  by  its  terms  applied  to 
all  municipal  corporations  which  had 
levied  taxes  in  excess  of  the  maximum 
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cation,  although  the  purpose  of  the  legislation  may  be  temponuy. 
They  must  be  such  as  to  suggest  the  practical  (not  absolute)  neces- 
sity or  propriety  of  di£Ferent  legislation  with  respect  to  the  subjects 
placed  in  (li£Ferent  classes.' 

§  157.  MnnicipalitieB  ezistiiig  under  Special  Charters.  —  When  the 
G)nstitution  by  its  terms  recognizes  cities  and  other  municipali- 
ties existing  under  special  charters  as  a  special  doss  by  providing 
that  the  legislature  shall  make  provision  by  general  laws  whereby 
any  city,  town,  or  village  organized  under  a  special  or  local  law  may 
become  subject  to  the  general  laws  relating  to  such  corporation,  such 
corporations  form  a  separate  and  independent  class  recognized  by 
the  Constitution.^  Even  where  the  Constitution  does  not  express^ 
recognize  municipalities  having  special  charters,  such  corporations 
have  in  some  jurisdictions  been  regarded  as  constituting,  ex  necessir 
iaie,  a  separate  class  by  themselves,  because  the  prohibition  of  future 
special  legislation  on  municipal  affairs  made  it  necessary  to  l^islate 
specially  and  separately  for  their  needs.*  But  in  New  Jersey  and 
possibly  some  other  States  these  corporations  are  not  considered  to 
form  a  proper  and  legitimate  class  by  themselves,  and  a  statute  the 
application  of  which  is  limited  to  corporations  which  have  a  special 
charter  or  are  governed  by  a  special  act  of  incorporation,  is  uncon- 
stitutional as  special  legislation.^ 

allowed  by  law  to  pay  judgments,  was  116  Wis.  363;   Johnson  v.  Milwaukee, 

held  to  be  a  general  law  and  not  within  88  Wis.  383 ;  Ulbrecht  v.  Keokuk.  124 

the   constitutional   prohibition.     The  Iowa,  1.     But  a  statute  applicable  to 

Minneaota  decisions  seem  to  the  author  only  one  or  more  of  a  numoer  of  mo- 

to  be  sound,  and  not  to  contravene  the  nici{>al   corporations  operating  under 

true  purpose  and  intent  of  the  consti-  special  charters  is  unconstitutional,  as 

tutional  provisions  in  respect  of  general  a  special  law.    See  Groves  v.  County 

and  local  legislation.  Court,  42  W.  Va.  587,  where  a  statute 

'  Alexander  v.   Duluth,   77   Minn,  authorisins  the  relocation  of  county- 

445;  Nichols  v,  Walter,  37  Minn.  264,  seats  which  had,  since  January  1, 1872, 

272.  been  relocated  by  special  act  of  legi»- 

'  Rutherford  v.  Hamilton,  97  Mo.  lature,  Vas  held  to  be  unconstitutioDid, 
543 ;  Kansas  City  v.  Stegmiller,  151  Mo.  being  applicable  to  only  one  coun^. 
189;  Elting  v.  Hickman,  172  Mo.  237.  *  Goldberg  v.  Borland,  56  N.  J.  L. 
In  Arev  v.  Lindsey,  103  Va.  250,  it  was  364 ;  Sneath  v,  Ma^r,  64  N.  J.  L.  94; 
held  that  an  act  amending  a  town  Grey  v.  Town  of  Umon,  67  N.  J.  L.  363. 
charter  and  extending  its  corporate  An  act  which  attempts  to  put  certain 
limits  was  not  afifected  oy  the  constitu-  special  charter  municipalities  into  a 
tional  provision  that  no  special  act  for  class  by  themselves,  basug  such  claoB- 
the  extension  of  the  corporate  limits  of  fication,  not  upon  any  rule  for  classify- 
cities  and  towns  should  be  valid,  the  act  im^  municipalities,  or  any  circumstanoes 
having  been  passed  prior  to  the  adop-  aSecting  tnem  dififerently  from  other 
tion  of  the  Constitution,  although  it  municipalities  in  the  State,  but  merely 
had  not  been  given  effect  at  that  date  upon  a  different  provision  in  th&i  char- 
by  an  election  for  the  approval  of  the  ters  from  those  of  other  municipafitaes, 
act  as  therein  provided  for.  and  a  preference  of  the  electors  tor  such 

'  Adams  v,  Beloit,  105  Wis.  363 ;  provision,  is  unconstitutional.     People 

Appleton  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Appleton,  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  170  111.  468.    A 
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§  158.  IiimitationB  founded  on  Time.  —  We  have  seen  that  when 
a  law  is  made  applicable  only  to  a  class,  it  is  necessary  to  its  constitu- 
tional validity  that  the  class  should  include  all  objects  similarly 
situated,  and  the  law  must  also  apply  to  and  include  within  its  operar- 
tion  all  objects  coming  within  the  conditions  during  the  future 
operation  of  the  act.  We  have  also  seen  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
legislature  cannot  make  a  valid  classification  which  is  based  upon 
existing  circumstances.  Attempts  have  been  made  to  obviate  these 
rules  by  the  enactment  of  statutes  which,  whilst  conferring  power 
upon  all  municipalities  within  a  proper  class,  limii  the  time  wiikin 
which  such  municipalities  may  exercise  the  powers  so  conferred. 
These  limitations  have  the  effect  of  restricting  the  operation  of 
statutes  to  such  municipalities  as  are  in  the  class  during  the  time 
limited,  and  are  obnoxious  to  the  prohibition  of  special  legislation.^ 
But  if  the  provision  of  the  statute  requiring  corporate  action  within 
a  specified  time  is  only  directory  in  its  nature,  and  therefore  does  not 
prevent  the  required  action  from  being  taken  by  the  municipality 
subsequently  thereto,  such  provision  does  not  limit  and  restrict  the 
operation  of  the  statute  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  special 
within  the  constitutional  prohibition.^ 


statute  authorizing  the  cost  of  improv- 
in|;  streets  to  be  assessed  against  ad- 
joming  property,  and  to  be  levied  and 
collected  "m  the  same  manner  and  at 
the  time  now  provided  by  law  or  the 
charter  of  said  cities,"  indicates  an  in- 
tent that  it  shall  only  apply  to  charters 
tf»Tiating  at  the  time  of  its  enactment, 
and  conflicts  with  the  constitutional 
prohibition  of  special  legislation.  Mur- 
nane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo.  479. 

*  A  statute  authorizing  any  city  of 
the  first  class  "during  the  year  1897" 
to  issue  bonds  for  specified  purposes, 
held  special  legislation,  there  being  but 
one  city  of  the  first  class,  and  there 
beii^  no  possibility  of  any  other  com- 
ing into  existence  auring  tne  year  1897. 
Bumham  v.  Milwaukee,  98  Wis.  128. 
But  qwere,  Jf  141,  146,  152  and  notes. 
A  statute  for  pensioning  school  teachers 
applicable  to  cities  of  the  third  grade 
of  the  fimst  class,  which  required  action 
by  the  board  of  education  within  thirty 
days  after  the  law  went  into  effect,  anq 
made  no  provision  for  cities  that  might 
thereafter  come  into  the  class,  held 
to  be  special  and  unconstitutional. 
Hibbaid  v.  State,  65  Ohio  St.  574. 
Quearef  A  statute  directing  local 
authorities  of  cities  of  the  first  ^rade 
of  the  first  class  to  proceed  within 


five  days  after  its  passage  to  redistrict 
such  cities,  held  to  be  special  and  un- 
constitutional. State  V,  Pu^h,  43  Ohio 
St.  98.  A  statute  general  m  its  terms 
applicable  to  all  cities  having  a  popula- 
tion of  40,000  or  over,  is  a  spCMcial  law 
when  there  is  only  one  such  city,  and 
the  act  can  only  operate  by  compliance 
with  special  provisions  which  can  have 
no  application  to  any  other  city,  e.  g., 
reqmrements  as  to  the  time  and  method 
of  conducting  an  election.  State  v. 
Downs,  60  Kan.  788.  Statutes  limiting 
the  time  within  which  municipal  cor- 
porations may  accept  their  provisions 
are  unconstitutional.  See  ante,  {155, 
Statutes  conditioned  on  Acceptance  by 
Municipality. 

>  Ross  V.  Freeholders  of  Essex,  09 
N.  J.  L.  291;  aff'g  69  N.  J.  L.  143; 
Albright  v.  Sussex  County  Lake  & 
Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  322, 
523.  In  Campbell  v.  Indianapolis,  155 
Ind.  186,  a  statute  providing  tor  school 
commissioners  in  cities  having  a  popu- 
lation of  100,000  was  held  not  to  be 
rendered  special  and  unconstitutionid 
because  it  contained  a  provision  that 
''at  the  city  election  occurring  on  the 
second  Tuesday  of  October,  1899/' 
five  members  of  the  board  of  school 
commissioners   should   be   elected   to 
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§  159.  Arbitrary  and  UnreaBonable  OlassificatioiiB.  —  It  is  fre- 
quently said  that  a  classification  must  be  just  and  reasonable  and 
not  arbitrary  and  iUusory}  This  is  usually  assigned  as  an  additional 
reason  when  the  court  holds  a  statute  to  be  unconstitutional  because 
it  is  not  founded  upon  some  reasonable  necessity,  or  because  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  are  not  germane  to  the  classification  adopted, 
and  when  so  used  the  language  of  the  court  is  apparently  intended 
to  emphasize  an  invalidity  founded  principally  upon  these  reasons. 
But  instances  are  also  to  be  found  where  the  courts  have  held  a 
statute  to  be  invaUd  because  the  classification  is  arbitraiy  and  unjust, 
without  assigning  any  other  reason  therefor.' 


aerve  as  therein  provided,  although 
there  was  at  the  time  of  the  enactment 
only  one  city  in  the  State  which  held  an 
election  at  the  s^ified  date,  the  other 
terms  and  provisions  of  the  statute  di»- 
cloaing  that  notwithstanding  this  direc- 
tion the  statute  was  intended  to  operate 
similarly  in  all  cities  coming  witnin  its 
conditions. 

'  Darcy  v.  San  Jose,  104  Cai.  194, 
642;  Longview  v.  Crawfordsville,  164 
Ind.  117;  Droege  v.  Mclnemey,  120  Ky. 
796;  87  S.  W.  Rep.  1085;  Murray  v. 
Board  of  Com'rs  of  Ramsev  County, 
81  Minn.  359;  Bronson  t;.  Oberlin,  41 
Ohio  St.  476. 

'  A  statute  authorizing  the  issue  of 
bonds  to  construct  a  court  house  where 
counties  have  at  the  time  expended 
$7,000  for  the  erection  of  a  court  house, 
held  to  be  founded  upon  an  arbitrary 
and  improper  basis.  Hetland  v.  Board 
of  Comers  of  Norman  County,  89  Minn. 
492;  but  quaref  A  statute  authoriz- 
ing cities  which  have  owned  a  system 
of  water-works  and  sold  or  disposed  of 
the  same,  but  have  reserved  a  right  to 
repurchase  the  same,  to  issue  bonds 
for  repurchase,  held  to  be  based  on 
an  arbitrary  classification,  particularly 
when  the  additional  qualincation  was 
added  that  such  city  should  have  a 
population  of  10,000  inhabitants. 
Thomas  v.  St.  Cloud,  90  Minn.  477,  but 
qucBref  No  particiilar  reason  exists 
why  different  principles  should  be 
applied  to  different  delinquent  taxes. 
Consequently  a  statute  providing  for 
the  manner  of  collection  of  taxes  which 
became  delinquent  before  the  first 
Monday  of  June,  1897,  and  leaving  out 
of  its  operation  taxes  which  became 
delinquent  subsequent  thereto,  is  based 
on  an  arbitraiy  classification  and  is 
invaUd.  Dulutn  Banking  Co.  v,  Koon, 
81  Minn.  486.    A  legislative  classifica- 


tion of  cities  by  population  for  the 
purpose  of  regulating  consents  of 
property  owners  to  lociu  improvemenU 
to  be  paid  for  by  spedal  assessment  is 
arbitrary  and  void  when  it  places  in 
one  class  veiy  laige  cities  and  veiy 
small  ones,  and  in  the  other  cities  of 
intermediate  size,  for  which  different 
regulations  are  made.  L'Hote  v. 
Milford,  212  IIL  418.  A  statute  requir- 
ing the  examination  and  licensing  of 
journeymen  plumbers  when  empbyed 
m  cities  having  a  population  of  10,000 
and  a  systeni  c^  sewers  or  water-works, 
held  unconstitutional,  as  special  legisla- 
tion. State  V.  Justus,  90  Minn.  474. 
In  the  three  last  cases  may  not  the 
legislature  have  had  grounds  for  its 
enactments?  Ante,  §  1%  and  notes. 

A  statute  which  prohibits  municipal 
corporations  from  contracting  for  print- 
ing stationery  or  books  from  any  person 
or  firm  whose  paper  or  business  has  not 
been  establishea  in  the  municipality 
for  one  year  or  more  is  founded  upon 
an  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  dis- 
tinction. The  length  of  the  time  duiinr 
whichr  a  business  nas  been  establishea 
is  not  a  proper  basis  for  discrimination. 
Van  Harlii^n  v.  Doyle,  134  CaL  53. 
A  statute  which  directs  that  in  all  cities 
in  which  a  newspaper  printed  in  s 
German  language  shall  have  been 
pubUshed  for  three  years  prior  to  its 
passage,  siich  newspaper  shall  be 
deffl^nated  as  an  official  new8pa|>er  in 
which  shall  be  published  municipal 
proceedings,  is  not  conditioned  upon 
a  proper  basis  of  classification,  and 
is  void  as  special  legislation.  Stablv- 
Trenton,  54  N.  J.  L.  444.  A  statute 
regulating  the  enforcement  of  liabil- 
ity of  dissolved  municipsdities  which 
is  applicable  onl^  (1)  to  dissolved 
mumcipalities  wmch  were  oiganiied 
or  created  under  a  charter  or  special 
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§  160.  Statutes  resultiiig  in  the  Specific  Designatioii  of  Munici- 
palities. —  It  is  held  that  the  classification  adopted  must  bear  evi- 
dence on  its  face  that  it  has  been  selected  in  good  faith  and  for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  a  general  rule  of  conduct  for  the  future  govern- 
ment of  municipalities,  and  that  where  the  intent  is  to  legblate  for 
a  particular  locality  the  resulting  legislation  contravenes  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition,  no  matter  how  carefully  that  intent  may  be 
disguised.'  Consequently  a  system  of  classification  which  will 
merely  individualize  or  designate  the  different  municipalities  or  the 
different  political  districts  of  the  State  to  which  the  statute  shall 
be  applied,  is  insufficient.  Something  more  is  required  than  mere 
designation  by  such  characteristics  as  serve  to  identify.'  Although 
an  act  be  drawn  in  general  terms,  if  its  provisions  are  such  in  number 
and  character  as  unduly,  with  reference  to  the  constitutional  purpose, 
to  restrict  its  operation  and,  to  all  intents,  to  confine  it  to  a  specific 
locality,  then  it  comes  as  much  under  condemnation  as  though  it 
designated  the  locality  by  name.  While  an  act  might  be  general, 
if  it  affects  all  towns  of  a  class,  and  that  class  is  based  on  popular 
tion,  or  some  other  condition  which  might  be  recognized  as  possibly 


law,  (2)  when  the  dissolution  occurred 
through  the  direct  l^slative  repeal  of 
the  charter  or  special  law,  (3)  the 
indebtedness  consists  of  outstanding 
bonds  or  other  written  obligation,  and 
(4)  the  effect  of  the  repeal  was  to  attach 
the  territoiy  of  the  municipality  so 
dissolved  to  one  or  more  mumcipalities 
existing  at  the  time,  is  based  upon 
arbitrary  distinctions,  and  is  special 
legislation,  there  being  no  reason  why 
the  statute  should  not  be  applicable  to 
ail  dissolved  municipalities,  to  dissolu- 
tions effected  in  any  manner,  and  to  all 
indebtedness,  whether  evidenced  by 
bonds  or  written  obligations  or  not. 
Pepin  Township  v.  Sage,  129  Fed.  Rep. 
657.  A  statute  providing  for  the  issue 
of  bonds  by  school  trustees  of  a  school 
corporation  having  a  population  of  not 
more  than  4,550  nor  less  than  4,545, 
held  to  be  special  legislation,  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  serving  no 
other  purpose  than  to  identify  the 
muticuiar  city  to  which  it  should  apply. 
Rushville  School  City  v.  Hayes,  162 
Ind.  193. 

»  Bell  V.  Allegheny  County,  149  Pa. 
381 ;  Perkins  v.  Philadelphia,  156  Pa. 
554;  Scranton  School  Dist.'s  Appeal, 
113  Pa.  176.  See  ante,  S{  146,  147,  151 
and  notes.  In  Avar's  Appeal,  122  Pa. 
266,  a  statute  dividing  the  cities  of 


Pennsylvania,  into  seven  classes  was 
held  to  be  imconstitutional.  The  first 
classification  of  cities  adopted  in  that 
State  divided  them  into  tnree  classes, 
the  third  class  having  a  population  of 
less  than  100,000  and  more  ttum  10,000 
inhabitants.  An  examination  of  the 
legislation  dividing  the  cities  into  seven 
classes  showed  that,  with  very  few  and 
quite  unimportant  exceptions,  the 
cnarter  powers  of  the  fourth  to  the 
seventh  class  inclusive  were  precisely 
siinilar,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the 
points  of  difference  that  could  possibly 
be  regarded  as  essential.  Aside  from 
the  important  consideration  that  five 
classes  furnished  greater  facilities  for 

rial  legislation  than  one  class  would 
,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the 
last  four  classes  from  being  included 
in  the  third  class  as  originally  estab- 
lished. Their  needs  were  all  so  similar 
that  no  charter  power  required  for 
either  of  them  would  be  imnecessary 
or  detrimental  to  any  of  the  others. 
It  was  held  that  this  division  of  cities 
was  clearly  intended  as  an  evasion  of 
the  constitutional  provision,  and  that 
the  statute  was  void.  Ante,  }{  146, 
'147,  151  and  notes. 

«  Lewis  V.  Jersey  City,  66  N.  J.  L. 
582. 
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common  to  a  class,  or  which  might  permit  of  classification,  yet  if 
it  contains  such  added  limitations  as  to  restrict  its  operation  to  what 
must  always  be,  in  the  nature  of  the  case,  a  very  limited  number  of 
specified  localities,  if  not,  in  fact,  one,  it  is  local  and  special  within 
the  constitutional  sense.  ^ 

'  lifatter  of  Henneberger,  155  N.  Y.  tangle,  and  uncertainty  which  have 
420,  afif'^  25  Add.  Div.  164 ;  Lewis  v.  been  judicially  brought  about  in  New 
Jersey  City,  66  N.  J.  L.  582 ;  Common-  Jersey,  California,  Ohio,  and  some  other 
wealth  V.  Fatton,  88  Pa.  258;  Piatt  v.  States.  In  New  York  an  act  in  genenl 
Craig,  66  Ohio  St.  75.  Obviously,  where  language  has  not  been  held  to  be  neces- 
a  statute  is  general  in  its  terms  the  saruy  '^ocal"  within  the  meaning  of 
principle  laid  down  in  these  cases  must  the  Constitution,  although  it  describes 
be  very  cautiously  applied  where  the  a  city  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it  oer- 
effect  is  to  invalidate  the  statute.  tain  that  the  act  only  applies  to  that 

An  act  providing  for  the  widening  one  city.  The  New  York  Constitution 
and  improving  of  highways  in  towns  provides  (art.  iii.  §  18) :  "The  legisla- 
having  a  total  population  of  8,000  or  ture  shall  not  pass  a  private  or  local  bill 
more  inhabitants  and  containing  an  in  any  of  toe  following  cases:  .  .  . 
incorporated  village  having  a  total  Granting  anv  cori)oration,  association, 
population  of  not  less  than  8,000  and  or  individual  the  right  to  lay  down  rail- 
not  more  than  15,000  inhabitants  road  tracks."  Section  36  of  the  Rail- 
"  except  in  the  County  of  Madison,"  road  Act  of  1875,  commonly  known  as 
and  which  authorizes  the  improvement  the  Rapid  Transit  Act,  made  certain 
of  such  highway  or  a  certain  specified  proviaons  with  reference  to  ''any  ele- 
portion  thereof  not  less  than  two  miles  vated  steam  railway  or  railways  now  in 
and  a  half  in  length,  such  portion  being  actual  operation,"  permitting  the  oom- 
whoUy  without  the  limits  of  such  pany  owning  such  railway  to  lay  down 
incorporated  village,  held  to  be  local  certain  additional  tracks.  There  was 
and  special.  Matter  of  Henneberger,  only  one  railway  which  answered  this 
155  N.  Y.  420.  afT'g  25  App.  Div.  164.  description,  and  the  legislation  applied, 
In  this  case  (Jtdlen,  J.,  who  delivered  and  was  intended  to  apply,  only  to  this 
the  opinion  in  the  Appellate  Division,  railwav.  The  Court  of  Appeals  held 
said :  "  It  is  beyond  dispute  that  in  this  that  the  law  was  generaL  Matter  of 
character  of  statutes  there  must  come  New  York  Elevated  R.  Co.,  70  N.  Y. 
a  point  when  an  enumeration  of  the  327,  350.  In  the  Matter  of  Church,  92 
various  limitations  of  the  application  N.  Y.  1,  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that 
of  the  statute  ceases  to  constitute  an  act  giving  the  board  of  supervisors 
classification,  and  becomes  mere  identi-  in  any  county  containing  an  mcorpor- 
fication,  for  almost  any  object,  whether  ated  city  of  over  100,000  inhabitants, 
it  be  a  political  division  of  the  State,  a  where  contiguous  territory  in  the  county 
geograpoical  section  of  its  territory,  has  been  mapped  out  into  streets  and 
or  even  an  individual  citizen,  can  be  avenues,  power  to  lay  out  and  open  the 
identified  by  certain  qualities  that  same,  is  not  a  local  law  within  the  mean- 
neither  it  nor  he  possesses  in  common  ing  of  the  State  Constitution,  art.  iiL 
with  others  of  a  class,  as  well  as  by  §  18,  prohibiting  the  passage  of  a  local 
name.  Where  the  special  attributes  or  private  law  for  laying  out  or  opening 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  as  exclusive  hignways. 

conditions  for  the  application  of  the  So  also  in  Matter  of  New  York  & 
statute  can  afford  no  fair  or  reasonable  Long  Island  Bridge  Company,  14^ 
grounds  for  limiting  the  statute  to  one  N.  Y.  540,  notwithstanding  the  provi- 
class  and  excluding  its  appUcation  to  sions  of  art.  iii.  §  18,  of  the  Gonsti- 
others  outside  of  that  class,  I  think  it  tution^  prohibiting  local  legislation 
should  be  held  that  such  limitations  granting  to  any  coiporation  the  right 
constitute  mere  identification,  and  to  lay  down  railroad  tracks,  the  court 
make  the  statute  local  within  the  held  the  following  act  valid:  "Any 
inhibition  of  the  Constitution."  company   incorporated   for   the   jHir- 

The  course  of  iudicial  decisions  in  pose  of  constructing  and  maintaining 
New  York  as  to  what  is  "local"  Ic^s-  a  bridge  or  bridges  over  any  river, 
lation  has  been  such,  wisely,  we  think,  bay,  arm  of  the  sea,  or  other  body  of 
as  to  have  prevented  the  confusion,   water,  connecting  any  city  in  the  State 
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§  161.     Oeographieal  DistinetioiiB.  —  Soon  after  the  adoption  of 
the  prohibition  of  special  legislation  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 


of  New  York,  containing  more  than  one 
million  inhabitants,  with  any  other  city 
m  said  State,  is  hereby  empowered  to 
lay  tracks  and  operate  a  railway  upon 
such  bridge  or  oridges"  (chap.  225, 
Laws  of  1893).  (ysrien,  J.,  in  his 
dissenting  opinion  in  the  Blatter  of 
Hennebeiger,  155  N.  Y.  420, 435,  states, 
with  regara  to  this  act,  what  was  com- 
mon knowledge :  "There  never  was  the 
least  doubt  that  the  law  was  intended 
for  but  one  place  in  the  State,  and  that 
was  a  bridge  across  the  East  River  from 
New  York,  and  yet  this  court  held  it  to 
be  valid  as  a  |;eneral  law."  The  same 
judge  states,  m  the  same  case,  p.  436, 
mth  reference  to  the  act  involved  in  the 
Caurch  case,  ntpra:  "Indeed  the  latter 
case  was  identified  and  admitted  to  be  a 
law  for  a  single  county,  since  the  condi- 
tions existed  in  no  other  county." 

It  has  been  pointed  out  by  an  able 
writer    that    "The  utter    uselessness 
under  the  above  cases  of  the  clauses 
in  the  New  York  Constitution  prohib- 
iting local  legislation,  has  apparently 
led  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  modify  the 
rule  that  it  will  not  in  any  case  inter- 
fere with  the   legislative  discretion  in 
the  matter  of  classification,  for  in  the 
Matter  of  Hennebeiger,  155  N.  Y.  420, 
that  court,  by  a  vote  of  four  to  three, 
held  an  act  to  be  local  and  invalid 
although  it  was  ex])res8ed  in  general 
language.     The  act  in  question  (chap. 
286,  Laws  of  1897)  provided :  "  In  any 
town  having  a  totflJ  population  of  eight 
thousand  or  more  innaoitants  and  con- 
taining an  incorporated  village  having 
a  total  population  of  not  less  than  eight 
thousand  and  not  more  than  fifteen 
thousand    inhabitants,  except  in   the 
County  of  Madison,  any  five  or  more 
persons    holding    lands    adjoining    or 
abutting  on  any  highway,  which  ex- 
tends within  the  limits  of  such  town 
and  without  the  limits  of  such  incorpo- 
rated village  for  a  distance  of  at  least 
two  and  one-half  miles,  may  bresent 
to  the   Supreme  Court,  at  a  Special 
Term  thereof,  to  be  held  in  the  county 
containing  such  town,  a  petition  for  the 
appointment   of  three   commissioners 
for  the  purpose  of  widening  and  im- 
proving sucn  highway,  or  a  specified 
portion  thereof  not  less  than  two  miles 
and  a  half  in  length,  such  miles  being 
whoDy  without  the  limits  of  such  incor- 
porated village."     This  attempt  was 


more  than  the  Court  of  Appeals  could 
endure.  The  act  applied,  and  was  in- 
tended to  apply,  only  in  the  town  of 
New  Rochelie.  Just  how  far  this  court 
will  exercise  control  over  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  make  classifications 
for' the  purpose  of  general  legislation 
remains  to  be  seen.  This  New  Kochelle 
act  appears  to  have  been  a  little  mor6 
clum^  than  some  of  the  so-called  ^n- 
eral  laws  which  have  been  sustained 
by  the  same  court,  but,  as  O'Brien,  J., 
states  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  it  was 
no  more  specific  than  the  acts  in  the 
other  New  York  cases  above  cited. 
Harvard  Law  Review,  Vol.  18,  p.  590 
(June,  1905),  article  by  Mr.  Harry 
Hubbard.  An  act  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  nighways  and  bridges 
upon  highways  running  through  two  or 
more  towns  of  the  same  county,  and 
which  provides  that  the  act  shall  only 
apply  to  counties  adjoining  cities  of 
one  million  or  more  inhabitaoits,  is  not 
a  "local  act"  within  the  meaning  of 
art.  iii.  §  18,  of  the  Constitution  of 
New  York.  Treanor  v.  Eichhom,  74 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  58,  and  cases  cited;  Citi- 
zens &iv.  Bank  v.  Greenburgh,  173  N.  Y. 
215,  holding  bonds  of  the  town  issued 
under  said  act  to  be  valid. 

A  statute  applicable  to  all  counties 
"where  there  is  a  population  of  more 
than  60,000  inhabitants  in  which  there 
shall  be  any  city  incorporated  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  this  act,  with  a 
population  exceeding  8,000  inhabitants 
situate  at  a  distance  from  the  county 
seat  of  more  than  twenty  miles  by  the 
usually  travelled  public  road,"  held  to 
be  special  legislation  and  unconstitu- 
tional. Commonwealth  v.  Patton,  88 
Pa.  258.  An  act  authorizing  the  build- 
ing of  a  viaduct  to  cost  not  less  than 
$80,000,  and  the  issue  of  bonds  not  to 
exceed  one-fifth  of  one  per  cent  of 
the  value  of  all  taxable  property  in  the 
county,  Milwaukee  County  being  the 
only  county  in  the  State  having  a  valu- 
ation to  reach  such  amount  on  the  basis 
prescribed,  held  to  be  special  legislation 
and  unconstitutional,  because  the  limi- 
tations unduly  restricted  the  operation 
of  the  act.  Wagner  v.  Milwaukee 
County,  112  Wis.  601. 

A  statute  authorizing  the  relocation 
of  county  seats  in  cases  where  the  county 
seat  of  any  county  has,  since  January  1, 
1872,  been  relocated  by  a  special  act. 
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the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  declared  that  there  can  be  no  proper 
classification  of  cities  except  by  population.  The  moment  resort  is 
had  to  geographical  distinctions  the  domain  of  special  legislation  is 
entered,  for  the  reason  that  such  classification  operates  upon  certain 
cities  to  the  perpetual  exclusion  of  all  others.^  The  absolute  terms 
of  this  declaration  were  not  called  for  by  the  case  which  was  before 
the  court.  That  case  involved  the  validity  of  a  statute  affecting 
counties  of  a  specified  population  in  which  there  was  a  city  of  a  speci- 
fied population  situate  at  a  specified  distance  from  the  county  seat 
The  geographical  features  were  plainly  used  in  this  act  as  a  means 
of  identity,  and  were  in  the  nature  of  a  reference  to  the  latitude 
and  longitude  of  the  particular  place  to  which  the  statute  was  to 
apply. 

It  is  apparent  that  an  absolute  rule  excluding  geographical  dis- 
tinctions cannot  be  applied.  Some  municipalities  are  so  sUuated 
geagraphicaUy  that  legislation  peculiar  to  their  needs  is  called  for 
by  the  geographical  situation  alone.  For  example,  a  statute  which 
authorizes  cities  on  the  ocean  to  lay  out  streets,  drives,  and  walks 
on  the  beach  or  ocean  front  relates  to  peculiar  features  which  dis- 
tinguish these  cities  from  other  cities,  and  which  furnish  a  proper 
and  legitimate  basis  for  classification.'  Legislation  for  the  construc- 
tion of  bridges  may  be  classified  on  the  fact  that  they  are  over  a  river 

held  to  be  a  special  law  and  uncon-  more  than  twenty-fleven  miles  by  the 
stitutional,  because  by  a  Constitution  usually  travelled  public  road."  Hub 
adopted  in  August,  1872,  special  laws  act  was  held  to  be  special,  and  there- 
on tne  subject  were  prohibited,  and  the  fore  unconstitutional,  Paxwn^  J.,  re- 
act therefore  applied  to  Grant  County,  marking:  "This  is  classification  nm 
the  only  county  seat  relocated  by  spe  mad.  Why  not  say  all  counties  named 
cial  act  between  January  and  August,  Crawford,  with  a  population  exceed- 
1872.  Groves  v.  County  Court,  42  W.  ing  sixty  thousand,  that  contain  a  city 
Va.  587.  A  statute  authorizing  the  called  Titusville,  with  a  populatioa 
issue  of  bonds  by  the  board  of  school  of  over  eight  thousand  and  situated 
trustees  of  any  school  corporation  hav-  twenty-seven  miles  from  the  county 
ing  a  population  of  not  more  than  seat?  Or  all  counties  with  a  popid»- 
4,545,  and  not  less  than  4,540,  was  tion  of  over  sixty  thousand  watered  hj 
held  to  be  unconstitutional  as  special  a  certain  river  or  bounded  by  a  certain 
Ic^lation.  The  court  said :  ''There-  mountain?  There  can  be  no  proper 
quirements  of  the  statute  serve  no  classification  of  cities  or  counties  except 
other  purpose  than  to  identify  the  par-  by  population." 

ticular  city  to  which  the  statute  snail        '  Bowker  v.  Wright,  54  N.  J.  L.  I30l 

apply."      Rushville    School    City    v.  Atlantic   City   and   other   prosperoas 

Hayes,  162  Ind.  193.  summer  and  seaside  resorts  in  New  Je^ 

'  In  Commonwealth  v.  Patton,  88  sey  have  needed  and  received  kgialft- 

Pa.  258,  the  statute  applied  to  "all"  tion  applicable  to  th^  special  wants; 

coimties  "where  there  is  a  population  such,  for  example,  as  the  power  to  cod- 

of  more  than  sixty  thousand  mhabit-  struct  board  walks  and  issue  bonds  to 

ants,  in  which  there  shall  be  any  city  pay  therefor,  and  the  reasonableneas 

incoiporated  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  erecting  such  cities  into  a  daas  k 

of  this  act  with  a  population  exceeding  obvious,    and   is    no    longer   eontio- 

eight  thousand  innaoitants,  situate  at  verted  in  that  State,  and  perhaps  not 

a  distance  from  the  county  seat  of  elsewhere. 
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or  stream  forming  the  boundary  line  between  two  counties.  The 
condition  is  founded  on  a  natural  and  manifest  distinction.  Such 
bridges  form  a  distinct  class,  because  not  exclusively  bridges  of 
either  county,  and  there  are  matters  of  exact  site,  style,  material, 
expense,  &c.,  as  to  which  the  two  counties  may  not  be  in  harmony. 
This  basis  of  classification  is  not  only  competent,  but  obviously 
proper.^  Similarly,  a  statute  which  provides  for  establishing  in  each 
county  that  has  a  fresh-water  lake  exceeding  100  acres  in  area  a 
system  of  free  public  fisheries  in  the  fresh-water  lakes  having  the 
area  mentioned,  is  based  upon  a  classification  which  has  a  direct 
and  natural  reference  to  the  purposes  that  give  rise  to  the  legislation, 
and  is  a  valid  general  law  under  the  Constitution.'  The  purpose 
of  this  statute  was  to  create  public  fisheries,  and  it  was  natural  and 
proper  in  so  doing  that  the  legislature  should  distinguish  between 
larger  and  smaller  sheets  of  water,  and  make  the  line  of  distinction 
according  to  the  area  of  the  water  surface.  The  distinction  is  not 
so  much  for  the  purpose  of  classifying  counties  for  their  govern- 
mental affairs  as  for  the  purpose  of  classifying  lakes  for  the  purpose 
of  fisheries,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  constitutional  prohibition 
which  prevents  this  from  being  done. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  some  cities  are  commonly 
known  as  seaside  and  summer  resorts  is  not  a  sufiicient  ground  for 
distinction  relating  to  the  police  force  of  cities,  and  a  statute  on 
that  subject  which  excepts  from  its  operations  seaside  and  summer 
resorts  is  a  local  and  special  law  within  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition.' The  true  ground  of  distinction  is  probably  to  be  found 
in  the  relation  of  the  geographical  peculiarities  to  the  subject 
matter  of  the  statute,  or  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  munici- 
pality. If  the  statute  has  relation  to  a  matter  in  itself  a£Fected  by 
some  geographical  peculiarity,  such  as  wharves  or  docks,  which 
must  necessarily  be  constructed  upon  navigable  waters,  a  statute 
confined  in  its  operation  to  municipalities  upon  navigable  waters 
would  seem  to  be  a  general  law  within  the  definitions,  because  it 
includes  all  the  municipalities  similarly  situated  which  have  need 
for  the  powers  conferred,  or  which  should  be  subjected  to  the  re- 
strictions imposed.  The  view  taken  in  general  by  the  decisions  in 
New  Jersey  b,  or  appears  to  be,  that  where  the  geographical  pecu- 
liarity is  a  mere  means  of  identifying  a  particular  place,  for  ex- 
ample, if  the  geographical  peculiarity  be  merely  the  distance  of  the 

>  Seabolt  v.  Northumberland        '  Clark  v.  Gape  liay,  50  N.  J.  L.  660, 

County.  187  Pa.  318;  Index,  Bridges,  658;  anU,  §§  146,  147,  151,  and  notes 

*  Albright  v.  Sussex   County  Lake  as  to  respective  provinces  of  the  Iqsia- 

k  Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  523.  lature  and  the  courts. 
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municipality  from  another  place,  the  distinction  is  not  classifica- 
tion at  all,  but  b  a  mere  means  of  pointing  out  the  locality  in- 
tended to  be  affected  as  precisely  as  if  it  were  specified  by  name  in 
the  act.  A  classification  upon  geographical  peculiarities  having 
relation  to  the  subject  matter  is  valid;  a  classification  upon  these 
peculiarities  for  mere  purposes  of  identification  is  special  legislation 
and  invalid.^ 


§  162.  Laws  creating  ManicipalitiM  or  amnndlng  Oharten. — 
Under  a  constitutional  provision  which  prohibits  the  enactment  of 
any  special  law  incorporating  a  city  or  amending  its  charter,  the 
authority  for  the  erection  or  creation  of  a  city  or  the  extension  of  its 
boundaries  must  be  found  in  a  general  law  applicable  to  all  cities 
or  to  a  class  of  cities,  and  cannot  be  conferred  by  a  special  act.'   But 


^  Lewis  V.  Jersey  City  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, 66  N.  J.  L.  582 ;  Clark  v.  Cape 
May,  50  N.  J.  L.  558. 

'  A  special  act  authorizing  a  city  to 
extend  ila  limila  changes  the  city's  auxr- 
ter  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Mis- 
sotari  Constitution  prohibiting  special 
laws  incorporating  cities  or  changing 
their  charters.  Copeland  v.  St.  Joseph, 
126  Mo.  417.  Under  the  provision  of 
the  Illinois  Constitution  prohibiting 
local  or  special  laws  incorporatinjg 
cities,  or  chancing  or  amending  their 
charters,  no  obligation  is  imposed  as  to 
the  extent  that  amendments  to  existing 
charters  shall  be  adopted.  It  is  only 
required  that  the  amendment  shall  bs 
by  general  law,  which  must,  of  course, 
apply  to  all  cities,  &c.,  incorporated 
under  the  general  law,  and  to  all  desir- 
ing to  amend  their  charters  in  that  par- 
ticular respect,  so  that  any  one  city,  &c., 
may  not  amend  its  charter  by  adopting 
another  and  different  law  on  the  same 
subject.  Whether  the  amendment  to 
be  adopted  shall  extend  to  a  single  or  to 
many  subjects  is  not  within  the  regular 
tion  of  the  Constitution.  Its  mandate 
is  observed  when  the  amendment, 
whether  extensive  or  limited,  is  by  a 
general  law.  Guild  v.  Chicago,  82  111. 
472.  In  Texcu,  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides that  "cities  and  towns  having 
a  population  of  10,000  inhabitants  or 
le^,  may  be  chartered  alone  by  general 
law,"  but  ''cities  having  more  than 
10,000  inhabitants  may  have  their 
charters  granted  or  amended  by  special 
act  of  the  legislature"  (Const,  art.  xi. 
SS  4  and  5).  Under  these  provisions 
the  legislature  may  pass  a  special  act 


extending  the  limits  of  a  city  having 
a  population  of  more  than  10,000  in- 
habitants, so  as  to  include  a  city  having 
a  population  of  less  than  10,000  inhab- 
itants, and  may  repeal  the  charter  of 
the  lesser  city.  Oak  Cliff  v.  State,  97 
Tex.  383.  The  provision  of  New  York 
Constitution  prohibitizig  private  or 
local  laws  incorporatizig  villages  does 
not  prevent  the  passage  of  a  spedal 
act  amending  the  charter  of  a  vil- 
lage existing  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  constitutional  provision.  Reed  v. 
Schmit,  39  Hun  (K.  Y.),  223. 

The  Constitution  of  Colorado,  after 
directing  that  the  organization  and  clas- 
sification of  cities  should  be  by  general 
laws,  and  that  each  class  should  possess 
the  same  powers,  directed  the  kgida- 
ture  to  make  provision  by  general  law 
whereby  any  city,  Ac,  incorporated  by 
special  law  may  elect  to  be  subject  to 
tne  general  law.  It  was  held  that  the 
latter  provision  conferred  upon  such 
municipalities  the  ri^ht  to  retain  their 
corporate  organization  under  special 
laws,  and  that  the  legislature  might 
enact  any  special  law  which  could  be 
fairly  considered  as  revisory  of  or  amen- 
datory to  such  charters.  Brown  v. 
Denver.  7  Colo.  305:  Carpenter  ».  Peo- 
ple, 8  Colo.  116;  Darrow  v.  People,  8 
Colo.  426;  In  re  Denver,  18  Colo.  28S, 
But  the  statute  must  be  such  as  can 
be  fairly  regarded  as  revisory  or  amend- 
atory of  an  existing  charter.  An 
act  which  seeks  to  extend  the  boun- 
daries of  Denver  so  as  to  include  therein 
t^rteen  other  municipalit'vs  incorpo- 
rated under  the  general  UraB  of  the 
State  was  held  to  be  spec)i,i&  1^ 
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the  power  to  create  a  municipal  corporation  is  inherent  and  exclu- 
sive in  the  legislative  department,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  limited  or 
regulated  by  the  Constitution ;  and  if  the  terms  of  the  Constitution 
do  not  include  the  erection  of  the  municipality  within  the  prohibi- 
tion, the  power  of  the  legislature  to  create  it  by  special  law  is  not 
affected.  Hence,  when  the  constitutional  prohibition  is  directed 
against  special  legislation  regulating  "the  internal  affairs"  of  mu- 
nicipalities, the  creation  of  a  city  is  not  within  its  meaning,  and 
the  legislature  may  erect  a  territory  specifically  delimited  by  the 
statute  into  a  city  or  independent  municipality  without  violating 
its  provisions.^    Similarly  an  act  of  annexation  pure  and  simple  en- 

D&ture,  and  not  such  as  could  be  fairly 
regarded  as  revisory  or  amendatory. 
In  re  Denver,  18  Ck)lo.  288.  A  statute 
provided  that  all  towns  and  cities  hav- 
ing a  population  of  less  than  lOOjOOO, 
and  lying  contiguously  to  any  city  now 
or  hereafter  having  a  population  of 
100,000  ^inhabitants,  should  be  dis- 
solved, and  the  territory  therein  in- 
cluded within  and  become  part  of  the 
larger  city  under  the  name  of  the 
lai^er  city,  was  held  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional under  the  provision  of  the 
Golorado  Constitution  prohibiting  spe- 
cial l^islation  for  the  organization  and 
claasincation  of  cities  and  towns,  there 
being  only  one  city  in  the  State  having 
the  prescribed  population  of  100,000 
inhabitants^  ana  no  probability  that 
any  other  city  would  have  such  popula- 
tion within  a  reasonable  time,  in  re 
Senate  BiU,  No.  293,  21  Colo.  38. 

In  Alabama^  a  special  act  establish- 
ing a  board  of  police  commissioners  for 
a  city,  and  conferring  upon  the  board 
corporate  powers,  some  of  which  had 
been  previously  conferred  upon  the 
mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  cit^,  and 
repealing  all  laws  in  conflict  with  the 

Erovisions  of  the  act,  was  held  to  vio- 
ite  a  constitutional  provision  prohibit- 
ing the  l^slature  from  passing  special, 
private,  or  local  laws,  "amending,  con- 
nrmin^,  or  extending  the  charter  of 
any  private  or  municipal  corporation.'' 
Little  V.  State,  137  Ala.  659. 

>  Miller  v.  Greenwalt,  64  N.  J.  L. 
197,  aCrd  64  N.  J.  L.  772;  Van  Cleve 
V.  Passaic  Valley  Sewerage  Com'rs, 
71  N.  J.  L.  183;  s.  c.  71  N.  J.  L.  574; 
Pell  V.  Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  71,  aflf'd  40 
N.  J.  L.  550 ;  Howe  v.  Landis  Board  of 
Education,  72  N.  J.  L.  158.  In  Ohio, 
the  prohibition  of  special  laws  '^  con- 
ferring corporate  powers"  is  construed 
to  apply  to  cities  and  other  municipali- 


ties. This  does  not  prevent  the  legis- 
lature from  creating  a  city  by  a  special 
law  or  passing  an  act  that  merely 
detaches  from  a  municipality  part  of 
its  territory  and  attaches  it  to  the 
adjoining  township.  Metcalf  v.  State, 
49  Ohio  St.  586.  In  Kansas,  under  the 
provisions  of  a  similar  constitutional 
provision  which  is  given  a  like  applica- 
tion, the  legislature  cannot  create  a 
municipal  corporation  or  enlarge  or 
reduce  the  comorate  limits  by  special 
enactments.  Conklin  v.  Hutchinson, 
65  Kan.  582;  Callen  v.  Junction  City, 
43  Kan.  627;  Gray  v.  Crockett,  30 
Kan.  138;  Wyandotte  v.  Wood,  5 
Kan.  603.  In  New  Jersey,  notwith- . 
standing  the  ruling  of  the  courts  of 
that  State  that  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition of  special  laws  regulating  the 
internal  affairs  of  cities  does  not  pre- 
vent the  creation  of  a  municipality  by 
a  special  law,  the  courts  have  tield  that 
a  statute  that  authorizes  the  holding 
of  an  election  for  the  acceptance  of  a 
scheme  of  municipal  government  by 
the  electors  of  an  area  of  given  size  and 
value  upon  which  reside  lor  any  period 
of  the  year  a  population  of  200  is  not 
a  constitutional  enactment.  The  tem- 
porary presence  of  200  persons  not  re- 
quired to  be  possessed  of  aiw  element 
of  citizenship  is  a  purely  ngmentary 
characteristic,  and  is  m  no  way  germane 
to  the  exercise  of  local  municipal 
franchises  by  inhabitants  who  are 
possessed  of  the  constitutional  and 
legislative  requirements  of  electors. 
Attorney  General  v.  Anglesea,  58  N.  J. 
L.  372 ;  Kennedy  v,  Belmar,  61  N.  J.  L. 
20.  See  also  Green  v.  Clark,  56  N.  J.  L. 
62. 

A  special  act  to  incorporate  a  city, 
passed  under  the  authority  of  a  con- 
stitutional provision  of  Nevada  that 
the  legislature  shall  pass  no  special  acts 
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larging  the  territory  of  a  city  existing  under  special  charter  is  not 
within  a  constitutional  prohibition  of  special  legislation  regubUiiig 
the  internal  affairs  of  municipalities.^  But  it  is  essential  under  such 
a  constitutional  provision  that  the  municipality  created  by  special 
law,  or  whose  boundaries  are  changed,  shall  find  the  rules  for  their 
internal  affairs  in  some  general  law.  If  the  act  of  creation  or  altera- 
tion includes  provisions  looking  to  the  regulation  and  govemmeDt 
of  the  newly  created  or  altered  districts,  or  of  the  district  from  which 
they  have  been  taken,  then  it  regulates  "the  internal  affairs''  of 
those  districts  and  is  within  the  constitutional  prohibition.'  When 
the  legislature  has  power  to  erect  a  municipality  or  to  divide  it  or 
change  its  boundaries,  or  consolidate  two  municipalities,  it  may,  in 
connection  therewith,  make  provision  for  such  incidental  matters 
as  are  necessary  to  perfect  or  adapt  the  organization  to  the  changed 
circumstances,  and  the  fact  that  such  incidental  provisions  if  sep- 

relating  to  corporate  powers  except  of  charters  of  municipal  coiporationB 

for  municipal  i>uri>08e8.  aoes  not  violate  except  those  having  a  population  of  not 

another  constitutional  provision  that  less  than  2,500  inhabitants  does  not 

the  legislature  shall  provide  for  the  prevent  the  enactment  of  general  lam 

oiganization  of  cities  by  general  laws,  affecting  the  charters  of  the  class  of 

State  V.  Ruhe,  24  Nev.  251%    In  Cali-  municipal  corporations  excepted.  Late 

fomiaf  the  Constitution  (art.  xi.  §  6,  as  Charles  v.  Roy,  1 15  La.  939. 
amended  in  1896)  declares  that  ''cor-        ^  Millerv.Greenwalt,64N.  J.L.197, 

porations  for  municipal  purposes  shall  afifd  64  N.  J.  L.  722.    In  Penn^vania, 

not  be  created  by  special  laws ;  but  the  an  act  providing  for  the  annexatkni  of 

legislature  by  general  laws  shall  pro-  one  city  by  anotner  has  been  held  to  be 

vide  for  the  incorporation,  or^^anization,  a  law  '*  regulating  the  affairs  "  of  dttes 

and  classification  in  proportion  to  the  within  the  constitutional  prohibition, 

population  of  cities  and  towns."    The  Sample  v.  Pittsburg,  212  I^  533.    In 

provision    requiring    the  organization  Indiana,  it  is  held  that  the  annexation 

and  incorporation  to  be  by  general  laws  of  a  town  to  a  city  and  their  conaequent 

enacted  with  reference  to  population  consolidation   constitute  tlw  creation 

applies  only  to  cities  and  towns,  and  of  a  municipal  corporation  within  the 

the  legislature   may   by  general   law  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisioD 

create  municipal  corporations  for  other  prohibiting  the  creation  of  corporations, 

public  purposes,  of  as  many  kinds  or  other  than  banking  corporations,  by 

classes  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  legis-  special  act,  and  that  a  special  act  au- 

lature  the  welfare  of  the  State  reauires.  thorizing  such  an  annexation  is  uncon- 

In  re  Madera  Irrig.  Dist.,  92  Cat.  296.  stitutiom&l.  Longviewv.Crawfoida^De, 

In  louHif  a  statute  providing  for  the  164  Ind.  117. 

extension  of  corporate  limits  of  cities  '  Long  Branch  v.  Sloane,  49  N.  J.  L. 
having  a  certain  population  by  a  past  356.  A  statute  concerning  consolidated 
State  census  which  can  only  be  applicar  cities  and  annexed  mimicipalities  and 
able  to  one  city  is  special  legislation,  townships^  and  parts  thereof,  providinf: 
State  V.  Des  Moines,  96  Iowa,  521.  for  the  division  of  annexed  tenitonr 
See  Pritz,  In  re,  9  Iowa,  30 ;  Von  Phul  into  wards,  &c.,  for  purposes  of  muiuci- 
V.  Hammer,  29  Iowa,  222 ;  infra,  §  175.  pal  government,  is  general  in  its  opera- 
Creating  a  new  county  by  special  act  tion  within  the  constitutional  provision, 
is  not  forbidden  by  a  prohibition  of  and  is  not  rendered  local  and  special 
special  laws  regulating  county  affairs  within  the  meaning  thereof  meiely 
or  creating  offices  or  prescribing  powers  because  its  operation  takes  effect  upon 
or  duties  of  officecs  in  counties,  etc.  the  annexation  of  territory  under  a 
Halliday  v.  Sweet  Grass  County,  19  special  act.  Miller  v.  Camden,  64  N.  J. 
Mont.  364.  In  Louisiana,  the  consUtu-  L.  201,  aff'd  64  N.  J.  L.  722. 
tional  prohibition  of  the  amendment 
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aratelj  enacted  would  violate  some  constitutional  provision  pro- 
hibiting special  legislation  on  other  subjects  will  not  invalidate 
the  creation  of  the  new  corporation,  or  the  change  in  its  form  or 
territory.' 

§  163.  SUtales  aflactiiig  only  One  Municipality.  —  In  each 
State  there  is  usually  one  municipality  which  has  so  much  greater 
population  than  any  of  the  others  that  if  a  classification  by  popula- 
tion be  permissible  it  naturally  forms  a  class  by  itself.  Under  the 
principles  which  permit  classification  by  population,  a  cla^sificaiion  of 
cities  which  places  only  one  in  a  class  by  itself  by  reason  of  its  popvr- 
lotion  does  not  necessarily  contravene  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion. If  the  basis  of  classification  be  valid,  it  is  wholly  immaterial  how 
many  members  there  are  in  the  class.  One  may  constitute  a  class 
as  well  as  a  thousand,  although,  of  course,  the  fewer  the  members 
the  closer  the  courts  will  scrutinize  the  statutes  to  see  that  it  is  not 
an  evasion  of  the  Constitution.  Consequently  the  validity  of  a  statute, 
the  effect  of  which  is  limited  to  a  class  composed  of  hut  one  member, 
is  to  be  tested  by  its  compliance  with  the  other  essentials  to  general 


'  HoUiday  v.  Sweet  Grass  County, 
19  Mont.  364.  ViThere  the  legislature 
has  power  to  provide  for  the  erection 
of  a  county  by  special  law,  it  may  in 
connection  therewith  make  temporary 
provision  for  incidental  matters,  such 
as  the  temporanr  piowers  and  duties 
of  the  officers,  elections,  &c.,  without 
violating  the  constitutional  prohibition 
of  special  laws  on  these  subjects.  Such 
statutory  provisions  relate  to  mere 
incidents  of  organization,  and  provide 
for  acts  which  must  be  done  in  order  to 
complete  the  organization  and  preserve 
the  orderly  and  harmonious  adminis- 
tration of  the  government  and  the  law ; 
and  if  none  of  them  extend  in  their 
operation  beyond  the  time  when  the 
organization  shall  have  been  completed, 
and  the  subject  matters  shall  have  been 
brought  and  placed  under  the  control 
of  general  laws,  they  do  not  violate  the 
prohibition  of  the  Constitution  against 
special  legislation.  People  v.  McFadden, 
81  Cal.  489.  Where  the  legislature  has 
power  to  provide  by  specicu  law  for  the 
creation  of  new  counties,  it  may  make 
provision  in  an  act  creating  a  new 
count]r  for  the  apportionment  and 
collection  of  taxes  in  the  portion  of  the 
territory  set  ofiF,  so  far  as  the  taxes 
levied  by  the  original  county  are  con- 
cerned.    Such  a  provision  is  simply 


incidental  to  the  general  purpose  of  the 
act  to  create  a  new  county.  Kings 
County  V.  Johnson,  104  Cal.  198. 

A  statute  dividing  an  existing  town, 
and  creating  a  new  town  from  a  por- 
tion of  its  territory,  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional under  a  prohibition  of  special 
laws  for  the  election  of  supervisors  and 
justices  of  the  peace,  merely  because  it 
provides  for  the  election  of  a  super- 
visor and  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 
new  town.  Such  provision  is  merely  a 
detail  incident  to  the  general  purpose 
of  the  act.  Fort  v.  Cummings,  90  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  481.  A  provision  in  a  special 
law  incorporating  a  city  which  confers 
on  the  city  the  control  of  the  expendi- 
ture of  funds  for  improving  roads  and 
streets  previously  collected  does  not 
violate  a  constitutional  prohibition  of 
special  or  local  laws  relating  to  high- 
wavs,  supervisors,  and  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  taxes  for  road  pur- 
poses. Oregon  City  v,  Moore,  30  Oreg. 
251.  A  provision  of  a  special  law  in- 
corporatmg  a  city  which  confers  tho 
right  to  borrow  money  for  procuring: 
water,  &c.,  does  not  violate  a  constitu- 
tional provision  that  the  legislature 
shall  provide  for  the  organization  of 
cities  by  general  laws.  State  v.  Ruhe, 
24  Nev.  251. 
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legislation.  It  has  frequently  been  held  that  if  the  class  be  founded 
upon  a  substantial  difference  in  population;  if  provision  be  made 
(where  this  is  required  by  local  decision)  by  which  cities  subse- 
quently reaching  the  prescribed  population  are  admitted  to  the 
class ;  and  if  the  legislation  is  germane  and  appropriate  to  the  class,  — 
the  statute  is  a  general  law,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  presently 
operates  in  only  one  locality.^    But  as  we  have  seen  elsewhere  it  has 

»  Darjow  v.  People,  8  Colo.  417; 
Givens  v.  Hillsborough  County,  46  Fla. 
502;  People  v.  Onahan,  170  111.  449; 
Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Terre 
Haute,  161  Ind.  26;  Indianapolis  v. 
Navin,  151  Ind.  139;  Rambo  v.  Larrar 
bee,  67  Kan.  634;  Parker-Washington 
Co.  V,  Kansas  Qty,  73  Kan.  722;  Com- 
monwealth V,  Taylor,  101  Ky.  325; 
Louisville  School  Board  v.  Superintend- 
ent of  Public  Instruction,  102  Ky.  394; 
Woolley  V.  Louisville,  24  Ky.  Law  Rep. 
1357;  71  S.  W.  Rep.  893:  Hager  v. 
Cast,  119  Ky.  502  (citing  Richardson 
V.  Mehler,  111  Ky.  408;  63  S.  W. 
Rep.  957);  Johnson  v.  Fulton,  121 
Ky.  594;  89  S.  W.  Rep.  672;  State  v. 
Cooley,  56  Minn.  540;  State  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  61  Minn.  542;  State  v. 
Arnold,  136  Mo.  446;  Ex  parte  Loving, 
178  Mo.  194;  State  v.  Frank,  60  Neb. 
327;  State  v,  Graham,  16  Neb.  74; 
State  V.  Stuht.  52  Neb.  209 ;  Van  Qeve 
V.  Passaic  Valley  Sewerage  Com'rs,  71 
N.  J.  L.  183,  8.  c.  71  N.J.  L.  574 ;  Van 
Riper  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  123,  125; 
Treanor  v,  Eichhom,  74  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
58;  Matter  of  Church,  92  N.  Y.  1; 
Peoples.  Squire,  107  N.  Y.  593:  Sun 
Ptg.  &  Pub.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New 
York,  152  N.  Y.  257,  afrg  8  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  230;  Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia,  77 
Pa.  338 ;  Kilgore  v.  Magee,  85  Pa.  401 ; 
Verges  V.  Milwaukee  County,  116  Wis. 


191 ;  supra,  §  160,  also  supra,  §  152,  as 
to  provision  for  admission  of  cities  into 
the  class  in  the  future. 

In  Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia,  77  Pa. 
338,  the  leading  case  in  Pennsylvania, 
the  court  had  before  it  "An  act  divid- 
ing the  cities  of  this  State  into  three 
classes, "  &c.  The  statute  divided  all 
cities,  whether  existing  or  thereafter 
created,  into  three  classes,  viz.,  the 
first  class  comprised  those  containing 
a  population  exceeding  300,000;  the 
second  class,  those  containing  less  than 
300,000  and  exceeding  100,000;  and 
the  third  class,  those  containing  a 
population  of  less  than  100,000.  At 
the  time  when  the  statute  was  enacted 
Philadelphia  uhu  the  ordy  city  of  the 


first  doss.  The  classification  was  held 
to  be  valid  and  constitutional,  Paxatm, 
J.,  saying:  "It  is  true,  the  only  city 
in  the  State  at  the  present  time  contain- 
ing a  population  of  300,000  is  the  city 
of  Philadelphia.  It  is  also  true  that 
the  cit^  of  Pittsburgh  is  rapidly  ap- 
proaching that  number,  if  it  has  not 
already  reached  it,  by  recent  enlaig!»- 
ments  of  its  territory.  L^slation  is 
intended  not  only  to  meet  the  wants 
of  the  present,  but  to  provide  for  the 
future.  It  deals  not  with  the  past,  but, 
in  theory  at  least,  anticipates  the  needs 
of  a  State  healthy  with  vigorous  dev^ 
opment.  It  is  intended  to  be  perma- 
nent. At  no  distant  day  Pittsburgh 
will  probably  become  a  ci^  of  the  first 
class;  and  Scranton,  or  others  of  the 
rapidly  growing  interior  towns,  will 
take  the  place  m  the  citv  of  Pittsburgh 
as  a  city  of  the  second  class.  In  the 
zneantime,  is  the  classification  as  to 
cities  of  the  first  class  bad  because 
Philadelphia  is  the  only  one  of  the  dasB  7 
We  think  not.  Classification  does  not 
depend  upon  numbers.  The  first  man, 
Adam,  was  as  distinctly  a  class,  when 
the  breath  of  life  was  breathed  into  him. 
as  at  any  subseauent  period.  The  word 
is  used  not  to  designate  numbers,  but 
a  rank  or  order  of  persons  or  things ;  in 
society  it  is  used  to  indicate  equality, 
or  persons  distinguished  by  common 
characteristics,  as  the  trading  classes, 
the^  laboring  classes ;  in  science  it  is  a 
division  or  arraiigement,  containing  the 
subordinate  divisions  of  order,  genus^ 
and  species." 

An  act  was  passed  applying  to  cities 
having  pKarks  under  the  control  of  park 
commisaoners.  There  was  but  one  suek 
city  in  the  State,  The  act  was,  how- 
ever, general  in  its  terms,  applicable 
to  aU  cities  that  then  bad,  or  might 
thereafter  have,  parks  under  such  con- 
trol, in  pursuance  of  the  general  park 
acts,  and  was  held  to  be  a  general  and 
not  a  local  or  special  law.  West 
Chicago  Park  Comers  v.  McMuIlen,  134 
m.  170.  The  court  will  take  jvdidal 
noHce  that  a  certain  county  is  the  onljf 


§163 


STATUTES   AFFECTING   ONLY   ONE   CITY 


311 


been  held,  even  where  a  number  of  cities  are  included  in  a  class,  that 
a  description  of  them  by  population  is  not  classification  if  the  statute 
does  not  contain  any  provision  by  which  it  is  made  applicable  to 
municipalities  subsequently  coming  within  the  prescribed  popula- 
tion.^ Hence  it  is  not  classification  to  designate  the  population  so 
as  to  make  the  statute  applicable  to  but  one  city,  without  any  pro- 
vision by  which  any  other  municipality  may  by  reason  of  increase 
or  decrease  of  population  come  within  the  class.^  Designation  of 
a  smgle  municipality  by  language  which,  though  general  in  its  terms, 
has  not  and  never  can  have  any  application  to  any  other  munici- 
pality has  the  same  result,  and  legislation  conditioned  upon  any 
such  designation  is  unconstitutional.' 


cfne  in  the  State  affected  b^  a  statute 
applying  to  counties  containing  more 
tnan  a  certain  number  of  inhabitants. 
Rambo  v.  Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634. 
>  Supra,  §  152. 

*  Commonwealth  v.  Patton,  88  Pa. 
258;  State  v.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St.  98; 
Quigre,  {§  152,  160,  supra. 

*  Pettibone  v.  West  Chicago  Park 
Com'rs.  215  111.  304;  Ewing  v.  West 
Chicago  Park  Com'rs,  215  111.  357; 
West  Cliicago  Park  Com'rs  v.  Chicago, 
216  111.  54 ;  Rushville  School  aty  v. 
Hayes,  162  Ind.  193 ;  State  v.  Messerly, 
198  Mo.  351 ;  Freeholders  of  Hudson, 
V.  Buck,  49  N.  J.  L.  228.  See  supra, 
f  152  and  notes.  A  statute  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  board  of  public  improve- 
ments for  cities  of  a  certain  class  which 
requires  each  member  to  give  bond, 
and  the  bond  to  be  approved  bv  the 
judge  of  the  Superior  Court  and  city 
solicitor,  is  a  local  and  special  law  when 
there  If  only  one  city  m  ihe  State  which 
has  a  Superior  Court.  This  provision 
as  certainly  identifies  the  city  for  which 
the  statute  is  intended  as  if  it  had  been 
designated  by  name.  State  v.  Smith, 
48  Ohio  St.  211.  In  Devine  v.  Com'rs 
of  Cook  County,  84  111.  590,  the  statute 
was  limited  to  counties  containing  over 
100,000  ifiKabitants,  and  specified  the 
object  for  which  bonds  mignt  be  issued 
under  its  terms,  viz.,  "For  erecting  a 
court  house  on  the  site  heretofore  used 
for  that  purpose,"  &c.  The  duration 
of  the  act  was  also  limited  to  six  years 
from  the  time  when  it  should  take 
effect.  These  provisions  all  had  weight 
with  the  court  in  determining  that  the 
statute  was  special  le^slation. 

A  statute  authorizmg  the  governor, 
in  htM  disereHon,  to  appoint  a  commi»- 
wm  to  district  or  reoistrict  the  wards 


in  all  the  cities  of  the  State  is,  under 
the  New  Jersey  Constitution,  local  and 
special  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it 
leaves  the  ouestion  whether  the  com- 
mission shall  be  appointed  wholly  in 
the  discretion  of  tne  governor.  The 
legislature  itself  could  not  confer  upon 
one  city,  to  the  exclusion  of  others, 
the  power  to  rearrange  its  wards ;  and 
such  a  statute,  if  vaud,  would  enable 
the  governor  to  confer  that  right  upon 
a  single  city.  Gilhooly  v,  Elizabeth,  66 
N.  J.  L.  484.  A  statute  which  applies 
to  each  county  of  the  State  coextensive  in 
houndarn  with  a  city  of  the  first  doss, 
and  which  r^ulates  county  affairs 
therein,  is  special  and  local  l^slation, 
prohibited  by  the  Constitution  when 
there  is  but  one  such  countv  in  exist- 
ence, and  there  is  no  law  on  the  statute 
books  b^  which  any  other  county  can 
come  within  the  description.  Blank- 
enburg  v.  Black,  200  Pa.  629.     On  the 

Erinciple  laid  down  in  the  text  it  was 
eld  in  Sample  v.  Pittsbure,  212  Pa. 
533,  that  an  act  providing  that  where 
two  cities  are  contiguous  and  in  the 
same  county,  the  city  having  the 
smaller  popiuation  may  be  annexed  to 
the  city  having  the  laxger  population, 
was  in  violation  of  the  constitutional 
prohibition  against  acts  regulating  the 
affairs  of  cities,  since  the  only  two 
cities  in  the  Commonwealth  ''contigu- 
ous and  in  the  same  county"  are  Pitts- 
buig  and  Allegheny,  and  it  was  evident 
that  the  act  was  intended  to  apply  only 
to  them.  But  qucere,  whether  such  an 
act  violates  the  purpose  and  policy 
of  the  constitutional  prohibition. 

A  statute  which  provided  for  the 
issue  of  bonds  for  the  purchase  of  small 
parks  or  pleasure  grourids  ''in  any  town 
which  is  now  iacluded  within  the  limits 
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But  whenever  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  general  in  its  terms, 
and  its  only  effect  is  to  remove  in  some  degree  the  difference  exist- 
ing in  the  various  regulations  of  ''the  internal  affairs''  of  munici- 
palities and  to  subject  those  affairs  to  the  operation  of  a  general 
law,  the  act  is  not  prohibited  by  the  Constitution,  but  is  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  form  of  that  instrument,  although  at  the  time 
of  its  enactment  the  local  conditions  are  such  that  it  can  only 
apply  to  one  municipality.^  Where  there  is  within  the  State  one 
locality  marked  by  peculiarities  so  distinct  and  characteristic  as 
reasonably  to  separate  it  from  all  other  localities  of  the  State,  it  has 
been  said  that  grouping,  classification,  and  generalization  are  alike 
impossible,  and  are  not  necessary  in  order  to  avoid  conflict  with  the 
Constitution.  A  law  may  be  general  in  fad  though  special  in  form. 
Its  character  as  general  or  special  depends  upon  its  circumstances, 
and  the  mere  form  is  immaterial.  Hence,  where  distinct  peculiarities 
of  this  nature  are  found,  the  courts  have  held  that  a  statute  applicable 
to  a  single  individual  or  locality  does  not  contravene  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition,  and  its  validity  will  be  sustained,  although  it 
would  otherwise  be  regarded  as  special  and  unconstitutional.' 

of  anv  city  in  this  State  where  the  property  to  be  used  for  the  purpoees  of 
boundaries  and  limits  of  any  such  town  t)oth  city  and  county.  The  ^iprenie 
are  coextensive  with  the  boundaries  Court  amrmed  the  judgment  without 
and  limits  of  any  park  district  in  which  an^  discussion  of  the  grounds  upon 
a  board  of  park  commissioners  shall  now  wmch  the  affirmance  preceded, 
exist/'  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional  ^  In  Bumsted  v.  Govern,  47  N.  J.  L. 
as  special  legislation  applicable  only  to  368,  a  statute  was  passed  requiring  that 
one  Umm  m  the  State.  Pettibone  v.  in  all  the  counties  of  the  State  the  mem- 
West  Chicago  Park  Com'rs,  215  111.  bers  of  the  board  of  chosen  freeholden 
304.  In  Bennet  v.  Norton,  171  Pa.  should  only  be  elected  by  the  various 
221,  a  statute  which  authorized  the  townships  or  other  political  divisions, 
erection  of  court  houses  in  all  the  coun-  and  that  no  member  should  be  elected 
ties  of  the  State  except  those  counties  by  the  vote  of  the  electors  of  a  county 
having  cities  coextensive  therewith  was  at  large.  There  was  only  one  county  in 
held  not  to  be  unconstitutional  by  rea-  which  members  were  elected  by  the 
son  of  the  exception.  In  the  opinion  vote  of  the  electors  of  the  county  at 
of  the  lower  court,  it  was  said  that  there  large,  and  the  effect  of  the  statute  was 
is  a  plain  necessity  for  power  to  le^is-  to  bring  that  county  within  the  opera- 
late  for  these  counties ;  a  necessity  tion  of  the  general  law  applicable  to  all 
sprinpne  from  manifest  peculiarities  coimties.  It  was  held  that  in  view  of 
clearly  distinguishing  them  from  other  the  effect  of  the  statute  the  act  was  a 
counties  and  demanding  legislation  for  general  law  notwithstanding  the  fact 
each  class  separately  that  would  be  use-  that  its  effect  was  necessarily  limited  to 
less  and  detrimental  to  the  others,  if  a  single  county.  One  of  the  several 
not  absolutely  incapable  of  applica-  objects  of  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion. These  peculianties  arise  in  part,  tion  of  special  legislation  is  to  bring  into 
but  not  altogether,  from  the  legislative  harmony  the  many  local  charters  pr&- 
classification  of  cities  and  the  laws  viously  granted  by  removing  the  great 
applicable  to  cities  of  the  first  class,  diversity  of  powers  which  had  previ- 
Tne  very  fact  that  the  city  and  county  ously  existed. 

are  coextensive  makes  legislation  neces-        >  Budd  v.  Hancock,  66  N.  J.  L.  133. 

sary  concerning  local  government  and  Holding  an  act  special  in  form  to  be 

the  exercise  of  corporate  powers,  espe-  general  in  fact  is  a  doctrine  which  will 

cially  in  the  acquisition  and  care  of  be  and  ought  to  be  cautiously  applied 
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§  164.    Incidental  Matters.  —  The  restrictions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion apply  to  direct  legislation,  not  to  the  incidental  operation  of 


In  State  v.  Cooley,  56  Minn.  540,  it  was 
said  in  illustration  of  the  principles  laid 
down  in  the  text  that  suppoae  moun- 
tains were  one  of  the  subjects  on  which 
legislation  was  prohibited,  and  that 
tl^re  was  only  one  mountain  in  the 
State,  a  law  referring  to  that  moimtain 
by  name  would  be  special  in  form  but 
general  in  fact  according  to  all  the 
rules.  Similarly,  suppose  that  special 
legislation  was  prohibited  with  refer- 
ence to  the  pohce  regulations  of  the 
shores  of  the  Great  Lakes.  Would  it 
be  claimed  that  a  law  was  special  in 
fact  because  by  its  terms  it  applied 
only  to  Lake  Superior?  Or  woula  it  be 
leas  general  because  by  its  terms  its 
operation  was  limited  to  the  counties  of 
Lake  and  Cook. 

In  1887  a  special  law  was  passed 
appointing  court  house  and  city  hall 
commisBJoners  for  the  city  of  Minne- 
apolis and  Hennepin  County,  whose 
duty  it  was  to  construct  a  cUy  hall  and 
cowi  house  for  the  joint  benefit  of  the 
city  and  county.  In  1892  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  was  adopted  pro- 
hibiting any  local  or  special  law 
"regulating  the  affairs  of  .  .  .  anjr 
county,  city,  village,  township,  board, 
or  school  district.  In  1893  a  statute, 
special  in  form,  was  passed  authorizing 
the  commissioners  to  borrow  monev 
for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  buila- 
ing.  Under  the  original  statute  the 
commissioners  had  acquired  title  in 
themselves  to  the  designated  site  for 
the  city  hall  and  court  house.  By  the 
provisions  of  the  original  act  they  were 
to  retain  title  until  the  building  was 
completed,  and  until  they  had  adjusted 
accounts  between  the  city  and  the 
county  in  order  to  chaige  each  with  its 
proper  share  in  the  cost,  and  then  they 
were  to  convey  to  each  its  respective 
share  of  the  propertjr.  In  partial  com- 
pletion of  the  building,  the  board  had 
expended  all  the  funds  provided  for 
that  puipose  and  could  not  complete 
the  buikung  without  obtainii^  further 
funds.  The  court  took  judicud  notice 
of  all  the  facts  bearing  on  the  statute 
of  1893,  and  recognized  that  it  was  the 
only  case  which  existed  or  could  ever 
exist,  since  the  constitutional  amend- 
ment of  1892  prohibited  the  enact- 
ment of  a  special  law  similar  to  the  act 
of  1887.  Hence  it  was  held  that  the 
circumstances  were  such  as  to  form  a 


complete  classification,  and  that  the 
statute  was  valid  under  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition  although  it  was  spe- 
cial in  form.  State  v.  Cooley,  56  Minn. 
540. 

By  a  statute  which  delimited  the 
territoij  to  which  the  act  should  apply, 
the  legislature  of  New  Jersey  created 
the  Passaic  Valley  Sewerage  Commis- 
sion, and  ^ve  it  power  to  cleanse  the 
Passaic  River  of  polluting  matter  by 
constructing  an  artificial  channel  to 
cany  the  pollution  to  the  sea,  and  re- 
quiring this  channel  when  completed  to 
be  used  instead  of  the  natural  stream. 
The  territory  to  which  the  act  applied 
included  parts  of  four  counties,  and 
many  subordinate  municipalities  and 
political  bodies  and  parts  thereof, 
within  its  limits.  The  Supreme  Court 
found  that  the  situation  of  the  terri- 
tory included  within  the  sewerage  dis- 
trict in  respect  to  the  density  of  the 
population  and  the  distribution  thereof, 
the  character  and  location  of  the  several 
municipalities,  the  amount  of  sewage 
matter  constantly  delivered  therefrom 
into  the  river  and  that  which  mkht  be 
reasonably  anticipated  in  the  future, 
was  entirely  abnormal ;  that  the  actual 
pollution  of  the  river  flow  and  its  actual 
deleterious  effect  upon  the  adjacent 
population  was  extreme  in  degree  and 
wholly  exceptional;  and  that  there 
was  no  reasonable  basis  of  comparison 
between  the  territory  of  the  Passaic 
Vdley  Sewerage  District  and  any 
drainage  district  situate  elsewhere  in 
the  State  with  respect  to  the  necessi- 
ties which  led  to  tne  legislation  under 
consideration,  nor  was  it  reasonable  to 
anticipate  that  such  a  situation  would 
elsewhere  exist  in  the  near  future.  It 
was  held  that  this  legislation  was  not 
local  or  sj^cial  within  the  meaning  of 
the  constitutional  provision,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  it  applied  only  to 
the  sewerage  district  by  name,  and 
could  not  without  amendment  be  made 
to  include  other  sewerage  districts,  be- 
cause the  court  could  not  sav  that  in 
respect  to  the  conditions  wnich  ren- 
dered the  legislation  necessary  there 
were  any  similar  conditions  in  other 
localities  that  must  be  taken  into  ac- 
count by  the  legislature  and  provided 
for  in  advance.  Van  Cleve  v.  Passaic 
Valley  Sewerage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L. 
183.     The   decision   of  the   Supreme 
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statutes,  constitutional  in  themselves,  upon  other  objects  than  those 
with  which  they  directly  deal.^  Therefore  resulting  and  incidental 
discriminations  do  not  necessarily  fall  within  the  constitutional 
prohibition.  If  a  statute  confers  general  powers  on  all  cities  His  a 
general  law,  although  it  permits  each  city  to  exercise  these  powers  in 
the  manner  it  deems  most  to  its  interest.  Under  a  general  law  all 
municipalities  subject  to  the  statute  must  have  the  same  powers,  but 
they  need  not  and,  as  a  practical  matter,  cannot  be  required  to  ezei^ 
cise  them  in  the  same  manner.'  Temporary  and  transient  expedients 
for  effecting  a  change  in  methods  of  municipal  government  which  in 
their  nature  can  only  apply  to  an  existing  situation  do  not  render 
an  act  local  or  special  which  is  otherwise  general  in  its  nature.'  And 
the  preservation  of  existing  rights  under  special  laws  does  not  render 
local  or  special  a  statute  which  is  otherwise  general.  Hence  a  clause 
in  an  act  repealing  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  its  pro- 
visions, but  containing  a  proviso  which  saves  and  preserves  existing 
conditions,  contracts,  and  obligations,  and  authorizes  their  comple- 
tion and  enforcei^ent  under  existing  laws,  does  not  render  the  statute 
local  or  special  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ginstitution  if  it  is  not 
otherwise  obnoxious  thereto.^ 

§  165.  What  are  Municipal  Affairs  or  Businasa.  —  Not  eveiy 
statute  the  operation  of  which  is  limited  to  the  boundaries  of  a  mu- 
nicipality is  one  which  deals  with  "municipal  business  or  affairs," 
and  thus  comes  within  the  constitutional  prohibition.  It  has  been 
said  that  a  statute  is  not  special  or  local  merely  because  it  authorizes 
or  prohibits  the  doing  of  a  thing  in  a  certain  locality.  It  is,  not- 
withstanding this  fact,  a  general  law  if  it  applies  to  aU  the  dttzens 
of  the  State  and  deals  with  matters  of  general  concern.*  Hence  a 
statute  which  deab  with  a  public  matter  within  the  limits  of  a  mu- 

Oourt  was  reversed  in  the  Court  of        *  Zumstein  v,  Mullen,  67  Ohio  St 

Errors  and  Appeals,  but  not  upon  any  382 ;    Louisville     v.    Wehmhoff,    116 

ground  which  affected  its  ruling  on  this  Ky.  812 ;  State  v.  Etchman,  189  Mo. 

roint.     See  71  N.  J.  L.  574.    See  arUe,  648. 
§  146,  147,  151,  and  notes,  as  to  the        '  State  v.  Malone,  74  Neb.  645;  105 

respective  province  of  the  legislature  N.  W.   Rep.  893;  Commonwealth  r. 

and  the  courts.     The  conditions  such  Moir,   199  Pa.  534,  547.       See   also 

as  those  which  controlled  the  decision  Pittdt>uigh's  Petition,  138  Pa.  401. 
of  the  Supreme  Court  are,  it  seems  to        *  Dickinson  v.  Freeholders  of  Hud- 

us,  for  legislative  rather  than  judicial  son,  71  N.  J.  L.  589. 
determination.  *  State  v.  Corson,  67  N.  J.  L.  ITS; 

»  Sugar  Notch   Borough,    192   Pa.  Doughty  v,  Conover,  42  N.  J.  L.  193; 

349;  Van  aeve  V.  Passaic  Valley  Sew-  Budd  v.  Hancock,  66  N.  J.  L.  133; 

erage  Com'rs,  71  N.  J.  L.  574.    As  to  Fereuson  v.  Ross,  126  N.  Y.  459;  Kaii- 

the  inclusion  of  incidental  matters  in  saa  City  v.  Scarritt,  127  Mo.  642. 
statutes  erecting  and  creating  munici- 
palities, see  §  162. 
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nicipality  does  not  come  within  a  constitutional  prohibition  of  special 
laws  regulating  municipal  affairs  or  business.^  The  mode  of  ex- 
ercising the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  conditions  upon  which 
it  may  be  invoked,  and  the  assessment  of  damages  or  compensa^ 
tion  upon  an  exercise  of  the  power  all  relate  to  the  civil  rights  of 
citizens  as  such  and  are  not  a  municipal  matter,  although  the  entry 
may  be  by  a  city  under  a  power  of  eminent  domain  conferred  upon 
it  for  a  public  purpose,  and  the  city  may  be  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings.- Mechanics'  liens  deal  with  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the 
citizen,  and  have  no  relation  to  municipal  affairs,  and  a  statute 
regulating  their  enforcement  cannot  be  justified  as  a  general  law 
because  it  is  based  upon  a  classification  of  cities  which  is  a  valid 

*  Van  Gleve  v.  Passaic  Valley  Sew-  the  statute  violated  the  prohibition  of 
enige  Ck>m'rB,  71  N.  J.  L.  183;  s.  c.  the  Constitution  against  local  or  special 
71  N.  J.  L.  574.  L^slation  regulating  laws  affecting  the  jurisdiction  and  pro- 
the  administration  of  criminal  law  in  ceduie  of  the  courts.  The  court  said : 
municipalities  does  not  regulate  the  "It  it  obvious  that  these  sections  (of 
affairs  of  these  municipalities.  It  is  a  the  statute)  do  not  relate  to  the  exer- 
matter  ofgeneral  interest  to  the  State,  cise  of  any  corporate  power  of  cities 
State  V.  Taylor,  68  N.  J.  L.  276.  A  of  the  first  class,  or  to  the  number, 
liquor  tax  law,  being  a  ^neral  State  ex-  character,  powers,  and  duties  of  the 
cise  law,  with  such  spMBCial  provision  and  municipal  officers,  or  to  any  subject 
adaptation  to  localities  as  to  the  legis-  under  the  control  of  the  city  govern- 
lature  seems  proper,  including  a  regu-  ment.  On  the  contrary,  they  relate  to 
lation  of  the  amount  of  liquor  tax  in  the  practice  and  procedure  in  the  com- 
cities  of  different  sizes,  is  neither  a  gen-  mon-law  courts  of  the  county  of  Phila- 
end  nor  special  city  law,  nor  does  it  delphia,  over  which  the  city  has  no 
relate  to  the  affairs  or  government  of  control,  and  to  the  adjustment  of  the 
cities  within  the  meaning  of  the  con-  compensation  due  the  property  holder 
stitutional  proviedons  of  New  York,  for  an  invasion  of  hb  close  under  the 
Hence  it  is  not  invalidated  by  the  fact  right  of  eminent  domain,  a  subject  as 
that  in  fixing  the  excise  taxes  upon  the  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
business  of  trafficking  in  liquors  it  these  coiui»  as  an  indictment  for  a 
graduates  them  in  cities'  according  to  crime  or  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
population,  not  following  the  classmcsr  ckntsum  fregit.  The  only  connection 
tion  of  cities  fixed  by  the  Constitu-  the  city  has,  or  can  have,  with  such  a 
tion.    People  v.  Murray,  149  N.  Y.  367.   proceeding  is  as  a  party  to  the  litiga- 

' .  Ruan  Street,  132  Pa.  257 ;  Wyo-  tion,  because  liable  to  pay  the  damages 
minjs  Street,  137  Pa.  494;  Pittsburgh  assessed.  The  city  appears  like  any 
Petition,  138  Pa.  401;  Pasadena  v.  other  suitor  to  ask  or  object  to  the 
Stimson,  91  Cal.  238.  In  Ruan  Street,  appointment  of  viewers  or  the  confir- 
132  Pa.  257,  the  court  had  before  it  the  mation  of  their  report,  and  it  is  bound 
provisions  of  a  statute  relating  to  the  like  any  other  smtor  by  the  judgment 
assessment  of  damages  caused  by  the  rendered."  But  the  insertion  m  the 
opening  of  streets  in  cities  of  the  first  statute  of  a  provision  for  the  filing  of  a 
class.  The  statute  provided  a  special  lien  for  an  assessment  does  not  offend 
method  of  fixing  these  damages.  The  against  the  Constitution,  if  the  proced- 
Constitution  of  Pennsylvania  declares  ure  directed  to  be  followed  is  common 
that  the  legislature  shall  not.  pass  any  to  idl  classes  of  municipalities.  The 
local  or  special  law  r^ulating  the  prac-   mere  fact  that  such  provision  is  in- 


tice  or  jurisdiction  of,  or  chan^ng  the  serted  in  a  statute  relating  to  only  one 

rales  of  evidence  in,  any  judicial  pro-  class  of  municipalities  does  not  ren- 

ceduze  or  inquiry  before  the  courts.  The  der  the  statute  invalid,  if  other  stat- 

eoart  held  that  proceedings  to  sbscertfun  utes  exist  applying  similar  provisions 


the  damages  from  street  openings  did   to  other  mumcipaSties.      Scranton  v. 
not  relate  to  municipal  affairs,  but  that  Whyte,  148  Pa.  419, 
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classification  for  municipal  purposes.^  Protection  of  life  and  limb 
is  not  a  local  matter,  but  is  a  matter  of  general  public  interest,  and 
for  this  reason  it  has  been  held  that  a  statute  of  Ohio  requiring  fire 
escapes  on  buildings  in  cities  of  a  certain  population  does  not  have 
a  uniform  operation  throughout  the  State  as  required  by  the  G>n- 
stitution,  and  cannot  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  it  deab  with  a 
class  of  cities.'  Although  the  Ginstitution  may  prohibit  the  enact- 
ment of  local  or  special  laws  relating  to  municipal  affairs,  there 
may  be  certain  matters  which  are  embraced  within  the  scope  of 
express  constitutional  provisions  calling  for  the  enactment  of  laws 
on  these  subjects.  Legislation  on  these  subjects  enacted  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  express  command  of  the  Constitution  has  been  held  not 
to  be  within  the  prohibition  of  special  legislation  merely  because 
it  operates  within  the  territorial  Umits  of  a  municipality.  If  such 
legislation  is  necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  into  effect  a  positive 
command  of  the  organic  law,  or  is  requir^  or  directly  contem- 
plated by  its  terms,  it  cannot  justly  be  held  to  be  within  the  opera- 
tion of  a  prohibition  of  special  laws  regulating  municipal  affairs  or 
business.' 

No  general  rule  has  been  laid  down  defining  what  constitutes 
municipal  affairs  or  business,  probably  because  it  has  been  impos- 
sible to  do  so  in  such  terms  as  to  furnish  a  satisfactory  guide  to  the 
courts  and  the  profession.  Among  the  matters  which  have  been 
held  to  be  municipal  affairs  within  the  principles  relating  to  spedal 
legislation  are  the  fol  owing:  the  annexation  of  one  city  by  an- 
other;* municipal  elections;'  the  division  of  the  city  into  wards 
and  the  location  of  ward  lines;*  the  control  of  the  police  depart- 
ment of  a  city  by  the  power  to  remove  and  appoint  police  commis- 
sioners; ^  laying  out  and  opening  streets; '  the  grading  and  paving 
of  streets;  •  the  power  to  collect  the  cost  of  work  done  in  paving 
and  grading  streets,  by  appropriate  forms  of  taxation ;  '•  the  detw- 

'  Davis  V.  Clark,  106  Pa.  377 ;  Pitts-  Hushes,  104  Mo.  459,  have  been  held 

burgh  Petition,  138  Pa.  401,  435.  to  be  constitutional,  although  spedal 

'  Cincinnati  v.  Steinkamp,  54  Ohio  in  form,  where  they  were  justified  by 

St.  284.  constitutional  directions  of  legiRUtion 

'  Under  this  principle,  statutes  reg-  on  these  subjects, 
ulating  the  compensation  of  a  sheriff  of        *  Sample  v.  Pittsbuig,  212  Pa.  533 ; 

a  city  which  had  been  segregated  from  anU,  §  163  and  notes, 
the  county  for  governmental  purposes,        •  Pell  v.  Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  71; 

Kennefick  v,   St.   Louis,   127  Mo.    1 ;  aff'd  40  N.  J.  L.  550. 
providing  for  the  registration  of  voters,        *  Pell  v.  Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  71. 
Ewing  v.  HotitzeUe,  85  Mo.  64;    for        '  State  v.  Nealon,  73  N.  J.  L.  100. 
electing  justices  of  the  peace  within  a        '  Pittsburgh's  Petition,  138  Pa.  401 ; 

city,  Spaulding  v.  Brady,  128  Mo.  653;  Ruan  Street,  132  Pa.  257. 
establishing  courts,  State  v.  Yancey,        '  Scranton  v.  Wfayte,  148  Pa.  419. 
123  Mo.  391 ;  and  prescribing  the  terms       ^  lb. 
and  places  of  holding  court,  State  v. 
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mination  of  when,  where,  in  what  manner,  and  to  what  extent  the 
city  wiU  enter  upon  and  appropriate  private  property  m  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  of  eminent  domain ; '  the  creation  and  formation 
of  a  system  of  parks  and  ipublic  fisheries,  the  cost  of  which  is  im- 
posed upon  a  municipality;'  the  payment  of  a  claim  by  a  city.' 
Licensing  and  regulating  races  and  race  tracks  within  municipal-- 
ities  relate  to  the  affairs  of  municipaUties,  and  statutes  conferring 
power  in  relation  thereto  must  conform  to  the  constitutional  prohi- 
bition.^ An  act  for  the  classification  of  real  estate  and  other  property 
for  purposes  of  taxation,  for  the  election  of  assessors  and  to  prescribe 
the  duties  of  assessors  in  cities  of  the  second  class,  relates  to  a  sub- 
ject of  municipal  government  within  the  reasons  for  the  classification 
of  cities,  and  when  founded  on  an  appropriate  classification,  b  a 
general  law  and  constitutional.  The  examination  of  property  for 
taxation  is  not  inherently  a  judicial  proceeding.  What  appeals  to 
the  court  shall  be  allowed,  in  what  manner  they  shall  be  taken  or 
conducted,  and  what  shall  be  their  effect,  are  matters  of  affirmative 
statutory  regulation,  and  a  statute  for  such  a  purpose  is  not  to  be 
r^arded  as  a  regulation  of  the  jurisdiction  or  the  practice  of  the 
courts,  although  it  may  contain  provisions  relating  to  appeals  to  the 
courts.* 

§  166.  OrdinaiieM.  —  If  a  municipal  corporation  is  organized  and 
exists  under  a  constitutional  law,  an  ordinance  which  is  within  its 
statvtory  atdhorUy  is  not  affected  by  the  prohibition  of  the  G)n- 
stitution  against  the  enactment  of  special  laws.  That  prohibition 
restricts  only  the  legislature  in  the  enactment  of  laws  affecting  munici- 

*  Pittsburgh's  Petition,  138  Pa.  401,  judge,  prosecuting  attorney,  and  clerk 

404.  of  court,  State  v,  Anderson,  44  Ohio 

'  Albright  v.  Sussex  County  Lake  &  St.  247 ;    conferring  the  control  and 

Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  523.  management  of  a  hospital  with  power 

'  Conlon  V.  Qajk  Francisco,  114  Cal.  to   niake   rules   for    its    government, 

404.  State  v,  Cincinnati,  23  Ohio  St.  446; 

In  Ohio  the  constitutional  prohibi-  creating  a  board  of  control  with  au- 

tion  of  special  laws  "conferrmg  cor-  thority  over  water- works,  public  im- 

porate  powers"  is  applied  to  munici-  provements,  parks,  police  and  fire  de- 

palities,  and  it  has    oeen   held  that  partments,  State  v.  Pugh,  43  Ohio  St. 

statutes  an  the  fdOcmna  subjects  con-  98;    the  organization  and  support  of 

(er  eornoraie  powers  within  the  mean-  a  police  force,  State  v,  Jones,  66  Ohio 

ing  of  the   constitutional  provision :  St.  453 ;  authorizing  the  issue  of  bonds, 

statutes  investing  municipal  corpora-  German-American  Investment  Co.  v. 

tions  with  additional  powers  of  munic-  Youngstown,  68  Fed.  Rep.  452 ;   Cm- 

ipal  government,  of  police  regulation,  cinnati  v.  Trustees  of  Hospital,  66  Ohio 

<rf  judidal  jurisdiction,  and  of  taxation  St.  440. 

and  assessment,  State  v.  Cincinnati,  20        *  Alexander  v.  Elizabeth,  56  N.  J. 

Ohio  St.  18;  authorizing  the  election  L.  71. 

of  a  police  board,  State  v.  Constan-        '  Philadelphia  Co.'s   Petition,   210 

tine,  42  Ohio  St.  437;  authorizing  the  Pa.  400. 
election   or  appointment  of  a  police 
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pal  affairs,  and  in  no  wise  affects  the  municipality  in  exercising  or  not 
exercising  the  power  with  which  it  is  lawfully  invested.^ 

§  167.  Repeals.  —  The  purpose  of  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion of  special  laws  is  to  produce  general  laws  operating  upon  all 
municipalities  similarly  situated.  If  a  repeal  of  existing  statutes 
tends  to  this  result,  it  is  not  in  itself  a  violation  of  the  constitutional 
prohibition.  An  act  repealing  all  special  laws  and  leaving  the 
municipalities  having  special  charters  subject  to  the  general  rule 
applicable  to  all  municipalities  of  the  same  class  is  not  a  local  or 
special  law  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitution,  nor  is  an  act 
repealing  all  special  limitations,  leaving  all  other  provisions  of  the 
special  acts  in  force.'  The  general  rule  b  that  a  previous  local 
statute  is  not  repealed  by  a  subsequent  general  statute  unless  words 
of  repeal  are  employed  for  the  purpose,  or  the  intention  to  repeal  is 

»  People  V,  Cooper,  83  111.  585,  591 ; 
People  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  170  lU. 
468.  See  also  Chicago  General  R.  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  176  111.  253;  Kersey  v. 
Terre  Haute.  161  Ind.  471.  See  chapter 
on  Ordinances,  post  But  in  Harrods- 
burgh  V.  Renfro,  22  Ky.  Law  Rep.  806, 
58  S.  W.  Rep.  795,  a  city  ordinance  fix- 
ing a  certain  fee  for  license  to  sell  liquor 
on  any  street  other  than  Main  Street, 
and  fixing  a  larger  fee  for  license  to  sell 
on  that  street,  was  held  to  be  invalid  to 
the  extent  that  it  discriminated  against 
business  conducted  on  Main  Street,  be- 
ing to  that  extent  special  legislation. 
The  court  said  that  the  spint  of  the 
Constitution  is  that  laws  shall  be  uni- 
form within  the  limit  of  the  law-making 
power,  and  that  all  taxation  shall  be 
equal  and  imiform  within  the  terri- 
torial limitation  of  the  authority  levy- 
ing the  tax.  The  State  legislature  is 
prohibited  from  making  local  and  spe- 
cial legislation,  and  the  council  of  a  city 
cannot  enact  special  or  local  legislation 
to  apply  to  a  part  of  the  territory  or  to 
a  specjal  person  within  the  limits  of  the 
city.  It  has  also  been  held  that  the 
constitutional  requirement  that  laws 
of  a  general  nature  shall  have  a  uni- 
form operation  does  not  apply  to  ordi- 
nances. Hellman  v.  Shoulters,  114 
Cal.  136;  Ex  parte  Zhizhuzza,  147  Cal. 
328. 

But  in  Pacific  Junction  v.  Dyer,  94 
Iowa,  38,  an  ordinance  discriminating 
in  favor  of  resident  merchants  ana 
against  all  others  by  imposing  a  license 
on  transient  merchants  doins  business 
within  the  town  was  held  tooe  uncon- 


stitutional under  the  requirement  of 
the  Iowa  Constitution  that  laws  of  a 
general  nature  shall  have  a  unifonn 
operation.  The  court  remarked  thai 
the  town  derived  its  power  from  the 
legislature,  and  could  not  do  what  the 
l^slature  could  not  do.  See  also 
Marshalltown  v.  Blum,  58  Iowa,  184. 
See  chapter  on  Taxation,  -posL  In  State 
V,  Omaha  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  113  Iowa,  30, 
it  was  held  that  a  city  ordinance  eiviog 
residents  the  special  privilege  of  obtain- 
ing transportation  on  a  street  railroad 
at  a  less  rate  than  non-residents,  did 
not  operate  uniformly  as  to  all  peraons 
entitled  to  ride  on  the  cars,  and  vio- 
lated the  provision  of  the  Iowa  Cod- 
stitution  requiring  all  laws  of  a  general 
nature  to  have  a  uniform  operatioo. 
In  Ex  parte  Fritz,  86  Miss.  210,  it  was 
held  that  an  ordinance  of  a  board  of 
supervisors  of  a  county,  regulating  the 
taking  of  fish  therein,  appiving  to  all 
the  ]akes  and  streams  in  tne  county, 
and  adopted  in  pursuance  of  authority 
conferred  by  a  general  act  of  the  kgia- 
lature,  is  not  special  legislation. 

»  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Handle,  183  III.  364.  A  special  act  re- 
pealing by  implication  a  provision  of  a 
city  cl^rter  does  not  amend  the  charter 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitii- 
tional  provision  that  the  legidature 
shall  not  pass  a  special^  private,  or  local 
law  amending f  confirmmg,  or  extending 
the  charter  of  a  municipal  corporatioD* 
and  is  not  violative  of  tibe  provisioiL 
State  V,  Hubbard,  148  Ala.  391;  41  So. 
Rep.  903. 
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clear.^  The  repeal  of  a  special  law  will  not  be  implied  from  the 
enactment  of  a  general  law  unless  there  is  such  a  conflict  between 
their  provisions  that  both  cannot  stand.'  But  this  rule  cannot  always 
be  applied  when  the  later  statute  is  a  general  law  applicable  to  a 
class,  and  enacted  in  that  form  in  obedience  to  the  constitutional 
requirement.  The  general  rule  is  one  of  construction  adopted  to 
settle  judicially  the  legislative  intent  in  the  absence  of  words  declar- 
ing such  intent.  In  classification  acts,  however,  the  legislative 
intent  b  fully  expressed;  the  nature  and  purpose  of  classification 
acts  and  the  laws  enacted  for  the  separate  classes  are  of  a  character 
to  exclude  the  operation  of  the  general  rule.  They  are  intended  to 
revise  the  rules  of  law  relating  to  municipal  affairs  so  as  to  reduce 
all  former  types  and  forms  of  municipal  government  almost  as  numer- 
ous as  the  cities  in  the  State  to  a  single  rule  for  each  class,  and  to 
substitute  the  class  form  in  lieu  of  the  previously  existing  forms  in 
eveiy  city  of  the  class.  If  a  law  relating  to  cities  of  any  given 
class  should  be  held  to  exclude  or  to  be  inoperative  in  one  or  more 
members  of  the  class,  it  must,  under  the  Constitution,  be  inoperative 
in  all  and  fall  together.  Whenever,  therefore,  any  law  regulating 
municipal  affairs  of  cities  of  a  given  class  is  found  to  conflict 
with  a  previous  local  statute  applicable  to  any  member  of  the 
class  relating  to  the  same  subject,  the  latter  must  give  way  by 
reason  of  the  nature  and  purpose  of  class  legislation.  In  this  manner 
existing  diversities  will  disappear,  and  uniformity  throughout  the 
class  will  be  finally  secured.'  But  it  was  not  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  constitutional  prohibition  that  all  legislation  should  be  con- 

'  Shroder  v.  Lancaster,  170  Pa.  136,  A  general  law  of  uniform  operation 

156;  Bell  v.  Allegheny  County,  149  Pa.  throughout  the  State  does  not  contra- 

381.     See  Index,  Charier,  ContbructUm,  vene  any  provision  of  the  Constitution 

Repeal.  merely  oecause  it  incidentally  modifies 

'  Edwards  v.  People,  88  IH  340;  a  special  law.     State  v.  Sullivan,  62 

Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Minn.  283.    A  statute  which  provides 

Randle,   183  IlL  364.     A  general  law  that  in  all  the  cities  of  the  State  the 

applicable  to  a  class  of  cities  repeals  ordinances  shall  be  published  as  in  said 

inconsistent    provisions    contained    in  act  provided,  applies  to  all  cities  and 

other  general  laws  previously  enacted  operates  to  repeal  any  special  charter 

^ypUcable  to  all  cities.    Ex  parte  Jack-  provisions      inconsistent      therewith, 

son,  143  CaL  564.  *  Bowyer  v.  Camden,  50  N.  J.  L.  87.    A 

*  Bowyer  v.  Camden,  50  N.  J.  L.  87 ;  repealing  clause  in  a  statute  which  em- 
Haynes  «.  Cape  May,  52  N.  J.  L.  180 ;  bodies  substantive  provisions  is  to  be 
Morris  v.  Bayonne,  53  N.  J.  L.  299 ;  regarded  as  merely  incidental  and  in- 
Road  Commission  v.  Harrington  Town-  tended  to  permit  the  substantive  pro- 
ship,  54  N.  J.  L.  274;  Catholic  Pro-  visions  to  operate  without  confusion. 
tectory  v.  Kearney,  56  N.  J.  L.  385 ;  If  the  substantive  provisions  of  the  act 
Crookall  v.  Matthews,  61  N.  J.  L.  349 ;  are  unconstitutional  for  lack  of  gen- 
aff'd  02  N.  J.  L.  799 ;  Matter  of  Troy  erality,  the  repeating  clause  is  also  void 
Press  Go.,  187  N.  Y.  279;  Common-  and  inoperative.  State  v.  Buckley,  60 
wealth  V.  BiacFerron,  152  Pa.  244;  Ohio  St.  273.  See  Index,  Repeal. 
Commonwealth  v.  Brown,  210  Pa.  29. 
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ditioned  on  the  repeal  of  local  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  its  adop- 
tion.' The  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  is  prospective  only,  and 
does  not,  unless  expressly  so  ordained,  effect  a  repeal  of  local  stat- 
utes in  force  at  the  time  of  its  adoption.  A  general  law  passed  sub- 
sequently to  the  constitutional  prohibition  b  not  necessarily  to  be 
regarded  as  repealing  all  special  laws  relating  to  the  same  subject- 
matter;  the  generality  required  by  the  Constitution  does  not  require 
that  all  special  legislation  previously  enacted  should  be  superseded. 
Therefore  a  statute  which  is  general  in  its  form  and  terms  is  not 
rendered  local  or  special  because  there  are  municipal  corporations 
operating  under  special  charters  or  special  laws  to  which  it  has  no 
application.' 

§  168.  Genond  Cnassifleation  Acts.  —  When  a  Constitution 
directs  that  the  legislature  shall  provide  by  general  laws  for  the 
organization  and  classification  of  municipcUUies,  and  prescribes  a 
maximum  number  of  classes,  a  general  classification  of  municipalities 
complying  with  this  constitutional  requirement  becomes  so  far  ex- 
clusive that  the  legislature  cannot,  whilst  such  general  classification 
is  in  force,  create  additional  classes  which  are  practically  subdivi- 
sions of  the  principal  classes  provided  for.'  The  same  result  has 
been  reached  under  the  provision  of  the  California  Constitution 
which  simply  directs  that  the  legblature  shall  by  general  laws  pro- 
vide for  the  incorporation,  organization,  and  classification  in  pro- 
portion to  population  of  cities  and  towns,  without  prescribing  or 
limiting  the  number  of  classes.  This  provision  requires  the  legisla- 
ture to  pass  a  general  law  prescribing  the  number  of  classes,  ^diich 
classification  shall  govern  all  legislation  in  regard  to  the  organtzm- 
tion  and  incorporation  of  cities  and  towns.  When  such  a  general 
classification  act  has  been  adopted,  the  classification  so  adopted  b 
exclusive,  and  the  legislature  cannot  create  additional  elates  by 
separate  and  independent  legislation,  although  it  may  change  the 
original  classification  by  general  law.^     But  when  there  is  no  coo- 

^  Evans  v.  Phillipi,   117  Pa.  226;  ville  Gas  Go.  v.  Chester  County,  97  Fk. 

Benson  v.  Bloomfield,  58  N.  J.  L.  491.  476;    Malloy  v.  Commonwealth,  115 

>  Mattox   V.    Knox,    96    Ga.    403;  Pa.  25;  Evans  v.  Phillipi,  117Pa.220; 

Guild  V.  Chicago,  82  111.  472;    People  Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  88  Wis.  383. 
V.  Cooper,  83  111.  585 ;  Potwin  v.  John-        '  Murnane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo.  479 ; 

son,  108  111.  70;   Ulbiecht  v.  Keokuk,  St.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo.  466;  MytloD 

124  Iowa,  1 ;  Warren  v.  Henly,  31  Iowa,  v.  Borden,  164  Mo.  221 ;  Ward  v.  Boyd 

31 ;   Benson  v.  Bloomfield,  58  N.  J.  L.  Pav.  &  Cont.  Co.,  79  Fed.  Rep.  39a 
491,  497;   atizens  Bank  v.  Wright,  6        «  Dsicy  v.  San  Jose,  104  CaL  642; 

Ohio  St.  318;  State  v.  Union  Township,  Ex  parte  Giambonini,   117  CaL  573; 

8  Ohio  St.  394,  400 ;  State  v.  Roosa,  11  Rauer  v.  Williams,  118  GkL  401.    Tlie 

Ohio  St.  16,  25;    Indiana  County  v,  general    Califcmia    classifieation   aet 

Agricultural  Soc.,  85  Pa.  357;   Cdats-  dividing  mumcipalities  in  the  Stale  into 
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stitutional  mcmdate  requiring  the  division  of  municipalities  into 
classes,  a  so-called  general  classification  act  which  divides  all  the 
cities  of  the  State  into  classes  according  to  population,  but  which 
in  itself  makes  no  provision  for  their  government,  is  a  mere  inter- 
preting statute  enacted  for  the  convenience  of  legislation,  and  is  not 
a  classification  act,  properly  speaking.  It  is  a  ^  mere  formula  to 
avoid  the  repetition  of  words  and  numerals,  and  it  may  be  ignored 
without  impairing  legislation,  and  reference  to  its  provisions  will 
not  legitimatize  legislation  otherwise  vicious  in  the  constitutional 
sense.^  •  • 

§  169.     Transitioii  from  One  Olass  to  Another.  —  We  have  seen 
that  it  has  frequently  been  held  to  be  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a 
statute  under  the  constitutional  prohibition  that  a  class  of  munici- 
palities be  framed  in  such  terms  as  to  include,  without  the  aid  of 
additional  legblation,  not  only  existing  cities,  but  all  such  as  may  in 
course  of  time  attain  the  requisite  population.^    This  view  practi- 
cally means  that  where  all  the  municipalities  of  a  State  are  divided 
into  classes  the  lower  grades  ahaU,  upon  attaining  the  requisite  popu- 
lation, advance  avUymaticaUy  into  the  higher  grades.     But  in  Ohio, 
under  the  system  of  classification  which  was  recognized  and  sustained 
for  many  years  although  finally  overthrown,  cities  were  not  permitted 
to  advance  from  one  class  to  another  by  mere  increase  of  popula- 
tion, but  upon  taking  regular  steps  prescribed  by  statute,  and  this 
method  of  advancement  was  sustained  by  the  courts.'   Where,  how- 
six   classes   accoiding  to   population,   acter  of  the  legislative  provisions ;  illu- 
viz.:     first    class   exceeding    100.000,   soiy  that  the  selection  b  extraneous 
second  class  more  than  30,000  and  not  from  it.     Foley  v,  Hoboken,  61  N.  J.  L. 
exceeding    100,000,   third   class   more   478.     Any  classification  which  would 
than  15,000  and  not  exceeding  30.000,   be  illusonr   when   based  upon  popu- 
fourth  class  more  than  10,000  ana  not  lation  dennitely  stated  is  equally  so 
exceeding  15,000,  fifth  class  more  than   when  created  by  reference  to  a  classi- 
3000  and  not  exceeding  10,000.  sixth  fication  act.    Freeholders  of  Hudson  v. 
class  not  exceeding  3,000,  — held  to  be   Clarke,  65  N.  J.  L.  271. 
constitutional  in  Pritchett  v.   Stanis-        '  Ante,  §  152. 
laus  County,  73  Cal.  310.    See  suvra,        »  State  v.  Toledo,  48  Ohio  St.  112; 
I  151,  as  toclassification  by  population.   State  v.  Wall,  47  Ohio  St.  499.     See 
"  Lowthorp  V.  Trenton,  61  N.  J.  L.   supra,  §§  141,  142,  145,  151-153  and 
484 ;  Calvo  v,  Westcott,  55  N.  J.  L.  78 ;   notes.      Under  the   provision   of  the 
Freeholders    of    Hudson    County    v.   Kentucky   Constitution   requiring   the 
Clarke,  65  N.  J.  L.  271 ;    Wanser  v,   legislature  to  assign  cities  to  the  classes 
Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  482 ;  Warner  v.  Hoag-  to  which  they  belong  and  change  as- 
land.  51   N.  J.   L.  62.     Whether  the  signments  made  as  the  population  may 
legislation  presents  a  subject  for  judi-  increase  or  decrease,  and  that  "no  city 
dal  control    under  the  constitutional  or  town  shall  be  transferred  from  one 
prohibition     depends,   it   is  said,    on  class  to  another  except  in  pursuance  of 
whether   the  classification  is  substan-  a  law  previously  enacted  and  providing 
tial    or   illusory;    substantial  in   this  therefor,"  a  city  must  remain  in  the 
sense  means  that  the  limitation  is  in-  class  to  which  it  has  been  assigned  by 
ddentally  consequent  upon  the  char-  the  legislature  until  changed  by  the 
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ever,  all  the  cities  are  not  classified  upon  a  systematic  basis,  and 
the  automatic  transition  from  one  class  to  another  is  not  provided 
for,  the  legislature  may  enact  general  laws  providing  for  transition 
from  a  lower  to  a  higher  grade  of  municipality.^  The  transition 
from  one  form  to  another  may  be  provided  in  the  act  for  the  incor- 
poration and  government  of  the  class  to  which  it  is  applicable,  but 
this  must  be  accomplished  by  legblation  appropriate  to  the  class 
and  naturally  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  legislation.*  But  it 
is  not  essential  that  such  provision  should  be  made  in  the  statutes 
providing  for  the  organization  and  regulation  of  the  class;  laws 
applicable  only  to  cities  advancing  from  one  class  to  another  and 
confined  to  that  subject  are  not  unconstitutional/but  the  legislature 
cannot  use  the  transition  from  one  class  to  another  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  diversity  in  the  laws  by  which  the  class  is  governed.' 

legislatuie.  The  courts  have  no  power  adopted  by  the  legislature  in  its  disere- 
to  tr&nsfer  it  to  another  class  upon  the  t^on,  that  discretion  cannot  be  reviewed 
ground  that  its  population  was  not  bv  the  courts.  State  v.  Clayton,  53 
sufficient  to  entitle  it  to  a  place  in  the  N.  J.  L.  277. 

class  to  which  it  was  assigned.  Green  A  statute  which  provides  that  when 
V.  Commonwealth,  95  Ky.  233.  the  population  of  any  existing  county 

'  Glen  Ridge  v.  Stout,  58  N.  J.  L.  whicn  nas  been  reduced,  by  the  reaaon 
598 ;  State  v,  Clayton,  53  N.  J.  L.  277;  of  a  creation  of  a  new  county  from  its 
Meredith  v.  Perth  Amboy,  60  N.  J.  L.  territory,  below  the  class  prescribed  bv 
134.  An  act  for  the  formation  of  statute,  the  board  of  supervison  shaU 
horowgh  govemmenU  which  i>rovides  for  designate,  by  order,  the  class  to  which 
the  incorporation  of  the  inhabitants  such  county  has  been  reduced,  is  not  a 
of  any  township  or  part  of  a  township  local  or  special  law,  but  applies  to  c»cfa 
embracing  an  area  not  exceeding  four  existing  county  in  the  State  whose  dasi 
square  miles  and  containing  a  popu-  is  changed  by  having  a  portion  of  its 
lation  not  exceedin^j  5000  inhabitants  territory  detached  and  put  in  a  new 
whenever  the  majonty  of  the  electors  county.  Kumler  v.  San  Bernardino 
approve  in  the  manner  prescribed,  is  a  Counl^,  103  GaL  393.  In  Koeter  v. 
eeneral  and  not  a  special  law.  The  Covne,  110  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  742,  it  was 
design  of  the  act  is  to  ^ve  authority  held  that  an  act  which  provided  for 
and  opportunity  to  the  mhabitants  of  the  transfer  of  cities  from  the  third  to 
townsmps  —  the  lowest  erade  of  mu-  the  second  class  on  an  increase  of  pop- 
nicipalitj  in  the  system  of  the  State  —  ulation  to  50,000,  but  postpomng  the 
to  acqmre,  by  the  act  of  a  majority  of  change  until  January  1,  1908,  as  to 
the  legally  Qualified  voters,  another  and  cities  which  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
somewhat  higher  grade  of  municipal  passing  of  the  act,  cities  of  the  third 
government  with  increased  powers  for  class  but  which  would  become  cities  of 
the  management  of  local  affairs.  The  the  second  class  by  the  enumeration  of 
necessity  which  arises,  as  communities  1905^  is  a  general  and  not  a  special  act. 
grow  and  develop,  for  the  acquisition  of  recituring  under  the  Constitution  sub- 
a  wider  range  of  municipal  powers  to  mission  to  the  municipalities  affected 
protect  property,  insure  public  order,  thereby  for  approval,  smce  it  related  to 
and  promote  public  convenience,  must  all  cities  of  the  third  class,  and  as  it 
be  taken  into  account  in  framing  any  became  a  law  before  the  census  of  1905 
code  of  municipal  laws,  and  a  statute  was  taken,  it  was  not  known  which  or 
such  as  the  act  in  question  does  not  how  many  cities  of  the  third  class  would 
lack  generality  because  it  is  limited  by  have  a  population  of  50,000. 
a  prescribed  area  and  population.  The  '  Attorney-General  v.  Dover,  62 
limit  of  population  and  area  prescribed  N.  J.  L.  40. 

by  the  act  cannot  be  regarded  as  illu-  '  Meredith  v.  Perth  Amboy,  60  N.  J, 
sive  or  unsubstantial,  and  having  been  L.  134.   A  statute  HiwIftFJng  that  wben- 
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When,  by  the  Constitution,  the  legislature  is  prohibited  from  en- 
acting special  laws  relating  to  the  municipal  affairs,  and  a  system  of 
cUs^fication  according  to  population  has  been  adopted,  the  transi- 
tion  of  a  city  from  one  doss  to  another  should  not  work  any  change 
in  ita  government,  except  such  as  the  law  makes  necessary  to  adjust 
it  to  the  class  into  which  it  goes.  Hence,  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  statutory  requirement,  the  transition  repeals  no  ordinances; 
vacates  no  offices,  except  those  which  it  abolishes;  and  makes  no 
▼acancies  to  be  filled,  except  by  the  creation  of  new  offices.  Usually 
the  offices  of  mayor  and  councilman  are  common  to  all  classes.  The 
mere  fact  of  the  transition  does  not  necessarily  unseat  the  persons 
legally  filling  these  offices  at  the  time  it  occurs,  but  they  serve  out 
their  official  terms  for  which  they  were  elected,  and  their  successors 
are  elected  under  the  laws  regulating  the  class  to  which  the  city^has 
moved.  In  the  meantime  the  officers  whose  terms  have  not  expired 
become  possessed  of  all  the  powers,  and  are  subject  to  all  the  duties 
pertaining  to  the  offices  held  by  them,  in  cities  of  the  class  to  which 
it  is  advanced.  In  other  words,  the  machinery  of  the  old  govern- 
ment is  to  be  used  in  adjusting  the  city  to  its  position  under  the  new. 
Were  it  otherwise,  were  all  offices  to  be  suddenly  vacated,  chaos 
would  result,  and  there  would  be  a  city  without  a  mayor,  without 
council,  without  heads  of  departments,  without  police  officers  to  pre- 
serve the  public  peace,  and  no  one  authorized  to  set  in  motion  the 
machinery  by  which  the  new  government  could  be  organized.^ 

§  170.  Olasaiflcation  of  OonntieB.  —  Under  a  prohibition  of  spe- 
cial legislation  which  embraces  counties  within  its  operation,  a 
dassifieation  of  counties  is  permissible^  and  a  statute  which  applies 

ever  a  city  shall  become,  by  reason  of  legislation.  Meredith  v,  Perth  Am- 
population,  a  member  of  another  class,  boy,  60  N.  J.  L.  134. 
the  laws  theretofore  applicable  to  such  '  Commonwealth  v.  Wyman,  137 
city  shall  remain  applicable  thereto  Pa.  508;  Scranton  v.  Whyte,  148  Pa. 
except  80  far  only  as  the  governing  419;  Coounon wealth  v.  MacFerron, 
body  shall  declare  otherwise,  and  that  152  Pa.  244.  See  also  Commonwealth 
all  laws  passed  subseauently  to  the  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  534.  A  city,  while  it 
census  ascertaining  tne  population  was  a  city  of  the  third  class,  was  pro- 
rendering  the  transition  proper  shall  vided  with  a  system  for  the  levy  and 
be  applicable  to  the  city  as  a  member  collection  of  a  tax.  By  increase  of  pop-^ 
of  tlus  class  to  which  it  shall  then  be-  ulation  it  became  a  city  of  the  second 
long,  except  where  repugnant  to  any  class,  for  which  class  a  different  sys- 
laws  in  force  in  the  city  under  its  old  tem  for  the  levy  and  collection  of  taxes 
claasifiration  and  not  by  ordinance  de-  was  provided.  It  is  held  that  the  two 
clared  inapplicable,  has  the  effect  of  en-  systems  could  not  stand  together,  and 
abling  the  governing  body  to  select,  as  that  as  a  member  of  the  second  class  of 
each  city  passes  from  one  class  to  an-  cities,  it  must  accept  the  system  pre- 
otber,  thoee  laws  applicable  to  its  scribed  for  that  class.  Commonw^th 
former  class  which  it  may  desire  to  con-  v.  MacFerron,  152  Pa.  244. 
tinue,  and  is  unconstitutional  as  special 
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to  all  the  counties  of  a  legitimate  class  is  a  general  and  not  a  local 
law.^  Therefore  counties  may  be  divided  into  classes  according  to 
population  for  the  purposes  of  assessing  property  for  taxation ; '  or 
for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  compensation  of  county  officers,' 


>  Cody  V.  Murphey,  89  CaL  522; 
Summerlisuid  V.  Bickneil,  111  Cal.  567; 
State  V.  Marion  County  Court,  128  Mo. 
427;  Lioyd  v.  Smith,  176  Pa.  213.  A 
county  is  not  a  municipal  corporation 
in  the  full  or  strict  sense  of  the  term. 
It  is  only  a  quasi  corporation,  possess- 
ing such  powers  and  being  subject  to 
such  liabilities  only  as  are  specially  pro- 
vided for  by  law.  Schweiss  v.  District 
Court,  23  Nev.  226;  Index,  Munidjnd 
Corporationa;  ante,  chap.  ii.  Counties 
are  not  municipal  corporations  within 
the  meaning  of  the  provision  of  the 
California  Constitution  which  prohibits 
the  creation  of  corporations  for  munici- 
pal purposes  by  special  laws,  but  are 
political  corporations  so  far  as  they  are 
to  be  regarded  as  corporations  at  alL 
This  is  so  both  because  of  the  inherent 
nature  of  counties  and  the  terms  used 
in  the  constitutional  prohibition. 
People  V,  McFadden,  81  CaL  489. 
County  officers  are  not  local  officers, 
but  are  a  part  of  the  permanent  oigani- 
zation  of  the  government  of  the  State, 
and  the  subject  of  compensation  to 
county  officers  is  not  local  m  its  nature ; 
a  statute  upon  that  subject  is  a  law  of 
a  ^neral  nature  which  must  operate 
uniformly  throughout  the  State  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Ohio  Constitution. 
State  V,  Yates,  66  Ohio  St.  546;  over- 
ruling Pearson  v.  Stephens,  56  Ohio  St. 
126. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  CdU" 
fomia  Constitution  that  the  l^slature 
"shall  establish  a  system  of  county 
government  which  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  State,''  the  eystem  or 
plan  K>r  the  government  of  tl^  several 
counties  is  required  to  be  uniform,  so 
that  its  several  parts  shall  be  appli- 
cable to  each  county.  Welsh  V.  Bramlet, 
98  CaL  219.  Although  the  legislature 
has  power  to  create  new  counties  and 
chanjge  those  already  established,  a 
statute  directing  that  the  name  of 
"Deerlodge"  county  shall  be  changed 
to  "  Daly"'  county,  but  continuing  the 
old  organization,  county  seat,  &c., 
comes  within  a  prohibition  against  the 
passage  of  local  or  special  laws  chang- 
ing the  name  of  persons  or  places,  and 
is  mvalid. .  State  v.  Thomas,  25  Mont. 
226.     A  constitutional  prohibition  of 


special  legislation  r^eulating  eounty 
anairs  does  not  forbid  the  creation  of 
a  new  county  by  special  act,  or  the 
regulation  of  incidental  matters  thereby. 
Holliday  v.  Sweet  Grass  County,  19 
Mont.  364.  As  to  constitutionality 
of  statutes  disorganizing  counties,  see 
dark  V.  Reeves,  25  Tex.  CSv.  App.  463. 

>  Burton  Stock  Car  Co.  v.  lYaeger, 
187  HL  9;  People  v.  Com'rs  of  Cook 
County,  176  DL  576.   A  statute  provid- 

;  for  the  application  of  the  proceeds 


of  license  taxes  on  saloons  may  1 
applicable  to  counties  having  a  stated 
population  or  less  without  infrio^jng 
the  constitutional  prohibition  aeainst 
apecial  legislation.  State  v.  MiurioD 
County  Court,  128  Mo.  427.  Taxation 
for  county  purposes  is  a  subject  of  a 
general  nature,  which,  under  the  re- 
quirement of  the  Ohio  Constitatioii, 
must  be  regulated  by  laws  operatag 
uniformly  throughout  the  State.  Pomp 
V.  Com'rs  of  Lucas  County,  60  Ohio  St. 
448;  mpra,  {§  141,  144,  145. 

•  State  V.  SulHvan,  72  Minn.  126; 
Summerland  v.  BickneU,  111  GaL  567; 
Longan  v.  Solano  County,  65  GaL  122; 
Miller  v.  Kister,  68  Cal.  142;  People  v. 
McFadden,  81  Cal.  489;  Famum  v. 
Warner,  104  CaL  677;  Dwyerv.Pkiker, 
115CaL544;  Vail  v.  San  Diego  County, 
126  CaL  35;  Stone  v.  Wilson,  19  Ky. 
Law  Rep.  126;  39 S.  W.  Rep.  49 ;  Win- 
ston V.  Stone,  102  Ky.  423;  Verges «. 
Milwaukee  County,  116  Wis.  191.  In 
Hardwood  v.  Wentworth,  162  U.  a  547, 
a  statute  ol  the  Territory  of  Azuona 
dividiiig  the  counties  into  six  daases 
according  to  the  equalized  aimmmd 
valuation  in  each  county,  and  pre- 
scribing the  compensation  of  oflScers 
for  each  class  so  created,  was  hdd  to 
be  general  and  not  a  local  or  special 
law,  there  beinj;  such  a  relation  be- 
tween the  salanes  fixed  for  each  dass 
and  the  equalized  valuation  of  property 
as  to  affoni  a  fair  basb  for  generality  diF 
appUcation. 

Where  the  Constitution  directs  thai 
the  legislature  shall  classify  eoonties 
by  population  for  the  purpose  of  regu- 
lating the  compensation  of  the  officers, 
the  legislature  may  properly,  when  pro- 
viding for  the  organisation  of  a  new 
county,  declare  that  it  shall  bdong  for 
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and  in  other  matters  relating  to  the  organization  and  government  of 
counties  where  population  furnishes  a  reasonable  basis  for  discrimi- 
nation.^    But  a  statute  which  excepts  from  the  operation  of  the 
general  laws  one  or  more  counties,  or  which  makes  applicable  to  one 
or  more  counties  a  rule  of  law  which  is  not  applicable  to  the  others, 
when  no  good  reason  exists  why  all  should  not  be  subject  to  the  same 
rule,  is  local  and  special,  and  is  invalid  under  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition.'   Under  a  constitutional  prohibition  of  special  laws  '^regu- 


_,.  _  J  to  41  certain  existing  class 
untu  the  time  when  the  population 
shall  be  ascertained  in  a  proper  and 
legitimate  method.  People  v.  McFad- 
den,  81  Gal.  489.  A  statute  providing 
that  each  member  of  the  county  board 
of  education  shall  receive  a  compensa- 
tion of  five  dollars  a  day  for  his  services 
being  based  upon  the  time  actually 
consumed  in  the  rendition  of  the 
services,  is  a  general  and  uniform  law 
under  a  constitutional  provision  re- 
quiring the  legislature  by  general  and 
uniform  laws  to  regulate  the  compensa- 
tion of  county  officers  in  proportion  to 
duties.  Thom  v.  Los  Angeles  Cotmty, 
136  GbL  375.  A  statute  fixing  the  fees 
of  constables  in  counties  of  a  certain 
daas  by  giving  them  "such  fees  as  are 
now  or  may  be  hereafter  allowed  by 
law/'  held  to  be  in  effect  a  determini^ 
tion  that  such  fees  are  a  just  compensa- 
tion in  proportion  to  duties.  Kieman 
«.  Swan,  131  CaL  410,  413. 

'  Freeholders  of  Hudson  v.  Clarke, 
es  N.  J.  L.  271;  Dickinson  v,  Free- 
holdeni  of  Hudson^  71  N.  J.  L.  589. 
A  statute  operating  upon  counties 
having  a  population  of  150,000  and 
upwards  and  regulating  the  term  and 
number  of  the  Doard  of  chosen  free- 
holders,  the  election  of  a  freeholder  at 
lazge  to  whom  special  powers  are  dele- 
ga&i,  increasing  the  salary,  reauiring 
bond,  and  providing  for  the  election 
from  assembly  districts^  instead  of 
from  wards  and  townships,  being  a 
imvision  for  a  cfystem  of  administra- 
tion more  compact  in  form  with 
greater  executive  possibilities,  makine 
greater  demands  upon  the  time  and 
service  of  the  members  with  increase  of 
pay  and  individual  rraponsibility,  has 
such  relation  to  counties  with  a  laiger 
pcqmlation  that  the  basis  of  popula- 
tion has  reasonable  relation  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  statute.  Mort- 
iaad  V.  Christian,  52  N.  J.  L.  521. 

s  San   Francisco  v.  Broderick,  125 
CkL  188;    Strong  v.  Dignan,  207  m. 


385;  Mode  v.  Beasley,  143  Ind.  306; 
State  v.  Ritt,  76  Minn.  531 ;  State  v. 
Walker,  83  Minn.  295;  Dickinson  v. 
Freeholders  of  Hudson,  71  N.  J.  L.  589 ; 
Angell  V.  Cass  County,  11  N.  Dak.  265 ; 
Nance  v.  Anderson  County,  60  S.  C. 
501 ;  Burkholtz  v.  State,  84  Tenn.  71. 
A  law  applicable  to  one  county  and  not 
founded  upon  any  natural,  intrinsic,  or 
constitutional  distinction,  and  no  reason 
appearing  why  the  act  cannot  apply 
generally  to  aU  counties,  is  special  and 
local,  and  therefore  unconstitutional. 
Piatt  V.  Browne,  135  Cal.  649;  Rauer 
V.  Williams,  118  Cal.  401,  403.  A 
statute  which  provided  for  the  election 
in  each  county  having  a  population  ci 
100,000  and  not  over  185,000  of  a 
county  assessor  in  lieu  of  local  assessors 
previously  appointed  for  the  various 
subdivisions  of  the  cotmty,  held  to  be 
invalid  as  special  legislation,  the  at- 
tempted classification  by  population 
as  applied  to  the  subject  of  the  act 
being  incompetent,  arbitrary,  and  iUu- 
soiy.  State  v.  Ritt^  76  Minn.  531.  In 
California  the  official  reporter  of  the 
Superior  Court  is  not  a  cotmty  officer, 
and  there  is  no  reason  whv  an  act  fixing 
reporters'  salaries  should  not  apply 
to  all  counties  in  general.  Hence  the 
legislature  cannot  classify  cotmties  by 
population  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
the  salarp^  of  such  official  reporter. 
Pratt  V.  Browne,  135  Cal.  649. 

A  statute  regulating  the  removal  of 
county  seats  held  to  be  special  legisla- 
tion and  unconstitutional,  because  in 
counties  where  the  county  seat  had 
been  located  by  vote  before  the  passage 
of  the  act,  the  removal  could  be  effected 
only  by  a  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
electors,  while  in  other  counties  the 
removal  could  be  had  on  a  majority 
vote.  It  was  held  that  the  basis  of 
classification  was  arbitrary,  and  that 
there  was  no  necessity  or  propriety  in 
the  apphcation  of  different  rules  to 
the  two  classes.  Nichols  v.  Walter, 
37  Minn.  264.    A  statute  validating 
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lating  the  affairs"  of  counties,  it  has  been  held  that  the  question 
whether  legislation  relates  to  county  affairs  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  question  whether  it  affects  the  people  of  the  county.^  Hoice  a 
statute  appointing  the  fees  to  be  received  by  county  (^cers  affects 
the  people  of  the  county  in  their  relation  to  its  government  and  is 
within  the  constitutional  prohibition,  although  such  fees  are  received 
by  the  officers  to  their  own  use  and  not  to  the  use  of  the  county.' 
Similarly  a  statute  relating  to  the  fencing  of  lands  affects  the  people 
of  the  county  and  relates  to  county  affairs,  although  the  connection 
between  the  subject  matter  and  the  local  government  is  much  less 
.direct'  But  when  the  prohibition  is  against  special  laws  regulating 
county  "business,"  the  term  ** business"  signifies  the  conduct  <rf  the 
usual  affairs  of  the  county  and  such  as  commonly  engage  the  atten- 
tion of  county  officers  and  not  an  act  which  can  be  done  onfy  in  a 
particular  case  and  by  authority  of  a  special  law/ 

all  proceedings  had  b;^  the  supervisora 
of  a  certain  county  in  chan^ng  the 
county  seat,  violates  the  constitutional 
prohibition  of  local  laws  locating  or 
changing  a  county  seat.  Williams  v. 
Boynton,  147  N.  Y.  426.  A  stotute 
concerning  primary  elections  is  uncon- 
stitutional, as  special  legislation,  when 
it  is  made  applicable  only  to  counties 
which  have  cast  a  certam  number  of 
votes  at  the  last  election.  Marsh  v. 
Hanly,  1 1 1  Cal.  368.  In  State  v.  Stark 
County,  14  N.  Dak.  368;  103  N.  W. 
Rep.  913,  it  was  held  that  the  constitu- 
tional provision  that  "The  legislative 
assembly  shall  provide  by  general  law 
for  organizing  new  counties,  locating 
the  coimt;^  seats  thereof  temporarilv, 
and  ch&nging  county  lines,"  is  not  only 
a  mandate  requiring  the  legislature  to 
make  provision  by  general  Law  for  the 
organization  of  new  counties,  locating 
of  county  seats,  and  chanjging  county 
lines,  but  it  is  also  a  prohibition  ag^nst 
special  legislation  on  these  subjects, 
and  that  an  act  authorizing  the  exten- 
sion of  the  boundaries  of  an  organized 
county  so  as  to  include  two  unorganized 
counties  and  certain  unorgatdz^  terri- 
tory without  the  consent  of  a  majority 
of  the  voters  of  the  county  as  required 
by 'the  Constitution  is  a  special  law  and 
unconstitutional. 

>  Morrison  v.  Bachert,  112  Pa.  322. 
See  also  Territory  v.  Gutierrez,  12  N. 
Mex.  255,  as  to  the  similar  prohibition 
in  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1886.  A  law 
prescribing  a  rule  to  govern  the  business 
of  a  coun^  or  for  its  management  is 
a  regulation  of  that  business,  whether 


it  be  a  limited  and  temporary  law  in- 
tended to  secure  a  particular  end  or 
object,  or  a  general  and  permanent 
law  according  to  the  provisions  d 
which  all  county  affairs  are  to  be  ooti- 
ducted.  Hence  a  statute  directing 
county  authorities  to  audit  and  order 
paid  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  a  certain 
person  is  a  special  law  regulatins  county 
business,  and  unconstitutionaL  Wil- 
liams V.  Bidleman,  7  Nev.  68.  See  alao 
Conlon  V.  San  Francisco,  114  CaL  404. 

'  Morrison  v.  Bachert,  112  Pa.  322. 

»  Frost  V.  Cherry,  122  Pa.  417.  See 
also  Commonwealth  v.  AnderBon,  178 
Pa.  171. 

*  Mode  V.  Beasley,  143  Ind.  306. 
In  Mode  v.  Beaslev,  143  Ind.  306,  it 
was  held  that  the  r^ocation  of  a  county 
seat  is  not  within  a  constitutional  pro- 
hibition of  special  legislation  regulating 
"county  business."  But  in  Board  oi 
Com'rs  of  Jackson  County  v.  State,  155 
Ind.  604,  it  was  held  that  a  provision  d 
a  statute  for  the  relocation  of  a  ooon^ 
seat  of  a  specified  county,  which,  in 
addition,  required  the  levy  and  ooDee- 
tion  of  a  special  tax  in  the  town  m 
which  the  county  seat  Bhould  be 
located  to  provide  for  the  erection  oC 
the  buildings  was  unconBtttutaonsl, 
under  the  prohibition  of  special  lava 
regulating  county  and  township  buat- 
ness.  See  also  Newton  Goan^  v. 
State,  161  Ind.  616.  A  sUtute  which 
creates  a  single  county  hitherto  only  a 
political  subdivision  of  the  State  into 
a  full  municipal  corporation  with  the 
usual  incidents  and  rights  of  a  bodjr 
corporate,  including  i 
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§  171.  OlAssiflcation  of  Townahips.  —  Under  a  constitutional  pro- 
bibition  of  special  legislation  concerning  township  business  or 
regulating  township  affairs,  towns  may  be  classified  as  other  ran- 
nicipalities  may  be.^  But  the  classification  must  have  some  proper 
relation  to  the  government  or  affairs  of  the  towns  included  within 
the  class,  and  must  not  merely  segregate  certain  towns  upon  an  arbi- 
traiy  distinction.'  For  some  purposes  townships  may  be  classified 
according  to  population.'  But  this  is  only  so  when  population 
furnishes  a  substantial  ground  of  distinction  for  the  purposes  of 
legislation.^    A  classification  of  townships  based  not  upon  the  total 


power  to  hold  and  enjoy  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  to  buy,  sell,  and  mort- 
gage real  and  personal  property,  to 
receive  bequests,  gifts,  and  donations 
for  charitaole  or  other  purposes,  and 
which  vests  the  property  and  rights  of 
the  political  body  or  quasi  corporation 
in  the  municipal  corporation  so  created, 
violates  a  constitutional  prohibition  of 
local  or  special  legislation  regulating 
county  business,  and  also  a  constitu- 
tional requirement  that  the  legislature 
shall  establish  a  uniform  system  of 
county  government.  Schweiss  v.  Dist. 
Court^  23  Nev.  226.  The  broader 
meamn^  of  the  term  ''county  affairs," 
as  distinguished  from  "county  busi- 
ness," was  applied  in  a  case  holding 
that  an  act  appointing  county  com- 
missioners for  a  specified  county  was 
a  local  and  special  law  within  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  July 
30,  1886,  against  the  passing  of  acts 
by  territorial  legislatures  "regulating 
county  and  township  affairs."  Tem- 
toiy  V.  Gutierrez,  12  N.  Mex.  255. 

*  The  provision  of  the  Wisconsin 
Constitution  prohibiting  "the  enact- 
ment of  any  special  or  private  law  for 
incorporating  any  town  or  village  by 
special  charter  or  for  the  amendment  of 
such  charter, "  held  to  have  no  reference 
to  statutes  relating  to  qucLsi  corpora- 
tions, like  towns,  which  exist  as  poutical 
subdivisions  of  the  State.  Catncart  v. 
Comstock,  56  Wis.  590.  The  division 
of  existing  towns  and  creating  of  new 
towns  by  a  direct  act  of  the  legislature 
is  not  "the  enacting  of  any  special  or 
private  laws  ...  for  incorporating  any 
towns"  within  the  meaning  of  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  TFiaconmn  Constitution 
on  that  subject.  State  v.  Forest 
Ohui^,  74  Wis.  610. 

'  llie  fact  that  a  township  is  in  a 
county  of  a  certain  class  does  not  fur- 
nish any  basaa  to  distinguish  it  from  a 


township  of  the  same  population  and 
necessities  in  any  other  county  of  the 
State.  Hence  a  statute  relating  to 
townships  in  counties  of  the  first  class 
is  local  and  special.  Crookall  v. 
Matthews,  61  N.  J.  L.  349,  aff'g  62 
N.  J.  L.  799;  Lane  v.  Otis,  68  N.  J.  L. 
656,  aff'd  68  N.  J.  L.  64.  A  statute 
authorizing  any  township  not  contain- 
inff  any  incorporated  city  or  borough 
whoUy  or  in  part  within  its  limits  to 
pave  or  macaoamize  any  street  or  road 
IS  special  and  local  withm  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition,  because  the  subject 
of  legislation  —  grading,  making,  and 
working  roads  —  is  one  that  is  common 
to  all  townships.  Dobbins  v.  Northamp- 
ton, 50  N.  J.  li.  496. 

'  Johnson  v.  Gunn,  148  CaL  746; 
Tucker  v.  Bamum,  144  Cal.  266,  269; 
McCauley  v.  Culbert,  144  Cal.  276.  A 
statute  which  provides  that  in  town- 
ships having  a  population  of  less  than 
6,000  there  shau  be  but  one  justice  of 
the  peace  and  one  constable,  is  gen- 
eral and  uniform,  because  it  applies 
equally  to  everv  township  in  the  State, 
and  is  founded  upon  a  reason  which 
may  rationallv  be  held  to  justify  the 
provision  and  is  not  a  special  law. 
Sanchez  v.  Fordyce,  141  Cal.  427.  An 
act  which  classified  townships  by  pop- 
ulation "as  shown  by  the  Federal  cen- 
sus of  1900"  was  held  not  to  apply  to  a 
township  created  in  1902  by  oividing 
one  of  the  previously  existing  townships 
of  the  county,  since  the  census  afforded 
no  means  of  ascertaining;  the  population 
of  such  a  township.  Chinn  v.  Gunn,  148 
Cal.  755. 

*  There  is  no  substantial  distinction 
between  towns  of  10,000  inhabitants 
and  other  towns  which  reauires  the 
former  to  be  designated  by  tnemselves 
in  the  matter  of  the  term  of  office  of  the 
clerk,  and  a  statute  fixing  at  two  years 
his  term  in  townships  having  10,000 
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number  of  the  inhabitants,  but  upon  the  density  of  the  population,  is 
proper.  In  classifying  cities  ^hich  are  ex  vi  termini  great  centres 
of  a  crowded  population,  the  character  of  the  city  is  sufficiently 
determined  by  the  number  of  inhabitants;  but  in  classifying  town- 
ships which  constitute  the  whole  residuum  of  the  State  not  yet  oigan- 
ized  into  villages,  boroughs,  or  cities,  and  of  which  some  are  very 
large  and  some  veiy  small,  it  is  more  reasonable,  if  they  are  to  be 
classified  at  all,  not  to  classify  them  by  number  of  population,  which 
would  put  into  difiPerent  classes  communities  exactly  similar  in  their 
wants  as  to  roads,  sidewalks,  and  other  matters  concerning  their 
municipal  government,  but  to  classify  them  on  the  same  principle 
on  which  cities,  boroughs,  and  villages  are  created  out  of  townships, 
viz.,  on  the  density  of  their  population.  The  result  is  general  and 
not  special  legislation.^  An  appropriate  classification  of  townships 
b  according  to  their  stattu  as  within  or  without  the  limits  of  cities. 
For  purposes  of  organization  and  administration  their  location  within 
or  without  cities  creates  such  a  difference  in  the  condition  and  rela- 
tions of  towns  as  calls  for  the  application  of  different  rules.  Clas- 
sification, therefore,  is  not  only  allowable,  but  to  a  large  extent 
inevitable,  between  towns  lying  wholly  in  the  countiy  and  those  the 
entire  territory  of  which  is  covered  by  an  incorporated  city.* 

§  172.  OlasBification  of  School  Districts.  —  Under  a  constitu- 
tional prohibition  of  special  legislation  for  the  management  and 
control  of  schools  and  school  districts,  there  is  nothing  in  the  inher- 
ent nature  of  either  schools  or  school  districts  which  prevents  proper 
classification.'    When  the  subject  of  classifying  schools  and  scIkk>I 

inhabitants  or  over  b  special  l^isla-  *  Sugar  Notch  Boroufh,  192  Pa.  349; 

tion.   Canfieldv.  Davies,6lN.  J.  L.26.  Commonwealth   v.   Gilligan,    195  Pa. 

'  Commonwealth  v.   Blacklev,    198  504;    Riccio  v.  Hoboken,  69  N.  J.  L. 

Pa.  372;  Philadelphia  &R.C.&  I.  Co.'s  649,    revV    69    N.   J.    L.    104.     The 

Petition,  200  Pa.  352.  nature  and  object  of  high  BchocU  a&cl 

'  People  V.  Hazelwood,  116  III.  319.  of  organLeations  for  the   purpose  oC 

The  wora  "towns"  —  as  used  in  the  maintaining   high  schools  suggests  a 

constitutional  inhibition  in  New  Jer-  classification  different  from  tm  com- 

aey  of  special  laws  regulating  internal  mon  school  organixation,  and  rationally 

anairs  of  towns  and  counties  —  is  a  justifies  diversitv  in  the  legislation  as 

eeneric   term,   including  cities.     Van  to  them.     People  v,  Lodi  High  School 

Riker  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ;  Stout  Dist.,    124  Cal.   694.    Whatever  may 

V.  Glen  Ridge,  59  N.  J.  L.  201,  213;  be  the  effect  of  the  provision  of  the 

Hermann  v.  Guttenberg,  62  N.  J.  L.  Wisconsin  Constitution  prohibiting  the 

605,  616,  619;    arUe^  chap.  ii.     But  in  legislature  from  "enactmg  any  special 

the  absence  of  any  clear  expression  of  a  or  private  laws  .  .  .  granting  ooipo- 

contrary  intent  the  term  "municipal  rate    powers   or   privileges  except   to 

corporation"    in    a  statute   must   be  cities/'  this  provision  does  not  apptv 

taken  in  the  strict  constitutional  sense  to  quasi  municipalities,  withhi  whm 

as   not   inducting   towns.      E^ton   v.  class  come  school   districts,  and   the 

Ufanitowac,  44  Wis.  489 ;  anU,  {  20  and  legislature  may  enact  a  statute  directly 

note ;  anUy  chap.  ii.  creating  a  school  district.    Having  tM 


I  172  CLASSIFICATION   OF   SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  329 

^listricts  first  came  up  for  consideration  the  courts  gave  special 
regard  to  the  fact  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  management  and 
support  of  schools  is  one  which  concerns  not  merely  the  locality  or 
mumcipality  but  the  State  at  large.  ^  But  it  was  found  that  the  man- 
agement and  government  of  schools  and  the  organization  of  school 
districts  within  city  limits  was  so  closely  united  to  the  general  ad- 
ministration of  the  municipalities  themselves,  that  school  districts 
could  not  be  severed  from  the  administration  of  municipal  aifairs, 
and  that  for  some  purposes  at  least  a  classiGcation  of  municipalities 
furnished  an  appropriate  basis  for  a  classification  of  schools  and 
school  districts.  For  example,  where  the  entire  State  is  divided  into 
school  districts,  and  each  township,  borough,  and  city  in  the  State  is 
declared  by  general  law  to  constitute  a  school  district,  a  classifica- 
tion of  school  districts  based  upon  a  classification  of  the  different 
municipalities  is  upon  lines  of  distinction  as  genuine  and  fundamental 
as  the  classification  of  municipalities  themselves.  Both  cities  and 
school  dbtricts  exercise  functions  which  are  governmental  in  char- 
acter, and  they  necessarily  run  close  together.  The  legislature  may 
recognize  this  fact,  and  provide  for  the  regulation  of  the  two  powers 
concurrently  in  the  same  territory,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  same  or 
similar  matters,  and,  in  subdividing  the  whole  territory  of  the  State 

power  to  create,  it  may  legalize  the  at-  than  others  in  another  does  not  render 

tempted  formation  of  a  school  district  the  school  laws  local  or  special.    Landi^ 

under  a  general  law  without  violating  v.  Ashworth,  57  N.  J.  L.  509.    The  fix- 

this    provision    of    the    Constitution,  ing  of  the  salaries  of  teachers  is  part  of 

State  9.  Van  Huse,  120  Wis.  15.    See  the  management  of  schools,  and  comes 

ante,  chap.  ii.  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  in  a 

A  statute  which,  in  addition  to  an-  prohibition  of  special  legislation  relat- 

nezing  parts  of  six  school  districts  to  mg  to   the   management   of  schools, 

a  seventh,  provides  that  the  consoli-  Earle  v.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Edu- 

dated  distnct  shall  be  controlled  by  a  cation,  55  Cat.  489. 
board  of  eleven  directors,  designates        *  Lowthorp  v.  Trenton,  62  N.  J.  L. 

their  terms  of  office,  prescribes  their  795,  aff'g  61  N.  J.  L.  4S4.     See  also 

qualifications,  the  manner  in  which  the  Chalfant  v.  Eklwards,  173  Pa.  St.  246. 

school  board  shall  disburse  the  school  The  common-tchodl  system  usually  rests 

funds,  and  the  manner  in  which  sup-  upon  a  general  law,  and  the  school  di- 

plies  and  materials  shall  be  furnished,  rectors  or  trustees  are  not  municipal 

provides 'for  the  division  of  school  dis-  officers;  they  are  not  chai^ged  with  any 

tricts  into  fifteen   districts,  and  pre-  municipal  powers  or  with  the  pprform- 

Bciibes  the  qualifications  and  eligibility  ance  ot  municipal  functions.    Chalfant 

of  school  teachers  with  the  maximum  v.  Edwards,  173  Pa.  246.    The  subject 

salaiy,  regulates  the  management  of  of  the  management  and  government  of 

common  schools  within  a  constitutional  schools  is  one  of  a  general  nature,  and 

prohibition  of  special  laws  on  that  sub-  falls  within  the  provision  of  the  Ohu> 

ject.    Such  provisions  cannot  be  jus-  Constitution  that  all  laws  of  a  general 

tified   on   the   eround   that  they  are  nature  shall  be  uniform  in  operation 

merely  incidental  to  a  rearran^ment  of  throughout  the  State.    State  v.  Powers, 

scliool  districts.    In  re  Consohdation  of  38  Ohio  St.  54 ;  State  v.  Spellmire,  67 

School  Dists.,  23  Colo.  499.    The  fact  Ohio  St.  77  (overruling  State  v.  Shearer, 

that  a   higher  gpde  of  education  is  46  Ohio  St.  275).    See  supra,  ||  143, 

avea  to  toe  children  of  one  district  144,  145. 
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into  school  districts  coextensive  with  the  municipal  limits  of  the  cities, 
incorporated  towns, boroughs,  and  townships,  may  establish  divergent 
regulations  for  the  support  of  schools  based  merely  upon  the  common- 
law  classification  of  municipalities  into  cities,  incorporated  towns, 
boroughs,  and  townships.^  It  has  further  been  held  that  provisions 
inserted  in  a  statute  applicable  to  cities  of  a  certain  class  regulating 
the  property  of  school  districts  therein  and  the  officers  administering 
the  same,  and  the  levy  and  collection  of  taxes,  are  general  in  their 
nature,  and  do  not,  either  in  themselves  or  because  they  form  a  part 
of  a  statute  relating  to  cities  of  a  certain  class,  violate  the  constitu- 
tional prohibition  against  special  l^slation.'  In  some  States  the 
courts  seem  to  have  gone  further,  and  to  have  held  that  a  statute 
applicable  to  school  districts  according  to  their  population  is  founded 
upon  a  sufficient  classification  to  make  the  statute  general  within 
the -meaning  of  a  constitutional  prohibition  such  as  that  under 
consideration.' 


•  Riccio  V,  Hoboken,  69  N.  J.  L.  649 ; 
rev'g  69  N.  J.  L.  104.  In  the  earlier 
case  of  Lowthorp  v.  Trenton,  62  N.  J. 
L.  795,  aflf'g  61  N.  J.  L.  484,  it  was 
held  that  the  purchase  of  a  site  in  the 
construction  of  a  building  for  a  high 
school  in  cities  of  the  second  class  had 
no  relation  whatever  to  the  ^vem- 
mental  apparatus  of  the  municipality, 
and  that  classification  on  the  basis 
of  population  of  the  municipality  for 
sucn  purposes  was  without  le^  justifi- 
cation. A  statute  which  provides  a  dif- 
ferent kind  of  government  for  schools 
and  municipalities  which  are  divided 
into  wards  from  municipalities  not 
divided  into  wards  is  contrary  to  the 
prohibition  of  special  legislation.  Lewis 
V.  Jersey  City,  66  N.  J.  L.  582. 

'  Commonwealth  v.  Gilligan,  195 
Pa.  504.  The  fact  that  school  districts 
are  affected  by  changes  of  the  limits  of 
a  borouffh  or  other  municipal  corporar 
tion  with  which  bjr  previous  laws  they 
were  made  coterminous,  may  be  made 
the  basis  of  a  classification  for  the  pur- 
pose of  regulating  their  financial  busi- 
ness and  quasi  governmental  affairs 
necessarily  involved  in  changes  of 
property,  assets,  and  liabilities,  and  a 
statute  so  limited  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  a  special  school  law  when  it 
does  not  make  any  changes  in  the 
powers  and  duties  ot  the  officers  of  the 
school  eystem  or  in  any  of  the  internal 
affairs  and  management  of  the  districts 
themselves  except  the  adjustment  of 
property  rights  made  necessary  by 'the 


changed  territorial  limits.  Such  dis- 
tricts may  well  constitute  a  distinct 
class  marked  by  peculiar  conditions 
which  may  at  any  time  becx>me  appfi- 
cable  to  any  distnct  in  any  borough  in 
the  State.  Sugar  Notch  Borough,  192 
Pa.  349. 

*  State  V.  Minor,  79  Minn.  201  (dia- 
approving  State  v.  Johnson,  77  lumi. 
453);  State  v.  Long,  21  Mont.  26; 
Holmes  &  Bull  Fum.  Co.  v.  Hedges,  13 
Wash.  696.  But  in  Earle  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco Board  of  Education,  55  CaL  489, 
a  statute  relating  to  salaries  of  school 
teachers  in  cities  bavinff  100,000  inhab- 
itants or  more  was  held  to  be  local  in 
its  character,'and  therefore  unconstitu- 
tional under  provisions  of  a  Constitu- 
tion prohibiting  special  or  local  laws 
for  the  management  or  control  of 
schools.  A  statute  which  provides  that 
in  any  school  township  conUdnina  a  city 
of  800  inhabitants  or  more  wfaicn  is  not 
organized  as  an  indei)endent  school 
district,  the  residents  in  such  school 
township  outside  the  city  limits  may 
separate  themselves  from  the  dW  and 
oi^anize  a  distinct  school  township  in 
the  manner  therein  prescribed  isspidai 
and  local,  being  based  upon  an  idnsoiy 
classification,  when,  under  the  form  oif 
organization  existing  in  the  State,  a 
ci^  with  a  population  of  800  not  or- 
ganized as  an  mdependent  school  dis- 
trict but  located  in  a  school  townaliip 
possesses,  as  to  school  mattefs,  no 
powers  or  privilei^  that  are  not  also 
possessed  by  any  mcorporated  town  or 
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§  173.  Taxes.  —  A  constitutional  prohibition  of  special  i^isla- 
tion  ''for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes"  ernhraces  all  the 
proceedings  for  raising  money  by  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power 
from  the  inception  of  a  proceeding  to  the  conclusion,  .and  takes  from 
the  legislature  all  power,  past,  present,  or  future,  of  special  legislation 
on  the  subject.  It  includes  within  its  operation  a  statute  authorizing 
the  levy  of  a  tax,  or  limiting  the  amount  that  may  be  levied.^  Neither 
this  constitutional  prohibition  nor  a  constitutional  requirement  that 
taxation  shall  be  uniform  prevents  a  classification  of  persons  and 
property  for  purposes;  of  assessment.^  Under  such  a  constitutional 
prohibition  special  rules  may  be  made  for  the  assessment  of  railway 
property,'  express  and  telegraph  companies/  stock  of  banks,*  dis- 
tilled spirits  in  bonded  warehouses,*  live  stock  on  the  open  range,^ 
and  other  classes  of  properly.'  But  in  classifying  property  for  pur- 
poses of  taxation  a  statute  may  be  unconstitutional  if  it  results  in 
double  taxation  upon  any  species  of  property.*  Statutes  relating  to 
the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes  have  also  been  held  to  be  gen- 


viDage  in  all  respects  similarW  situated. 
Plummer  v.  Borsheim,  8  N.  Dak.. 565. 

«  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Forest 
County,  95  Wis.  80.  See  chapter  on 
Taxation,  poti.  But  in  Sisk  v,  Caii^e, 
138  Ala.  164,  a  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion in  precisely  the  same  terms  was 
held  to  be  limited  in  its  effect  to  the 
''assessment"  and  "collection,"  and 
not  to  apply  to  special  or  local  acts 
authorising  the  ''levying"  of  a  tax. 

*  Gay  «.  Thomas,  5  Okl.  1.  The  re- 
quirement of  the  Nebfiuka  Constitu- 
tion that  the  taxation  of  persons  en- 
gaged in  certain  occupations  shall  be 
Sy  general  law  uniform  as  to  the  class 
upon  which  it  operates  forbids  partial- 
ity and  favoritism,  but  does  not  forbid 
reasonable  classification  of  persons  or 
property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 
RoKnbloom  v.  State,  64  Neb.  342. 

'  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Super- 
viaoTB,  67  Iowa,  199;  Chicago  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  9.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  155;  Missouri 
Vall^  &  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Harrison  County, 
74  Iowa,  283,  287.  For  the  purpose  of 
eoDecting  delinquent  taxes,  railroads 
operated  in  more  than  one  county,  con- 
stitute a  class  distinct  from  other  rail- 
roads as  well  as  from  all  other  tax- 
payers. People  V.  Central  Pac.  R.  Co., 
105  CaL  576. 

*  Express  Co.  v.  EUyson,  28  Iowa, 

374. 

*  Fnmf^hBi  State  Bank  v.  Reriok, 
96  Iowa,  238. 


•  Commonwealth  «.  Taylor  Co.,  101 
Ky.  325. 

'  Standard  Cattle  Co.  v.  Baird,  8 
Wyo.  144. 

'  A  statute  of  New  Jersey^  which 
provides  that  all  real  estate  held  by 
an  officer  of  the  State  in  his  official 
capacity,  or  by  any  person  appointed 
in  a  juducial  proceeding,  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  some  person,  shall  be  subject 
to  taxation,  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
a  special  law  merely  because  its  open^ 
tion  is  confined  to  real  property  and 
does  not  include  personal  property. 
The  question  whetner  both  personal 
and  tesX  propertjr  shall  be  taxed  is  ad- 
dressed to  thie  legislature,  and  the  legis- 
lature may  distinguish  between  them 
when  it  sees  fit.  Chancellor  v.  Eliza- 
beth, 65  N.  J.  L.  478,  483,  aff'd  66 
N.  J.  L.  687,  688.  A  constitutional 
provision  regulating  imiformity  in  tax- 
ation has  been  held  not  to  apply  to 
licenses  on  occupations.  Ellis  v.  Fra- 
sier,  38  Oreg.  462;  Ex  parte  City 
Council  of  Montgomery,  64  Ala.  463; 
Ex  parte  Mirande,  73  Cal.  365 ;  Baker 
V.  Cincinnati,  11  Ohio  St.  543. 

*  A  special  tax  on  bicydes  is  uncon- 
stitutional under  a  requirement  that 
all  taxation  shall  be  equal  and  uniform 
when  bicycles  are  also  taxable  under 
the  genem  law  for  the  assessment  of 
personal  property.  Ellis  v.  Frasier, 
38  Oreg.  462 ;  8.  c.  infra,  §  174. 
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eral  when  the  basis  of  classification  has  been  some  intrinsic  distinc- 
tion relating  to  the  tax,  as  secured  or  unsecured/  or  the  existence 
or  non-existence  of  the  power  of  sale.'  And  statutes  relating  to  taxes 
have  also  been  sustained  as  general  where  their  provisions  were 
applicable  only  to  a  class  of  cities.'  But  if  the  legislature  attempts 
to  classify  municipalities  or  other  local  subdivisions  upon  a  basis 
which  includes  some  and  excludes  others  without  any  substantial 
reason  therefor,  the  result  is  special  legblation  for  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  taxes  which  is  unconstitutional.* 


'  A  law  Droviding  for  the  collection 
of  unaecurea  taxes  upon  personal  prop- 
erty at  a  different  time  and  in  a  differ- 
ent manner  from  the  collection  of  taxes 
upon  personal  property  which  are 
secured  by  lien  upon  real  estate  is  gen- 
eral and  uniform  m  its  operation  and  is 
not  a  special  law.  Rode  v.  Siebe,  119 
CaL  518. 

'  A  statute  conferrin({  upon  cities 
incorporated  under  special  acts  and 
charters,  which  do  not  possess  the 
power  to  sell  personal  or  real  property 
tor  delinquent  taxes,  the  power  to  seU 
therefor  deals  with  a  distinctive  con- 
dition, and  is  applicable  to  all  cities  in 
which  the  condition  is  to  be  found,  and 
IS  a  general  law.  Haskell  v.  Burling- 
ton, 30  Iowa,  232. 

■  The  provision  of  the  charter  of 
eUies  of  the  -fixtt  dasa  in  Kentucky  re- 
quiring the  pa^rment  of  interest  on 
taxes  past  due  is  not  void  as  special 
legislation,  though  the  statutes  do  not 
provide  for  the  payment  of  interest  on 
taxes  due  to  the  cities  of  other  classes 
or  to  the  State  or  county.  Walston  v, 
Louisville,  23  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1852;  66 
S.  W.  Rep.  385 ;  Woolley  v.  Louisville, 
24  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1357;  71  S.  W.  Rep. 
893.  A  statute  for  the  collection  of 
taxes  by  the  sale  of  property  subject 
thereto,  which  excludes  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  act  taxes  assessed  at  a  rate 
in  excess  of  three  per  cent,  is  not  ren- 
dered special  by  such  exception.  The 
exception  does  not  exclude  any  city 
from  its  operation,  and  creates  no  dis- 
tinction between  cities  in  that  respect. 
Flock  V.  Smith,  65  N.  J.  L.  224. 

«  Angell  V.  Gass  County,  UN.  Dak. 
265;  Duluth  Banking  Co.  v.  Koon,  81 
Minn.  486.  A  provision  of  a  statute  for 
the  rdocatian  of  a  eountv  seat  of  a  speci- 
.fied  county  requiring  the  levy  ancf  col- 
lection of  a  special  tax  on  the  townMp 
in  which  ihe  county  seat  should  be  lo- 
cated to  provide  funds  for  the  erection 
of  the  bmldings,  is  in  conflict  with  the 


provision  of  the  Indiana  ConstitiiCioii 
prohibiting  the  passage  of  locaal  or 
special  laws  for  the  assessment  uid 
collection  of  taxes  for  county  and 
township  purposes.  Board  of  Gom'rs 
of  Jackson  County  v.  State,  155  Ind. 
604.  A  statute  r^ulatins  the  manner 
of  collection  of  taxes  which  becmme 
delinquent  before  the  first  Monday  of 
June,  1897,  and  to  extend  the  time  for 
the  payment  thereof  under  certain  con- 
ditions in  all  counties  where  taxes  de- 
linquent in  1897  and  prior  thereto  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of  30  mills  on  the  dollar 
for  1896,  is  based  upon  an  arbitmiy 
classification  and  is  a  special  law  and 
invalid.  Duluth  Banking  Co.  v.  Koon, 
81  Minn.  486. 

The  Constitution  of  Tennesmm^  art. 
xl.  (  8,  provides  that  "the  legislature 
shall  have  no  power  to  suroend  any 
general  law  for  the  benefit  of  any  par- 
ticular individual,  nor  to  pass  any  law 
for  the  benefit  of  individuals  inoondst- 
ent  with  the  general  laws  of  the  land ; 
nor  to  pass  any  law  granting  to  an  in- 
dividual or  individuals  rignts,  privi- 
leges, immunities,  or  exemptionB  other 
than  such  as  may  be  by  the  same  law 
extended  to  any  member  of  the  ooii^ 
munity  who  may  be  able  to  bring  him- 
self within  the  provisions  of  such  law.*' 
Construing  this,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  says:  "It  is  true  that  the 
l^slature  has  power  to  grant  'f*^^ 
/charters  to  municipal  corporations, 
and  may,  in  general,  include  within 
those  charters  such  peculiar  provisiona, 
not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution,  as 
may  be  needed  for  the  convenienoe  and 
well-being  of  the  particular  community. 
But  where  these  provisions  are  so  gen- 
eral as  to  fall  within  a  classification 
common  to  all  the  citisens  of  the  State, 
there  can  be  no  justification  for  erecV 
in^  a  9ingjie  city  into  a  dUus  by  itweif 
with  provisions  more  onerous  than  are 
imposed  upon  all  other  dtiiens  ooeupj^ 
ing  the  same  situation,  or  more  adv — 
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\  174.  Hiffhways;  —  In  New  York,  it  is  held  that  the  constitu- 
tional  prohibition  of  special  or  local  laws  **  laying  oiU,  opening,  aUer^ 
ing^  working^  or  discontinuing  roads,  highvxiys,  or  alleys,"  is  to  be 
taken  in  its  popular  sense,  and  comprehends  only  the  ordinary  roads 
and  highvxiys  under  the  care  of  the  local  authorities.*  Hence  it  does 
not  include  and  is  not  applicable  to  city  streets  or  avenues.^  But  in 
Iowa,  under  a  constitutional  prohibition  in  precisely  the  same  terms, 
it  has  been  said  that  a  street  is  a  road  or  highway  and  within  its 
operation.' 

tageoufl.     It  WB8  BO  held  many  yean  Matter  of  Lexington  Ave.,   29   Hun 

««>  in  Memphis  v.   Fisher,   9  Baxt.  (N.  Y.),  303,  afiTd  92  N.  Y.  629 ;  People 

^enn.)    239;     where   the   legislature  v.Lohna8,54Hun(N.  Y.),604.  See  also 

Attempted  to  exonerate  the   city  of  Lafayette  v,  Jenners,  10  Ind.  74,  79; 

Mempnis  from  the  burden  of  executing  East  Portland  v.  Multnomah  County, 

cost  of  appeal  bondi.    Bv  the  general  6  Oreg.   62;    Simon  v.   Northup,  27 

laws  cd  the  State,  applicable  to  all  citi-  Oreg.  487.     A  statute  to  legalise  the 

zens,  tax  officers  are  permitted  to  dis-  (proceedings  of  the  board  of  commis- 

train  for  delinquent  taxes.     Nowhere  sionero  of  a  specified  cotmty  relative  to 

dse  in  the  State  are  they  permitted  to  the  construction  of  roads  is  necessarily 

distrain  for  tax  not  delinquent  except  special  and  local  and  unconstitutionaL 

in  the  city  of  Memphis,  \mder  the  sec-  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Owen  County  v. 

tion  above  quoted.     The  said  section  Spangler,  159  Ind.  575.     But  quaret 

creates  an  unconstitutional  discriminar  See  ante,  {   129,  and  Index,  Curative 

tion  in  favor  of  the  city  of  Memphis,  Ad. 

and  thus  is  in  violation  of  the  section  '  Tuttle  v.  Polk,  92  Iowa,  433.  A 
of  the  Constitution  above  referred  to.  provision  in  an  act  mcorporating  a  city 
It  imposes  upon  the  citizens  of  Mem-  excepting  the  territory  within  the  limits 
phis  a  burden  nowhere  else  imposed,  of  the  municipality  from  the  jurisdio- 
and  is  in  violation  of  art.  i.  §  8  of  the  tion  of  the  county  court  for  road  pur- 
ConsUtution.  There  can  be  no  good  poses  and  vesting  the  same  in  the 
reason  for  singling  out  the  city  of  municipality,  does  not  violate  the  pro- 
Memphis  for  these  discriminations."  vision  of  the  Oregon  Constitution  pro- 
MaJone  0.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390;  hibiting  special  or  local  laws  for  laying 
103  S.  W.  Rep.  798.      ^  out,  opening,  and  working  highways, 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  State  and  for  the  assessment  and  ^collection 
of  Tennessee,  certain  provisions  of  an  of  taxes  for  the  State,  county,  ^township, 
amended  or  new  charter  of  Memphis  or  road  purposes.  East  Portland  v. 
were  held  unconstitutional  and  void  Multnomah  County,  6  Oreg.  62 ;  Mult- 
because  thcry  created  "an  unreasonable  nomah  County  v,  Sliker,  10  Or^.  65. 
discrimination  in  favor  of  the  city  of  A  statute  relating  to  highways  which 
Memphis,  as  a  means  of  collecting  its  excepts  from  its  provisions  twenty-four 
taxes,  and  also  in  favor  of  purchasers  counties,  leaving  it  to  operate  in  ten 
at  tax  aaies  under  the  authority  of  said  counties,  is  a  local  law  wittiin  the  mean- 
city,  in  violation  of  art.  xi.  §  8,  of  the  ing  of  a  constitutional  prohibition  of 
Constitution  of  the  State,  and  also  as  local  and  special  laws  laying  out  high- 
placing  an  unreasonable  burden  upon  wavs.  Ellis  v.  Frazier,  38  Oreg.  462. 
the  taxpayers  of  the  city  of  Mempnis,  A  local  statute  imposing  a  tax  upon 
in  violation  of  art.  i.  §  3,  of  the  Consti-  bici^des^  to  be  applied  in  constructing, 
tution ;  also  as  in  violation  of  that  ini-  maintaining,  and  repairing  bicycle 
plied  restriction  of  the  State  Consti-  paths  on  highways  and  in  other  places, 
tution  which  provides  that  the  private  violates  a  constitutional  prohibition  of 
property  of  one  citizen  shall  not  be  local  and  special  laws  for  laying  out, 
taken  from  him  and  given  to  another."  opening,  and  working  highways.  Ellis 
Malone  r.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390;  103  v.  Frazier,  38  Oreg.  462;  a.  c,  suvra, 
S.  W.  Rep.  798.  S  173.   There  may  possibly  be  a  distino- 

>  Matter  of  Bums,  155  N.  Y.  23,  tion  between  bicycles  and  automobiles 

rev'g  16  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  507.  in  this  respect,  since  the  latter  vehicles 

*  Matter  of  Woolsey,  95  N.  Y.  135 ;  are  especially  wearing  upon  highways. 
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§  175  (48).  "  Where  Oeneral  Law  caa  be  made  AppUeable/*  — 
Under  a  G>nstitution  which  provides  that  *'in  all  cases  where  a 
general  law  can  be  made  applicable^  no  special  law  shall  he  enacted,** 
the  better  view,  and  the  one  supported  by  the  decided  weight  of 
authority,  is  that  it  is  fpr  the  legislature  to  determine  whether  its 
purpose  can  or  cannot  be  expediently  effected  by  a  general  law;  and 
a  special  act  will  not  generally  be  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  on  the 
ground  that  the  legislature  might  have  enacted  a  general  law  upon 
the  same  subject^ 


>  Guthrie  National  Bank  v.  Guthrie, 
173  U.  S.  528;  Travelers  Iub.  Co.  v. 
Oswego,  19  U.  S.  App.  321 ;  Rathbone 
V.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Kiowa  County, 
83  Fed.  Rep.  125;  Springfield  Safe 
Dep.  &  Tr.  Co.  v,  Attica,  85  Fed.  Rep. 
387;  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Seward 
County  V.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  90  Fed. 
Rep.  222;  Kearney  County  «.  Van- 
driss,  115  Fed.  Rep.  806;  Murdock  «. 
Woodson,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  188;  Powell 
V.  Durden,  61  Ark.  21 ;  Davis  v.  Gaines, 
48  Ark.  370;  Carson  v.  St.  Francis 
Levee  Dist.,  59  Ark.  513 ;  Clarke  v.  Jack, 
60  Ala.  271,  278;  People  v.  McFadden, 
81  Cal.  489;  People  v.  Mullender,  132 
Cal.  217;  People  v.  Levee  Dist.,  131 
Cal.  30 ;  Brown  v.  Denver,  7  Colo.  305 ; 
Johnson  «.  Joliet  &  C.  R.  Co.,  23  111. 
202;  Wilson  v.  Sanitary  Dist.,  133  UL 
443 ;  Knopf  «.  People,  185  IlL  20 ;  Sani- 
tary Dist.  V.  Ray,  199  lU.  63 ;  Mt.  Ver- 
non V.  Ewens  Brick  Co.,  204  IlL  32; 
Gentile  v.  State.  29  Ind.  409  Toverrul- 
inff  Thomas  v.  Clay  Co.  Board  of  Com'rs, 
5  Ind.  4) ;  Longworth's  Executors  v. 
Evansville,  32  Ind.  322;  State  v. 
Tucker,  46  Ind.  355,  358;  Evansville 
V.  State,  118  Ind.  426;  State  v,  Kol- 
sem,  130  Ind.  434;  BeU  v.  Biaish,  137 
Ind.  226;  Young  v.  Board,  Ac.,  137 
Ind.  323;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  State, 
142  Ind.  428;  Mode  v.  Beasley,  143 
Ind.  306;  Woods  v.  BlcCay,  144  Ind. 
316,  322;  Indianapolis  v,  Navin,  151 
Ind.  139;  Smith  v.  Indianapolis  St.  R. 
Co.,  158  Ind.  425;  Longview  v.  Craw- 
fordsville,  164  Ind.  117;  Marion  School 
City  V.  Forrest,  168  Ind.  94;  State  v. 
Squires,  26  Iowa,  340;  Von  Phul  v. 
Hammer,  29  Iowa,  222;  Richman  v. 
Supervisors,  77  Iowa,  513 ; .  State  v, 
Johnson,  1  Kan.  178 ;  Beach  v.  Leahy, 
11  Kan.  23;  Wichita  v.  Burleigh,  36 
Kan.  34;  Barber  County  v.  Smith,  48 
Kan.  331;  Elevator  Co.  v.  Stewart, 
50  Kan.  378;  State  v.  LweUing,  51 
Kan.  562;  Eichholtz  v.  Martin,  53 
Kan.  486;  In  re  Greer,  58  Kan.  268; 


Farrelly  v.  Cole,  60  Kan.  356,  375; 
Rambo  v.  Larrabee,  67  Kan.  634 ;  Aah 
V.  Thorp,  65  Kan.  60;  Richardson  «. 
Board  of  Education,  72  Kan.  629; 
SUte  V,  Boone  County  Court,  50  Mo. 
317;  St.  Louis  v.  Shields,  62  Mo.  247; 
Weston  «.  Ryan,  70  Neb.  211;  Van 
Cleve  V.  Passaic  Valley  Oewuaa,e 
Com'rs,  71 N.  J.  L.  183 ;  s.  c.  71 N.  jTL 
574;  Evans  v.  Job.  8  Nev.  322;  Me- 
Gill  v.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  228,  247; 
Johnson  v.  Mocabee,  1  Okla.  204 ;  Ad- 
dington  v.  Canfield,  11  Okla.  204;  Sta- 
art «.  Kiriey,  12  S.  Dak.  245;  WiUiams 
V,  Nashville,  89  Tenn.  487;  Dallas  «. 
Western  Electric  Co.,  83  Tex.  243, 244 ; 
Smith  V.  Grayson  County,  18  Tex.  Ckw. 
App.  153.  Contra,  In  re  Prits,  9  lows, 
30,  where  a  special  act  amending  the 
charter  of  a  city  was  held  invalid  be- 
cause all  such  laws  were  b^  the  Goo* 
stitution  of  the  State  required  to  be 
and  could  be  made  general  See  Von  * 
Phul  V.  Ebonmer,  29  Iowa,  222 ;  State  «. 
Des  Moines,  96  Iowa,  521 ;  «upra,  1 162. 
The  fact  that  a  general  law  has  been 
passed  by  the  legislature  on  the  same 
subject  does  not  afiPect  the  questioii. 
Oak  Cliff  «.  State,  97  Tex.  383 ;  see  oRle, 
S  142,  citinff  Montgomery  v.  Reese,  146 
Ala.  410.  In  Sovdi  Carolina,  the  court 
has  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
question  whether  a  general  law  can  be 
made  applicable  is  a  judicial  questioii, 
because  the  Constitution  of  that  State 
expressly  declares  that  its  provisiotta 
shall  be  construed  to  be  mandatocy 
and  prohibitory  and  not  merely  diree- 
tory.  Carolina  Grocery  Co.  v.  Burnet^ 
61  S.  Car.  205;  SUte  v.  Higgins,  51 
S.  Car.  51,  54;  Dean  v.  Spartanbai)g 
County,  59  S.  Car.  110.  In  Minneeoia 
and  Afisaouriy  by  express  constitutiooal 
provision,  it  is  declared  that  whether  m 
general  law  could  have  been  made  ap- 
plicable in  any  case  is  a  judicial  ape^- 
tion,  and,  as  such,  shall  be  judicttOy 
determined  without  regard  to  any 
legislative   assertion    on  that  subjeet 
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(Minn.  Const.,  1867,  art.  iv.  $  33,  as 
amended  in  1892;  Mo.  Const.,  1875, 
art.  iv.  I  53).  As  to  the  application  of 
these  provisions  see  Ashbrook  v.  Schaub, 
160  Bfo.  107.  In  Oe&raia  (Const.,  1877, 
art  t  {  4),  it  is  provicted  that  "all  laws 
of  a  genend  nature  shall  have  uniform 
operation  throughout  the  State,  and  no 
special  law  shall  be  enacted  in  any  case 
for  which  provision  has  been  made  by 
an  existing  general  law."  A  provision 
in  a  special  act  creatine  a  new  charter 
for  a  designated  city  that  the  board  of 
water  and  electric  hght  oommissioDen 


therein  provided  for  should  consist  in 
part  of  two  members  of  the  city  council 
elected  by  the  mayor  and  council,  is 
unconstitutional  and  void,  because  in 
conflict  with  a  ^neral  law  applicable 
to  all  municipahties  prohibiting  coun- 
cilmen  and  aldermen  from  nolding 
any  other  municipal  office  during  the 
term  for  which  they  are  chosen, — 
the  rule  of  the  general  law  being 
inconsistent  therewith  and  taking 
priority  hyr  reason  of  the  provision  of 
the  Constitution.  Jones  v.  McCasldlly 
112  Ga.  453. 
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§  190.  Oonstitatioiud  Proviaioiui.  —  The  powers  conferred  upon 
municipalities  to  grant  franchises  or  rights  in  the  nature  of  franchises 
in  the  public  streets,  the  'power  to  create  debt  including  the  power  to 
issue  negotiable  long  time  bonds,  and  the  power  to  levy  taxes  and 
assessments  are  the  powers  which  experience  has  shown  to  be  es- 
pecially liable  to  serious  abuse,  and  to  be  differentiated  in  many 
respects  from  the  ordinary  powers  relating  to  municipal  rule  and 
regulation.  The  proneness  of  municipalities  to  incur  indebtedness, 
especially  if  its  burden  can  be  thrown  upon  posterity,  is  well  ^own, 
and  needs,  in  the  interest  of  the  public  welfare,  to  be  regulated  and 
restricted.  Power  to  create  debts  payable  in  the  future  is  necessaiy 
in  order  to  enable  municipalities  to  make  expensive  and  permar 
nent  local  improvements,  such  as  sewers,  paving  streets,  &c.,  to 
erect  necessaiy  public  buildings,  to  procure  public  parks,  to  construct 
or  acquire  water  works,  lighting  plants,  and  other  public  utilities  if 
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desired.  The  burden  of  such  large  expenditures  should  not  be 
presently  paid,  but  spread  over  a  reasonable  period  of  time^  and  the 
most  expedient  way  in  which  to  meet  the  present  cost  is  by  the  issue 
and  sale  of  municipal  obligations  the  principal  whereof  is  payable 
from  ten  to  fifty  years  in  the  future,  and  the  interest  and  some  por- 
tion of  the  principal  payable  currently  from  year  to  year.  Various 
devices  have  been  resorted  to  in  order  to  prevent  the  incurring  of 
inconsiderate,  extravagant,  and  onerous  indebtedness,  such,  for  ex- 
ample, as  the  constitution  of  a  special  board  of  control  like  the  Board 
of  Estimate  and  Apportionment  in  New  York  City,*  such  also  as 
the  requirement  of  the  previous  sanction  of  a  popular  vote,  the  veto 
power  of  the  mayor,  &c.  But  chief  among  the  devices  to  this  end  is 
one  of  comparatively  recent  origin,  namely,  ConstUvtianal  Limiior 
iwn$  on  the  power  to  incur  debt.  The  subject  is  so  important,  and  the 
decisions  construing  and  applying  the  constitutional  provisions  and 
showing  their  practical  workings  are  so  numerous,  that  in  this  edition 
of  the  present  work  we  have  felt  that  it  was  necessary  to  prepare  a 
new  chapter  entirely  devoted  to  its  consideration.' 

The  terms  of  these  constitvtional  limiiations  vary  ffreatly.  The 
limitation  contained  in  the  Constitution  of  Iowa "  was  one  of  the 
earliest,  if  not  the  first,  of  these  provisions.  It  declares  that  "No 
county  or  other  political  or  municipal  corporation  shall  be  allowed 
to  become  indebted  in  any  manner,  or  for  any  purpose,  to  an  amount 
in  the  aggregate  exceeding  five  per  centum  on  the  value  of  the  taxa- 
ble property  within  such  county  or  corporation,  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  last  State  and  county  lists,  previous  to  the  incurring  of  such  in- 
debtedness." In  many  other  States  similar  limitations  upon  the 
total  debt  which  may  be  contracted  have  been  imposed.^    These 

*  Ante,  chap.  i.  §  26.  a  population  of  less  than  6,000,  five 
'  Ante,  chap.  i.    Lord  Avebury,  for-   per  cent ;  in  towns  and  cities  having  a 

meriy    Sir    John    Lubbock    and    late  population  of  6,000  and  also  certain 

chairman    of    the    London    Comnion  enumerated  towns,  seven  per  cent  of 

Council  opens  his  late  work,  On  Munici-  the  assessed  valuation    (Const.,  1901. 

pal  and  National  Trading,  1906,  with  §§  224,  225).    Colorado.    In  cities  and 

the  following  sentence:  ''The  porten-  towns,  three  per  cent  of  the  valuation  of 

tous  and  rapidl^r  growing  increase  of  taxable  property  (Const.,  1876,  art.  xi. 

rates  and  municipal  debts  haft  roused  §  8).     Georgia.  Seven  per  cent  of  the 

the  anxiety  of  all  thoughtful  citizens  —  assessed   value   of   taxable   property, 

four  times  the  expenditure  of  forty  Cities  the  debt  of  which  did  not  ex- 

yeare  ago.    Though  we  pay  so  much,  ceed  seven  per  cent  of  such  value  when 

we  are  not  paying  our  way.    The  local  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  may  be 

authorities  [in  Great  Britain]  are  run-  authorized  to  contract  aaditional  debt 

^ing  head  over  heels  in  debt"  (pp.  1,  to  the  extent  of  three  per  cent  of  such 

2).  value  (0>nBt.,  1877,  art.  vii.  §  7,  pars. 

'  Const.,  1857,  art.  xi.  §  3.  1,  2).     Illinois.    Five  per  cent  on  the 

*  Alabama.  In  counties  three  and  value  of  the  taxable  property  (Ck>nBt.f 
one-half  per  cent,  and  in  cities,  towns,  1870,  art.  ix.  §  12).  Indiana.  Two  per 
or  other  municipal  corporations  having  cent  on  the  value  of  the  taxable  prop- 
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limitations  are  usually  directed  to  be  based  upon  and  measured  by 
the  last  assessment  for  taxes  previous  to  the  incurring  of  debt.  These 
provisions  are  limitations  beyond  which  no  debt  whatever  shall  he 
contracted  by  the  body  politic  or  corporate.  Within  the  limits  so 
prescribed  the  power  of  cities  and  other  municipalities  to  contract 
debt  is  sometimes  further  qualified  by  provisions  that  indebtedness 
shall  not  be  contracted  by  a  municipality  in  any  one  year  exceeding 
the  income  and  revertiie  provided  for  that  year  without  submission 
to  the  people  and  the  approval  of  a  vote,  —  in  some  instances  of  a 
majority,  and  in  some  instances  of  a  specified  proportion  of  the 
voters,  e.  g.y  two-thirds  or  three-fifths.'  In  some  Constitutions,  the 
requirement  that  the  question  shall  be  svbmiUed  to  the  voters  and 
approved  by  a  vote  is  general  in  its  terms  and  applies  to  all  in- 

erty   (Const.,   1851,  art.  xiii.  {   1^  as  exceeded   seven   per   cent   when  the 

amended  in  1881).     Kentucky.  Cities  Constitution    was    adopted,    may  be 

having  a  population  exceeding  15,000,  authorised  to  increase  the  same  three 

ten  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  taacable  per  cent  upon  such  valuation  in  the 

property;    cities  having  a  population  aggregate  (Const.,  1874,  art.  ix.  §  8). 

of  less  than  ^  15,(XX),  three  per  cent ;  South  Cardina.   In  cities  and  towna^ 

counties   having   districts   and    other  the  "bonded  debt"  shall  not  exceed 

municipalities,  two  per  cent.     If  the  eight  per  cent  of  the  assessed  vahie  of 

debt  limit  had  been  reached  prior  to  taxable  property  (Const.,  1895,  art.  viiL 

the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  cities  §   7).     South  Dakota.   Five  per  cent 

and    towns    may  increase   it  to    the  upon   the  assessed   valuation  of  the 

extent  of  two  per  cent,   and   other  taxable  property    (Const.,   1889,  art 

municipalities  to  the  extent  of  one  per  xiii.  {  4,  as  amended  in  1902).    Utah. 

cent  (Const.,  1889,  {  158).    Louisiana.  In  counties  two  per  cent,  and  in  citiei» 

One-tenth   of  the  assessed   valuation  towns,  &c.,  four  per  cent,  of  the  vahie 

(0>n8t.,  1898.  art.  281).    Maine.  Five  of  taxable  property  (Const.  1895,  art 

per  cent  of  the  last  regular  valuation  xiv.  §  4).     Virginia.   "Bonds  or  otha* 

(Ck>n8t.,     1819.     22nd     Amendment,  interest-bearing  obligations"  shall  not 

adopted  in  1877).      Minnesota.    Rail-  exceed  eighteen  per  cent  of  the  anoonoed 

roaa  Aid  Bonds  limited  to  five  per  cent  valuation  of  the  real  estate  subject  to 

of  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  taxation  (Const.,  1902,  {  127).    WaA- 

(Const.,  art.  ix.  §  15,  adopted  1879).  ington.    Five  per  cent  on  the  value  of 

Missouri.   Five  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the   taxable   property    (Const.,  1889, 

taxable  property  (Const.,  1875,  art.  x.  art.  viii.   §  6).     West  Vvrginia.  Rvr 

S  12).    Montana.   In  counties,  five  per  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  taxable 

cent,  and  in  cities,  towns,  dec,  three  property   (Const.,  1872,  art.  x.  f  8). 

per  cent,  of  the  value  of  taxable  prop-  fVisconsin.   Five  per  cent  on  the  value 

erty   (Ck>nst.,  1889,  art.  xiii.  }§  5,  6).  of  taxable  property  (0>nst.,  1848,  ait 

New  York.    In  counties  and  cities,  ten  xi.  §  3,  as  amended  m  1874).    Wyoming. 

per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  Two  per  cent  on  the  assessed  value  of 

the   real   estate   subject   to  taxation  taxable  property  (Const.,  1889,  art  xvL 

(Const.,  1895,  art.  viii.  §  10,  as  amended  §{3,  5).    Territories.   Four  per  cent  od 

in  1899).   North  Dakota.   Five  per  cent  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  (Act 

upon  the  assessed  value  of  the  taxable  of  Congress,  July  30,  1886, 24  Stats,  at 

property;   but  any  city  may  by  two-  Laige,  218,  known  as  the  "HarrisoD 

thinls  vote  increase  such  indebtedness  Act,"  and  so  called  after  its  author, 

three  per  cent  on  such  assessed  value  subsequently  President  of  the  United 

in    addition     (Const.,    1889,    §     183).  States). 

Oregon.  0>unty     debt    or    liabilities        ^  Colo.  Const.,  1876,  art.  xi.  ff  6,8; 

shall  not  exceed  $5,000  (Ck>nst,  1859,  Ky.  Ck>nst.,  1899,  {  157;   Mo.  GooBt, 

art.  xi.   S   10).     Pennsj^vania.   Seven  1875,  art.  x.  {  12;   Utah  Const.,  1895, 

per  cent  upon  the  assessed  value  of  art.  xiv.  {  3 ;   Wyo.  Const,  1880,  ait 

taxable  property,  bu^  cities  whose  debt  zvi.  {  4. 
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debtedness.^  The  restriction  that  no  municipality  shall  incur  any 
indebtedness  or  liability  in  any  maimer  or  Jot  any  purpose  exceeding 
in  any  year  the  incpme  and  revenue  provided  for  such  year  without 
the  authoritjr  of  a  vote  of  the  qualified  electors,  is  also  found  in  a  few 
Constitutions  where  there  is  no  limit  to  the  total  debt  permitted.' 
In  the  Constitutions  of  one  of  the  States  ordinary  and  necessary 
expenses  are  excepted  from  the  limitation  of  indebtedness.'  And 
in  some  Constitutions  provision  b  made  for  anticipation  of  the  col- 
lection of  the  revenues  for  the  year  current  at  the  time  when  the 
indebtedness  is  incurred.^ 

Induced  doubtless  by  the  imperative  necessity  for  providing  for 
wcAer  and  sewerage^  many  of  the  Constitutions  make  provision  there- 
for either  by  declaring  that  the  debt  incurred  for  water  supply  or 

indebtedness,  "may,  in  anticipation  of 
the  customaiy  annual  revenue  thereof, 
appropriate,  during  any  fiscal  year,  a 
sum  not  exceeding  seven-eighths  of  the 
entire  revenue  applicable  to  the  ^neral 
governmental  purposes  (exclusive  of 
the  payment  of  tne  bonded  debt  of 
such  county,  city,  or  municipality) 
that  was  actually  raised  b^  taxation 
alone  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year" 
(Const.,  art.  ix.  f  19).  In  New  York, 
the  constitutional  provision  does  not 
"prevent  the  issuing  of  certificates  of 
indebtedness  or  revenue  bonds  issued 
in  anticipation  of  the  collection  of 
taxes  for  amounts  actually  contained, 
or  to  be  contained,  in  the  taxes  for  the 
vear  when  such  certificates  or  revenue 
bonds  are  issued,  and  payidble  out  of 
such  taxes  "  (Ck>nst.,  1895,  art.  viii.  $  10, 
as  amended  in  1899).  In  South  Car- 
olinaf  the  constitutional  provision  does 
not  "prevent  the  issuing  of  certificate 
of  indebtedness  in  anticipation  of  the 
collection  of  taxes  for  amounts  actually 
contained  or  to  be  contained  in  the 
taxes  for  the  year  when  such  certificates 
are  issued,  and  payable  out  of  such 
taxes"  (Ck)nst.,  1895,  art.  viii.  §  7).  In 
Vir^nia,  it  is  provided  that  "in  deter- 
□odmng  the  limitation  of  the  power  of  a 
city  or  town  to  incur  indebtedness  there 
shall  not  be  included  .  .  .  certificates  of 
indebtedness,  revenue  bonds,  or  other 
obligations  issued  in  anticipation  of  the 
collection  of  the  revenue  ot  such  city  or 
town  for  the  then  current  year;  pro- 
vided that  such  certificates,  bonds,  or 
other  obligations  mature  within  one 
year  from  the  date  of  their  issue,  and 
be  not  past  due,  and  do  not  exceed  the 
revenue  for  such  year"  (Const.,  1902, 
§127). 


■  Colo.  Const.,  1876,  art.  xi.  {  8 
(debts  by  loan);  Ga.  0>nst.,  1877, 
art.  vii.  {  7,  par.  1  fany  new  debt 
except  for  a  temporary  loan  or  loans  to 
supply  casual  d^ciencies  of  revenue) ; 
La.  Const.,  1898,  art.  281;  Mont. 
Const.,  1889,  art  xiii.  {  5  (any  indebted- 
ness or  liability  of  a  county  for  any 
single  purpose  to  an  amount  exceeding 
110,000) ;  Pa.  Const.,  1874,  art.  ix.  §  8 
(any  new  debt  or  increase  of  indebted- 
ness to  an  amount  exceeding  two  per 
cent  upon  the  assessed  value  of  the 
taxable  property);  S.  Car.  Const., 
1895,  art.  loii.  §  7  (bonded  debt); 
S.  Dak.  Const.,  1889.  art.  xiii.  S  4,  as 
amended  in  1902 :  Wash.  Const.,  1889, 
art.  viiL  §  6  (debt  incurred  in  any 
manner  to  an  amount  exceeding  one 
and  one-half  per  cent  of  the  taxable 
property) ;  W:  Va.  Const.,  1872,  art.  x. 

'  GaL  Const.,  1879,  art.  xi.  {  18,  as 
amended  in  1900;  Idaho  Const.,  1889, 
art.  viiL  {  3.    See  infra,  §  210. 

*  Idaho  Const.,  1889,  art.  viii.  §  3. 

*  Infra,  i  194.  In  Alabama,  "tem- 
porary loans  to  be  paid  within  one 
year  made  in  anticipation  of  the  collec- 
tion of  taxes  and  not  exceeding  one- 
fourth  of  the  general  revenues "  are 
excepted  in  the  case  of  cities,  towns, 
and  municijMd  corporations  other  than 
counties  (Const.,  1901,  §  225).  In 
Maine,  the  constitutional  linutation 
does  not  apply  to  "temporary  loans  to 
be  paid  out  of  money  rused  bv  taxa- 
tion during  the  year  m  which  they  are 
made"  (Const.,  1819,  22nd  Amend- 
ment, adopted  in  1877).  In  Missouri, 
any  county  or  municipality  having 
more  than  200,000  inhabitants  which 
has  reached  the  prescribed  limit  of 
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for  sewers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  limitation,  or  by  declaring  that 
the  debt  limit  may  be  increased  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  or 
constructing  water  works  or  constructing  sewers;  in  some  instances 
lighting  plants  are  placed  upon  a  similar  footing.^    In  some  of  the 

*  In  Alabama,  debts  incurred  "for  the  purpose  of  constructing  or  purchas- 
the  construction  or  purchase  of  water  ing  water  works  for  furnishing  a  supply 
works,  gas  or  electric  lighting  plants  or  of  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  sucn 
sewerage,  or  for  the  improvement  of  city,  or  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
streets,"  are  excepted  from  the  general  sewers,  and  for  no  other  purpose 
limitation  in  the  case  of  cities,  towns,  whatever"  (Const.,  1889,  §  183).  In 
&c.f  having  a  population  of  less  than  SoiUh  Carolina,  the  limitation  does  not 
6,000,  and  for  these  purposes  "an  addi-  apply  to  bonded  indebtedness  incurred 
tional  indebtedness  not  exceeding  three  by  tne  cities  of  Columbia,  Rock  Hill, 
per  centum  may  be  created."  In  the  Cnarlestown,  Florence, and  Geoigetown, 
case  of  cities,  towns,  &c.,  having  more  where  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  are 
than  6,000  inhabitants  the  limitation  applied  only  for  the  purchase,  establish- 
does  not  apply  to  "bonds  or  other  ment,  or  maintenance,  or  increase  of 
obligations,  already  issued,  or  which  water  works,  plant  or  sewerage  system, 
may  hereafter  be  issued,  for  the  purpose  and  in  Georgetown  for  gas  and  electric 
of  acquiring,  providing,  or  constructing  light  plants,  where  the  entire  revenue 
school  houses,  water  works  and  sewers,  arising  from  the  operation  of  such 
and  obligations  incurred  and  already  plants  or  system  shall  be  devoted 
issued  for  street  or  sidewalk  improve-  solely  and  exclusively  to  the  main- 
ments  where  the  cost  of  the  same^  in  tenance  and  operation  of  the  same,  and 
whole  or  in  part,  is  to  be  assessed  against  where  the  question  of  incurring  such 
the  property  abutting  said  improve-  indebtedness  is  submitted  to  vote  in 
ments"  (Const.,  1901,  §  225).  In  the  manner  prescribed  (0>nst.,  1805, 
Colorado,  "debts  contracted  for  supply-  art.  viii.  {7).  In  South  Dakaia,  any 
ing  water  to  such  city  or  town  are  county  or  other  municipality  may 
excepted  from  the  operation"  of  the  incur  an  additional  indebtedness  not 
constitutional  provision  (Const.,  1876,  exceeding  ten  per  cent  upon  the 
art.  xi.  §  8).  In  Montana,  the  legislar  assessed  value  of  the  taxable  property 
ture  is  authorized  to  extend  the  limit  to  provide  water  and  sewerage  for  im- 
by  authorizing  municipid  corporations  gation,  domestic  uses^  sewerage,  and 
to  submit  the  question  to  a  vote  of  the  other  purposes ;  and  m  a  city  where 
taxpayers  affected  thereby  when  such  the  population  is  8,000  or  more,  such 
increase  is  necessary  to  construct  a  city  may  incur  an  indebtedness  not 
sewerage  system,  or  to  procure  a  supply  exceeding  eight  per  cent  upon  the 
of  water  for  such  municipality,  wnich  assessed  valuation  of  the  taxable 
shall  own  and  control  said  water  supply  property  for  the  purpose  of  constnict- 
and  devote  the  revenues  derived  there-  me  street  railways,  electric  lights,  or 
from  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  other  lighting  plants  (Const.,  1889, 
(Const.,  1889,  art.  xiii.  §  6).  In  New  art.  xiii.  §  4,  as  amended  in  1902).  In 
York,  the  constitutional  provision  does  Utah,  any  city  or  town  may  incur  an 
not  prevent  the  issue  of  Donds  to  pro-  additional  indebtedness  not  exceeding 
\ade  for  the  supply  of  water,  but  the  four  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  taxable 


terra  of  the  bonds  to  provide  the  supply  property  to  supply  such  city  or  town 

of  water  shall  not  exceed  twenty  years,  with  water,  artincial  lights,  or  sewuB, 

and  a  sinking  fund  shall  be  created  on  when  the  works  for  supplying  such 

the   issuing   of   the   bonds   for   their  water,  lights,  or  sewers  shall  be  owned 

redemption  by  raising  annually  a  sum  and    controlled   by   the   municipality 

which  will  produce  an  amount  equal  (Const.,    1895,    art.    xiv.    §    4).     In 

to  the  sum  of  the  principal  and  interest  Virginia,  upon  the  affirmative  vote  of 

of  the  bonds  at  maturity  (Const.,  1895,  the  qualificKi  voters  of  a  city  or  town, 

art.  viii.  §  10,  as  amended  in  1899).  bonds  may  be  authorized  for  a  supply 

In  North  Dakota,  "any  incorporated  of  water  or  other  specific  undertaking 

city  may  become  indebted  in  an  amount  from  which  the  city  or  town  may  derive 

not  exceeding  four  per  centum  on  such  a  revenue ;   special  provision  is  made 

assessed  value  without  regard  to  the  for  the  contingency  that  the  works 

existing  indebtedness  of  such  city  for  fail  to  produce  a  revenue  sufficient  to 
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G)nstitutions  it  is  expressly  declared  that  bonds  issued  to  fund  float- 
ing indebtedness  or  to  renew  bonds  past  due  are  not  subject  to  the 
constitutional  limitation.^  In  one  case  it  is  expressly  provided  that 
each  bond  or  evidence  of  debt  must  have  endorsed  upon  it  a  certifi- 
cate by  the  proper  officer  that  it  is  issued  pursuant  to  law  and  that  it 
is  within  the  debt  limit.'  In  another  instance  it  is  expressly  declared 
that  no  municipality  shall  ever  be  authorized  to  assume  a  debt  created 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  provisions.'  Other  and  minor  pro- 
visions are  to  be  found  relating  to  the  term  of  the  bonds  and  other 
matters  which  do  not  affect  the  general  scope  of  the  subject. 

It  may  safely  be  said  that  the  elaborate  restrictions,  qualifications, 
and  exceptions  engrafted  upon  the  simple  general  scheme  contained 
in  the  original  constitutional  provision  are  the  outcome  of  the  prac- 
tical difficulties  which  municipal  authorities  have  met  with  in  at- 
tempting to  operate  under  the  limited  authority  conferred.  Of 
course,  as  long  as  the  municipality  has  a  sufficient  margin  within 
which  it  may  incur  debt  for  its  ordinary  purposes,  no  difficulty  is 
met  with  in  complying  with  the  simplest  and  most  absolute  limita- 
tion ;  but  the  moment  that  the  constitutional  debt  limit  is  reached 
or  so  closely  approached  that  a  city  no  longer  has  the  credit  which 
will  enable  it  to  finance  its  affairs,  it  is  apparent  that  difficulties  im- 
mediately arise.  The  city  must  continue  to  manage  its  affairs  in 
some  way.  It  must  meet  current  expenses,  and  it  may  be  that  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  citizens  imperatively  require  the  ex- 
penditure of  large  amounts.  The  municipal  officers  try  to  overcome 
these  difficulties  as  best  they  may,  and  out  of  their  action  litigation 
frequently  follows.  The  nature  of  the  difficulties  which  have  arisen 
is  reflected  in  the  elaborate  constitutional  provisions  which  have 
been  adopted  in  later  years.  Each  qualification  or  restriction  or 
additional  safeguard  thus  inserted  has  been  adopted  for  the  purpose 
of  overcoming  some  difficulty  or  correcting  Bome  abuse  which  was 

pay  operating  expenses  and  for  a  sink-        ^  Ky.  Ck)nst.,  1889,  §  158;  S.  Gar. 
ing  fund.    AU  bonds  on  account  of  such  Const.,  1895,  art.  viii.  §  9  (''bonded  in- 
undertaking  are  included  in  determin-  debtedness"  existing  when  the  Consti- 
ing  the  amount  of  the  debt  of  the  city  tution  was  adopted).     In  Alabama,  it 
or    town    unless    the    principal    and  is  declared  that  the  limitation  shall  not 
interest  are  payable  exclusively  from  prevent  the  funding  or  refunding  of 
the  receipts  of  the  undertaking  (Const.,  existing  indebtedness;    or,  in  the  case 
1902,  §    127).     In  Waahington,  cities  of  counties,  the   issue  of  ''bonds  or 
and  towns  with  the  assent  of  a  three-  other  obligations  to  fund  or  refund  any 
fifths  vote  may  incur  additional  debt  indebtedness  now  existing  or  authorized 
to  the  extent  of  five  per  cent  of  the  by  existing  laws  to  be  created  "  (Const.^ 
value  of  the  taxable  property  for  water  1901,  §§  224,  225). 
supply,  artificial  light,  and  sewers  when        '  N.  Dak.  Const.,  1889,  §  187. 
the  works  are  owned  and  controlled  by        '  Ky.  Const.,  1889,  {  157. 
the  municipality  (Const.,  1889,  art.  viii. 
J  6).     . 
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found  to  exist  under  the  simpler  form  of  constitutional  limitations, 
and  each  of  these  qualifications,  restrictions,  and  additional  safe- 
guards practically  represents  some  matter  with  which  the  courts 
have  been  obliged  to  deal.  Under  these  provisions  some  of  the  most 
interesting  questions  of  municipal  law  have  arisen,  and  largely  since 
the  last  edition  of  this  work.  These  we  now  proceed  to  consider. 
Although  occasionally  evaded  or  violated,  the  general  value  stkd  efli- 
cacy  and  salutary  operation  of  these  constitutional  limitations  and 
restrictions  are,  we  think,  indisputable. 


§  191.  General  Scope  and  Oonatmction  of  the 
ProvisionB.  —  The  purpose  of  these  constUiUional  provisions  is  effect- 
ually to  protect  persons  and  property  in  municipalities  from  the  abuse 
of  the  corporate  credit  and  the  consequent  burdensome,  if  not  ruin- 
ous, taxation.^  This  end  is  sought  to  be  attained  by  placing  an 
absolute  limit  which  shall  not  be  exceeded  in  incurring  indebtedness; 
when  a  city  has  once  reached  this  limit,  it  is  intended  that  its  affairs 
shall  be  conducted  on  a  cash  system,  or  ''pay  as  you  go  "  basis.' 
These  provisions  are  negative  or  prohibitory  in  their  effect;  when 
found  in  a  Constitution,  they  are  generally  self-exeeviing,  and  do  not 
require  the  aid  of  a  statute.'  The  limitation  found  in  the  Constitu- 
tions operates  upon  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  authorize  or  create 
municipal  debt,  as  well  as  upon  the  action  of  the  municipal  authori- 
ties in  incurring  indebtedness.^    It  annuls,  unless  otherwise  provided. 


>  Law  V.  People,  87  111.  385,  396; 
Appeal  of  Erie,  91  Pa.  St.  398,  402; 
Butler  V.  Andrus,  35  Mont.  575;  90 
Pac.  Rep.  785;  ante,  chap.  i. 

*  Prince  V.  Quincy,  128  111.  443; 
Voss  V.  Waterioo  Water  Co.,  163  Ind. 
69;  Butler  v.  Andrus,  35  Mont.  575; 
90  Pac.  Rep.  785^;  Brooke  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 162  Pa.  St.  123,  127;  Earles  v. 
Wells,  94  Wis.  285,  296. 

•  Law  V.  People,  87  IlL  385;  East 
St.  Louis  V.  People,  124  111.  655 ;  Halsey 
V.  Belle  Plaine,  128  Iowa,  467;  Rob- 
ertson V,  Staunton,  104  Va.  73 ;  Holmes 
&  Bull  F.  Co.  V.  Hedges,  13  Wash.  696, 
698;  State  v.  Hopkins,  14  Wash.  59, 
67. 

By  the  Constitution  of  Kentucky, 
cities  are  divided  into  classes  according 
to  the  population,  and  the  legislature 
is  directea  to  divide  them  into  the  pre- 
scribed classes.  It  is  also  declared  that 
a  citv  of  the  fourth  class  shall  not  incur 
indebtedness  exceeding  five  per  cent  of 
the  taxable  value  of  j>roperty.  It  was 
held  that  this  limitation  upon  the  in- 


debtedness of  a  dty  took  effect  imme- 
diately upon  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  a  contract  was  invalid 
which  created  debt  in  exoess  of  the 
limit  when  made  after  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution,  but  before  the 
formal  classification  of  cities  by  the 
legislature,  as  the  legislative  daanfi- 
cation  was  a  mere  matter  of  form,  the 
requisites  for  each  class  being  fixed  by 
the  Constitution  itself.  Beard  v.  Hop- 
kinsville,  95  Ky.  239. 

«  Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  U.  S. 
674 ;  Doon  Township  v.  Cunimins,  142 
U.  S.  366;  Law  v.  People,  87  lU.  385; 
Button  V.  Aurora,  114  111.  138;  East 
St.  Louis  V.  People,  124  IlL  655;  East 
Moline  v.  Pope,  224  IlL  386;  Robert- 
son V.  Staunton,  104  Va.  73.  The  act  of 
Congress  limiting  municipal  indebted- 
ness in  the  Temtories  (24  U.  a  Stat, 
chap.  818,  S  4)  limits  the  power  of  the 
temtorial  legislature,  as  well  as  the 
power  of  the  citnr.  Guthrie  v.  New 
A^enna  Bank,  4  Okla.  194 ;  overruling 
Guthrie  v.  Territory,  1  Okla.  188rA 
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an  authority  to  create  debt  in  excess  of  the  prescribed  amount,  and 
repeals  previously  existing  limitations  in  charters  authorizing  the 
incurring  of  indebtedness  beyond  the  constitutional  limit.  ^  The  con- 
stitutional limitation  does  not  confer  fower  to  create  indebtedness, 
but  acts  as  a  limitation  upon  the  power  conferred  by  the  charter  of 
the  municipality  or  by  statute.^  But  it  was  held  not  to  operate  as 
a  repeal  of  a  charter  provision  prohibiting  a  city  from  contracting 


le^uJative  direction  to  violate  the  Con- 
stitution is  invalid.  Hence,  when  a 
county  is  already  indebted  to  the  limit, 
a  statute  directing  the  county  officers 
to  issue  warrants  for  the  erection  of  a 
new  court  house  is  void.  Eaton  v. 
Minnaugh,  43  Oreg.  465. 

An  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  Maine  declares  that  no  city  or  town 
"shall  hereafter  create  an^  debt  or 
liability'"  which,  with  previous  debts 
or  liability,  shall  exceed  five  per  cent 
of  the  last  regular  valuation  of  the  city 
or  town.  This  provision,  although  in 
its  language  directed  only  against  the 
acts  of  the  city  or  town,  is  sufficient  to 
prohibit  the  legislature  from  authoris- 
ing a  city  to  increase  its  indebtedness 
beyond  the  constitutional  limit,  and  it 
also  prohibits  the  le^slature  from  com- 
pelling the  city  to  become  indebted 
beyond  the  prescribed  limit,  even  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  the  cost  of  pub- 
lic improvements,  the  duty  of  making 
which  is  imposed  by  the  legislature 
upon  the  city.  In  re  Opinion  of  the 
Justices,  58  Me.  591.  The  court  said: 
"It  is  doubtless  true  that  the  proposi- 
tion is  not  within  the  Uteial  meaning 
of  the  words  of  the  amendment.  The 
d^t  is  not  to  be  created  by  the  city. 
It  is  to  be  created  and  imposed  ui)on 
the  city  by  the^  legislature,  acting 
through  the  commission  established  for 
the  purpose  of  replacing  the  bridge,  and 
so  providing  the  means  of  payment 
therefor.  But  is  it  not  within  the  spirit 
and  meaning  of  the  Constitution  ?  And 
if  within  the  spirit  although  not  within 
the  letter,  it  is  equally  within  the  mean- 
ing. Is  not  the  proposition  one  of  the 
very  mischiefs  which  was  sought  to  be 
avoided  and  prevented  by  the  framers 
of  the  amendment  and  by  the  people  in 
its  adoption?  We  think  that  it  is.  .  .  . 
It  must  be  admitted  that  an  act  of  the 
legislature  which  authorized  a  city  to 
increase  its  indebtedness  beyond  the 
constitutional  limit  would  i>e  void. 
Cmn  it  be  otherwise,  when,  instead  of 
auihoriang  the  creation  of  the  liability, 


the  legislature  oompeb  an  increase  of 
indebtedness  beyond  the  prescribed 
limit?  ...  If  the  legislature  cannot 
authorize  a  municipauty  to  incur  in- 
debtedness with  the  latter's  consent, 
we  do  not  think  it  can  compel  it  to  be- 
come indebted  beyond  the  prescribed 
limit  without  or  against  its  consent, 
even  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  cost 
of  public  improvements,  the  duty  of 
making  which  is  imposed  by  the  legis- 
lature upon  the  municipality.''  In  de- 
termining whether  the  constitutional 
limitation  has  been  complied  with,  the 

Surpose  of  the  debt  is  immaterial.  A 
ebt  for  a  lawful  purpose  is  prohibited 
as  well  as  a  debt  for  an  illegal  purpose. 
Blood  V.  Beal,  100  Me.  30. 

^  East  St.  Louis  v.  People,  124  111. 
655 ;  Scott  v.  Davenport,  34  Iowa,  208 ; 
Gouldv.  Paris,  68  Tex.  511;  Robertson 
V.  Staunton,  1Q4  Va.  73 ;  List  v.  Wheel- 
ing, 7  W.  Va.  601.  The  charter  of  East 
St.  Louis  of  1869  authorized  it  to  boi^ 
row  not  to  exceed  $100,000,  and  limited 
its  power  of  taxation  to  pay  interest 
and  provide  a  sinking  fund  to  three 
mills  on  the  dollar.  The  Constitution 
of  Illinois  of  1870  forbade  municipal- 
ities from  incurring  indebtedness  ex- 
ceeding five  per  cent  on  the  value  of 
the  taxable  property,  including  exist- 
ing debt,  ana  required  them  to  provide 
for  the  collection  of  an  annual  tax 
sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
debt  and  dischaige  the  principal  within 
twenty  years  from  the  time  of  contrac- 
tion. It  was  held  that  the  Constitu- 
tion removed  from  the  charter  the  lim- 
itation on  the  power  to  tax  for  the 
payment  of  bonded  indebtedness  which 
might  be  thereafter  incurred,  and  im- 
posed upon  the  city  the  duty  of  col- 
lecting sufficient  to  pay  interest  as  it 
fell  due,  and  the  principal  within  the 
twenty  years  specified  in  the  Constitu- 
tion. East  St.  Louis  v.  Amy,  120  U.  S. 
600. 

'  Robertson  v.  Staunton,  104  Va 
73. 
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indebtedness  in  excess  of  an  amount  jess  than  the  constitutioiial 
limit.'  I'he  constitutional  limitation  does  not  affect  contraeU  and 
obligations  made  prior  to  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.' 
Power  to  incur  indebtedness  granted  to  a  municipality  after  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitutional  provision  is  to  be  read  as  if  conditioned  that 
the  debt  incurred  pursuant  thereto  shall  not  exceed  the  constitu- 
tional limit.'  And  the  legislature  may  impose  additional  restridWM 
or  regulations  upon  the  incurring  of  indebtedness.^ 

A  legislative  provision  prohibiting  the  city  authorities  from  incur- 
ring an  indebtedness  beyond  a  designated  amount  does  not  apply 
to  the  legislature  of  the  State;  and  the  latter  may,  of  course,  by  a 

*  East  St.  Louis  v.  People,  124  111.  ing  and  unpaid  bonds  under  the  au- 
665.  A  statute  limited  the  bonded  in-  tbority  of  this  act,"  in  excess  of  t 
debtedness  of  a  city,  usin^  the  exact  specified  percentage  of  the  vahie  of 
language  of  the  Constitution  in  pre-  taxable  property  has  only  a  prospective 
scribing  the  limit.  Subsequently  the  operation,  and  mdebtedness  created  or 
Constitution  was  amended  to  permit  assumed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
bonded  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the  act  is  not  to  be  oonsiaered  in  deter^ 
limit.  It  was  held  that  the  amendment  mining  whether  the  limit  under  the  act 
to  the  Constitution  superseded  the  has  b^n  reached.  Tiffin  v.  Griffith,  74 
statute,  and  that  the  city  might  issue  Ohio,  210. 

bonds  to  the  full  amount  permitted  by  '  Robertson  v.  Staunton,  104  Va. 
the  amendment.  Bray  v.  Florence.  62  73.  Power  granted  to  a  municipal 
S.  Car.  57.  See  also  Seegers  v.  Gibbes,  corporation  to  issue  bonds,  ''in  any 
72  S.  Car.  532.  amount"  construed   to  mean  in  any 

*  Moultrie  County  v.  Rockingham  amount  not  prohibited  by  the  organic 
T.  C.  Savings  Bank,  92  U.  S.  631 ;  law.  Town  of  Darlington  v.  Athntic 
Davenport  Gas,  &c.  Co.  v.  Davenport,  Trust  Co.,  25  U.  S.  App.  354 ;  68  Fed. 
13  Iowa,  229;  Scott  v.  Davenport,  34  Rep.  840;  Germania  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Iowa,  208;  Sheehan  v.  Long  Island  Darlin^n,  50  S.  C.  337.  A  statute 
City,  11  N.  Y..  Misc.  487;  Bound  v.  providing  a  dispensary  for  a  aij  and 
Wisconsin  Cent.  R.  Co.,  45  Wis.  543 ;  declaring  that  all  bills  incurred  for  the 
Miller  v.  School  Dist.,  5  Wyo.  217.  establishment  and  maintenance  of  the 
In  Kentucky t  the  Constitution  author-  dispensary  and  purchase  of  stock  sbaD 
izes  municipsilities  to  contract  indebted-  be  paid  out  of  the  city's  funds,  con- 
ness  in  excess  of  the  constitutional  limit  strued  as  authorizing  maintenance  of 
when  it  has  been  authorized  by  laws  in  the  dispensary  only  so  long  as  the  dtj 
force  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Con-  was  in  a  financial  condition  to  maintsin 
stitution.  For  the  construction  of  this  it  without  creating  debt  unlawful* 
provision,  see  Aydeiott  V.  South  Louis-  Jacoby  v.  DaUis,  115  Ga.  272.  The 
ville,  16  Ky.  Law  Rep.  166;  26  S.  W.  provision  of  the  Minneaota  statute  ng- 
Rep.  717 ;  In  re  Lexington,  96  Ky.  ulatin^  the  formulating  of  charters  bj 
258;  Ludlow  v.  Board  of  Education,  16  the  cities  themselves  under  the  consu- 
lt. Law  Rep.  805 ;  29  S.  W.  Rep.  854 ;  tutional  amendment  of  1898,  that  the 
Warren  v.  Newport,  23  Ky.  Law  Rep.  total  indebtedness  of  cities  framing 
1006 ;  64  S.  W.  Rep.  852.  In  lUinais,  their  own  charters  shall  not  exceed  five 
the  constitutional  provision  does  not  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  taxable 
prevent  municipahties  from  issuing  property,  is  not  repealed  or  abrogated 
bonds  in  comphance  with  a  vote  (»  by  a  subsequent  statute  authorinng  an 
the  people  had  prior  to  the  adoption  issue  of  bonds  for  armories  in  such 
of  the  Constitution.  For  the  appHca^  amount  as  the  municipality  may  de> 
tion  of  this  provision,  see  Board  of  termine.  Beck  v.  St.  raul,  87  IGnn. 
Education  v.  Bolton,  104  III.  220.    A  381. 

statutory  provision  that  a  city  shall        *  State  v.  Common  Council,  96  Wia 
not  "hereafter  create  or   assume   an   73. 
aggregate    indebtedness  of    outstand- 
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subsequent  act,  authorize  an  increase  of  the  amount.^  The  effect 
of  the  constitutional  provision  is  limited  to  those  municipal  trans- 
actions which  create  indebtedness;  hence  it  does  net  prevent  the 
annexation  or  consolidation  of  two  or  more  cities  or  other  munici- 
palities, even  if  one  of  them  has  reached  or  exceeded  the  constitu- 
tional limit,  for  thereby  the  debt  of  the  cities  is  not  increased.'  Nor 
does  the  fact  that  a  municipality  has  reached  its  constitutional  limit, 
and  is  ther^ore  unable  to  construct  a  system  of  water  works,  disable 
it  from  granting  a  franchise  to  a  water  company  for  the  construction 
by  it  of  such  system.'  Similarly,  a  franchise  granted  by  a  city  to  a 
water  works  company  by  an  ordinance  which  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  hydrant  rentals  by  the  city,  cannot  be  attacked  collaterally 
on  the  ground  that  the  rentals  contracted  to  be  paid  constitute  mu- 
nicipal indebtedness  in  excess  of  the  limit.^ 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  local  authorities  and  of  all  parties  dealing  with 
them  to  take  notice  in  all  transactions  creating  municipal  debt  of  the 
constitutional  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  city.  And  where 
the  municipal  authorities  are  not  made  or  constituted  expressly  or 
by  fair  implication  the  tribunal  to  determine  the  amount  of  the 
indebtedness  of  the  municipality,  and  where  there  is  no  judgment, 
decision,  representation,  or  recital  by  such  authorities  as  to  the  amount 
of  such  indebtedness,  parties  dealing  with  the  municipality  must  at 
their  peril  ascertain  whether  the  proposed  indebtedness  exceeds  the 
constitutional  limitation  irrespective  of  any  considerations  of  hard- 
ship or  ignorance.  The  cases  in  the  notes  illustrate  the  application 
of  this  important  doctrine  under  varying  circumstances,  and  to  ascer- 
tain its  scope  and  limitations  these  circumstances  exact  the  most 
careful  scrutiny  of  the  precise  constitutional  provisions,  the  legisla- 

'  Amy  V.  Allegheny  City,  24  How.  So  held  in  reference  to  the  Acts  of 

(U.  S.)  364.     See,  on  the  general  sub-  Congress   relating   to  the  Territories, 

jwt,  Wallace  v.  San  Jose,  29  Cal  180;  Guthrie  v.  New  Vienna  Bank,  4  Okla. 

Wyncoop  V.  Cong.  Society  of  Bellevue,  194. 

10  Iowa,  185 ;  Bice  v.  Keokuk,  15  Iowa,        '  True  v.  Davis,  133  111.  522. 
579;  Gibbons  V.  Mobile  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.,        *  Fidelity   Trust   &   Guar.    Co.    v. 

36  Ala.  410;  Foote  v.  Salem,  14  Allen  Fowler  Water  Co.,  113  Fed.  Rep.  560. 

(ICaas.),  487 ;   Dunnovan  v.  Green.  57  In  Jacksonville  R.  Co.  v.  Jacksonville, 

IlL  63 ;    Prince  v.  Crocker,  166  Mass.  114  111.  562,  it  is  held  that  the  fact  that 

347;    Hixon  r.  Gould,  181  Mass.  567;  a  city  has  already  exhausted  its  consti- 

State  V.  Consumers'  Water  Co.,  56  N.  J.  tutional  power  to  incur  debt  cannot  be 

L.  422.     When  the  limitation  is  only  shown  to  defeat  a  proceeding  by  it  to 

statutory,  the  legislature,  by  which  the  improve  a  street  by  special  assessment 

limit  was  fixed,  may  validate  a  warrant  in  part  and  partl^r  by  general  taxation, 

which  is  invalid  because  the  indebted-  The  ciuestion  of  its  powers  under  the 

exceeded  the  limit  when  it  was  constitutional  prohibition  cannot  arise 


issued.    Daggett  v.  Lynch,  18  Utah,  49 ;  until  the  city  seeks  to  borrow  money  or 

Mclntoeh  vT&dt  Lake  County,  23  Utah,  otherwise  incur  debt  in  connection  with 

504.    But  it  is  otherwise  when  the  limi-  the  improvement. 
tation  is  constitutional  in  its  nature.        *  Ashland  v.  Wheeler,  88  Wis.  607. 
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tion  of  the  State,  and  the  action  of  municipal  authorities  in  respect 
of  the  particular  case  in  hand.^ 

§  192  (138).  Oorporationi  aflMtod  by  Umitatiim.  —  Constitu- 
tional limitations  on  State  indebtedness  apply  to  the  State  alone,  and 
not  to  her  political  and  municipal  subdivisions.'    The  limitations  of 


»  Dixon  County  v.  Field,  111  U.  8. 
83 ;  Litchfield  v.  BaUou,  114  U.  S.  190; 
Lake  County  r.  Graham,  130  U.  8.  674 ; 
Gunnison  Oounty  v.  Rollins,  173  U.  8. 
255;  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Telegraph 
Co.  V.  La  Porte,  102  Fed.  Rep.  417, 
aff'e  96  Fed.  Rep.  104 ;  8mith  v.  Brod- 
erick,  107  Cal.  644;  Weaver  v.  San 
Francisco,  111  Cal.  319 ;  People  v.  May, 
9  Colo.  80 ;  La  Plata  County  v.  Hamp- 
son,  24  Colo.  127 ;  Law  v.  People,  87 
111.  385 ;  French  v,  Burlington,  42  Iowa, 
614;  Holliday  v.  Hildebrandt,  97 
Iowa,  177;  McPherson  v.  Foster,  43 
Iowa,  48;  National  State  Bank  v. 
Marshall  Independent  School  Dist.,  39 
Iowa,  490;  Barnard  v.  Knox  County, 
105  Mo.  382;  State  v.  Helena,  24 
Mont.  521 ;  McAleer  v.  Angell,  19  R.  I. 
688.  See,  further,  chapters  on  Contracts 
and  on  Municipal  Bonds,  post;  Index, 
Estoppel.  The  Constitution  of  lotoa 
ordains  that  "no  county  or  other  po- 
litical or  municipal  corporation  shall 
be  allowed  to  become  indebted  in  any 
manner  or  for  any  purpose  to  any 
amount  in  the  aggregate  exceeding  five 
per  centum  on  the  value  of  the  taxable 
property  within  such  county  or  corpo- 
ration —  to  be  ascertained  by  the  last 
State  and  countv  tax  lists  previous  to 
the  incurring  of  such  indebtedness." 
In  Nesbit  v.  Riverside  Ind.  Dist.,  144 
U.  8.  610,  the  facts  were  that  under  the 
Constitution  the  debt  limit  of  the  school 
district  —  an  Iowa  corporation  —  at 
the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  bonds  was 
$2071.30;  the  |>Uuntiff  brought  in  the 
market  at  one  time'  five  bonoii  of  same 
issue,  tenor,  and  date  of  $500  each, 
amounting  to  $2,500,  or  "nearly  $500 
more  than  the  amount  of  debt  the  dis- 
trict could  lawfully  create" ;  these  five 
bonds  alone  were  an  over-issue,  and 
beyond  the  power  of  the  district ;  for 
the  pUuntiff  was  bound  to  take  notice 
of  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  in 
the  district,  as  shown  by  the  tax  list 
(citing  the  cases  on  this  point).  The 
bonds  contained  this  recital:  "This 
bond  is  issued  under  the  provisions  of 
chapter  98  (citing  the  enabling  act) 
and  in  conformity  with  a  resolution  of 


the  said  board  dated  the  26th  day  of 
March,  1873."  The  plaintiff  purchased 
the  five  bonds,  pajnne  full  value,  and 
"had  no  other  Imowkdge  concerning 
the  bonds  or  of  the  facts  connected 
with  their  issuance  than  she  was  chug&- 
able  with  from  the  bonds  themsdvei 
and  from  the  provisions  of  tfa«  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  State  of  Iowa." 
The  court  held  that  the  district  was  not 
liable,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  saying: 
"When  the  plaintiff  purchased  th»e 
bonds,  she  knew,  or  at  least  was  charge- 
able with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  thai 
they  were  unlawfuUy  issued,  and  cre- 
ated no  obligation  aeainst  the  district. 
She  could  not,  therraore,  claim  to  be  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  no  matter  what 
recitals  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument  (p.  618).  But  qwat 
whether  this  last  sentence  is  not  too 
broad.  Suppose  the  bonds  had  recited 
specifically,  as  in^  the  Ounnieon  County 
casef  that  they  did  not  exceed  the  con- 
stitutional limitation,  would  the  pur- 
chaser in  the  open  market  in  that  event 
acting  in  good  f idth  be  bound  to  take 
notice  of  the  amount  of  the  official 
assessment  of  the  valuation  of  taxable 
property  within  the  district?  Posty 
chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds. 

where  there  is  a  total  absence  of 
power  to  issue  warrants  in  exeess  of  a 
city's  debt  limit,  a  city  cannot  estop 
itself  by  conduct,  silence,  or  acquies- 
cence from  denying  its  liability  on  the 
warrants.  Edoy  Valve  Co.  v.  Crown 
Point,  166  Ind.  613;  poet,  chapter  on 
Contracts. 

'  Pattison  v,  Yuba  Co.  Superviaors, 
13  Cal.  175;  Cass  v.  Dillon,  2  Ohio  St 
607 ;  Slack  v.  Railroad  Co.,  13  B.  Mon. 
1;  Clark  v.  Janesville,  10  Wis.  136; 
Pret^rman  v.  Tazwell  Co.  Supervisua, 
19  m.  406;  Van  Cieve  v,  Passaic  Val- 
ley Sewerage  0>m'rB,  71  N.  J.  L. 
183;  s.  c.  71  N.  J.  L.  674-  People 
V.  Flagg,  46  N.  Y.  401,  406;  Buahndl 
V.  Beloit,  10  Wis.  195,  221.  A  consti- 
tutional provision  that  "the  State  shall 
never  be  a  party  to  canying  on  any 
works  of  internal  improvement"  does 
not  disable  the  legialature  from  sutfaor- 
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the  Constitution  as  generally  expressed  on  indebtedness  are  to  be 
taken  and  understood  distributively,  and  not  collectively.  The  pro- 
hibition, unless  otherwise  expressed  or  provided,  is  aimed  at  each 
of  the  organizations,  or  political  subdivisions,  or  bodies  corporate, 
separately;  the  indebtedness  of  a  county  plays  no  part  in  determin- 
ing the  existing  indebtedness  of  a  city,  town,  or  village  which  forms 
a  part  thereof,  and  vice  versa.  If  one  municipality  embraces  the 
same  territory  as  others,  it  may  contract  indebtedness  without  regard 
to  the  indebtedness  of  any  other  corporate  body  embraced  wholly  or 
in  part  within  its  territory.^    But  the  constitutional  debt  limitations 


ixinc  municipalities  and  counties  to  sub- 
aeribe  for  the  stock  of  railway  compar 
Dies  and  issue  their  bonds  to  pay  there- 
for. Leavenworth  County  Com'rs  v. 
MiUer,  7  Kan.  479.  See  People  v. 
Onondaga  Supervisors,  16  Mich.  254, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Lowers  individual  opin- 
ion—  not  the  court^s  —  in  State  v. 
County  of  Wapello,  13  Iowa,  388,  418- 
422:  Dubuoue  County  v.  D.  &  P.  Rail- 
roaa  Co.,  4  G.  Greene  (Iowa),  1 ;  Dean 
V.  Madison,  7  Wis.  688. 

*  Wilson  V,  Board  of  Trustees,  133  III 
443;  Tuttle  v.  Polk,  92  Iowa,  433, 441 ; 
Du  Toit  V.  Belview,  94  Minn.  128; 
Chicago,  &c.  R.  Co.  v,  Klein,  52  Neb. 
258;  Adanos  v.  East  River  Sav.  Inst., 
136  N.  Y.  52 ;  ValleUy  v.  Grand  Forks 
Park  Com'rs,  16  N.  Dak.  25;  111 
N.  W.  Rep.  615;  Wilson  v.  Board  of 
Education,  12  S.  Dak.  535;  National 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Mead,  13  8.  Dak.  37,  46; 
Hyde  v.  Ewert,  16  8.  Dak.  133 ;  State 
r.  Tomahawk,  96  Wis.  73,  93.  The 
legislature  may  create  the  territory  and 
people  of  a  city  and  a  contiguous  vil- 
iajg:e  into  a  body  corporate  as  a  tvaler 
digtrict,  provide  for  the  issue  of  bonds 
and  the  incurring  of  debt  by  such  dis- 
trict for  water  purposes,  although  the 
debt  of  the  city  aJready  exceeds  the 
constitutional  limit.  The  debt  of  the 
water  district  is  not  debt  of  the  city. 
Kennebec  Water  Dist.  v,  Waterville,  96 
Me.  234.  The  fact  that  a  town  is  in- 
cluded within  the  territorial  limits  of  an 
irrigation  district  does  not  bring  the 
irrigation  district  within  the  operation 
of  the  provision  of  the  California 
Constitution  (art.  xi.  {  18),  that  "no 
county^  city,  town,  township,  board  of 
education,  or  school  district"  shall  in- 
cur debt  exceeding  the  revenue  of  the 
year  without  a  previous  vote,  dec.  In 
re  Hadeia  Irrig.  Dist.,  92  CaL  296, 342. 
See  also  Modesto  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Tregea, 
88  Cal.  334. 


In  Orvisv.  Board  of  Park  Com'rs, 
88  Iowa,  674,  it  was  held  that  a  statute 
creating  a  board  of  park  commissioners 
in  certain  cities,  merely  created  an  in- 
strumentality of  the  city,  and  not  a 
new  municipality,  and  that  the  bonds 
of  the  park  boaixi  were  debts  of  the 
citjr,  and  affected  by  the  constitutional 
limitation  of  the  city's  indebtedness. 

The  Indiana  Constitution  provides 
that ''  no  political  or  municipal  corpora- 
tion" shall  become  indebted  in  excess 
of  two  per  cent  of  the  value  of  taxable 
property.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  this 
constitutional  provision,  a  statute  had 
been  passed  declaring  that  "each  civil 
township  and  each  mcorporated  city 
or  town  in  the  several  counties  of  the 
State  is  hereby  declared  a  distinct 
municipal  corporation  for  school  pur- 
poses by  the  name  and  style  of  the 
civil  township,  town,  or  city  corpora- 
tion respectively."  As  construed  by 
the  courts,  the  school  corporation  so 
created  was  a  distinct  municipal  cor- 
poration from  the  city  within  which  it 
existed.  It  was  hdd  that  each  corpo- 
ration is  entitled  to  incur  debt  sepa- 
rately to  the  amount  of  two  per  cent  of 
the  assessed  valuation,  the  debt  of  the 
civil  city  not  being  included  in  com- 
puting the  indebtedness  of  the  school 
corporation,  and  vice  versa.  Campbell 
V.  Indianapolis,  155  Ind.  186.  Board 
of  Education  of  citv  of  Huron  held  to 
be  separate  and  inaependent  from  city 
in  computation  of  indebtedness.  Board 
of  Education  v.  National  Life  Ins.  Co., 
94  Fed.  324.  But  if  it  appears  from 
an  examination  of  the  statute  that  it 
is  the  intention  that  the  bonds  issued 
by  an  incorporated  school  district  or 
city  within  a  civil  city  or  other  laxger 
municipality  should  be  the  obligations 
of  the  latter  and  not  of  the  incorpo- 
rated school  district  or  city,  the  power 
to  issue  the  bonds  is  to  be  determined 
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apply  to  and  include  within  their  operation  all  cities^  whether  incor- 
porated by  general  or  special  law,  and  whether  the  incorporation 
took  place  before  or  after  the  adoption  of  the  limitation.^  And  the 
term  "political  or  municipal  corporation"  is  sufficiently  wide  to 
include  within  the  limitation  a  school  district? 


upon  a  consideration  of  the  power  of 
tne  civil  city  or  lai^r  municipalitv  to 
do  so.  Wilcoxon  v.  Blufifton,  153  Ind. 
267.  The  limitation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Washington  does  not  apply  to 
local  assessment  districts  created  by  the 
municipality  pursuant  to  legislative 
authority  for  tne  purpose  of  makine  a 
local  improvement)  and  bonds  payable 
from  such  local  assessment  district  and 
issued  on  its  behalf  are  not  affected 
by  the  constitutional  debt  limitation. 
Smith  V.  Seattle,  25  Wash.  300.  The 
indebtedness  of  local  assessment  dis- 
tricts is  not  to  be  considered  when 
computing  the  limit  of  the  city's  in- 
debtedness. Baker  v,  Seattle,  2  Wash. 
576;  Smith  v.  Seattle,  25  Wash.  300. 

In  SotUh  Carolina,  cities  and  towns 
are  prohibited  from  incurring  debt  ex- 
ceeding eight  per  cent  of  the  assessed 
vidue  of  the  property  therein  (Const., 
1894,  art.  vih.  f  7).  It  is  further  de- 
clared that  ''wherever  there  shall  be 
several  political  divisions  or  municipal 
corporations  covering  or  extending  over 
the  territory,  or  portions  thereof,  pos- 
sessing a  power  to  levy  a  tax  or  con- 
tract a  debt,  then  each  of  such  political 
divisions  shall  so  exercise  its  power  to 
increase  its  debt  under  the  foregoing 
eight  per  cent  limitation  that  the  aggre- 
gate aebt  over  and  upon  any  temtory 
of  this  State  shall  never  exceed  fifteen 
per  centum  of  the  value  of  the  taxable 
property  in  such  territory  as  valued 
for  taxation  by  the  State."  In  com- 
puting the  debt  limit  of  a  city,  the 
debt  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  sit- 
uated and  of  a  school  district  within 
its  limits  form  no  part  of  the  eight  per 
cent  limit.  But  in  applying  the  fifteen 
per  cent  limit,  the  debt  of  the  school 
district  and  the  proper  proportion  of 
the  debt  of  the  county  must  be  in- 
cluded. Todd  V,  Laurens,  48  8.  Car. 
395.  In  applying  the  fifteen  p)er  cent 
limitation  tne  debt  of  the  State  is  not 
to  be  apportioned  to  political  subdivi- 
sions and  municipalities,  and  included 
in  computing  the  debt  of  the  latter. 
Lancaster  School  Dist.  v.  Robinson 
Humphrey  Co.,  64  S.  Car.  545. 

Construing  the  provision  of  the  West 
Virginia  Constitution  that  "no  county, 


dty,  school  diistrict  or  municipal  cor- 
poration" .  .  .  should  become  indebted 
to  an  amount  "exceeding  five  per  cent 
on  the  value  of  the  taxable  property 
therein,"  it  was  held  that  this  oause 
was  one  both  of  enablement  and  disein 
ablement,  and  while  it  enabled  coun- 
ties, cities,  school  districts,  and  muni- 
cipal corpcHations  to  incur  debt,  to  a 
certain  amount,  it  disabled  all  other 
subdivisions  from  doing  so.  A  magis- 
terial district,  therefore,  being  merelj 
a  physical  and  political  subdivisioQ  oif 
the  territory  of  a  county  cannot,  it  was 
held,  contract  debt  apart  from  the 
coimty.  It  cannot,  by  subecriptioD  to 
works  of  internal  improvement,  au- 
thorized by  the  legislature  become 
indebted  up  to  five  per  cent  of  tU 
taxable  property,  and,  in  addition,  the 
county  up  to  five  per  cent  of  its  whole 
property,  but  such  subscription,  for  the 
puipose  of  constitutional  limitation,  if 
to  be  regarded  as  county  indebtedness* 
and  included  with  other  county  in- 
debtedness in  determining  whetbo'  the 
county  indebtedness  wiU  exceed  the 
constitutional  limitation.  Neale  v. 
Wood  County,  43  W.  Va.  9a 

^  Scott  V.  Davenport,  34  Iowa,  208; 
Council  Blufifs  v.  Stewart,  51  Iowa,  385; 
Moore  V.  Walla  Walla,  60  Fed.  Rep. 
961 ;  Yesler  v.  Seattle,  1  Wash.  308u 

'  Doon  Township  v.  Cummins,  142 
U.  S.  366,  376;  Wininxiar  v.  Holman 
District  Township,  37  Iowa,  542: 
Mosher  v.  Ackley  Independent  School 
District,  44  Iowa  122,  128;  Maxon  v. 
School  District,  5  Wash.  142,  146.  In 
Kentucky^  a  board  of  education  is  within 
the  constitutional  provision  prohibiting 
any  "county,  city,  town,  taxing  dis- 
trict or  other  municipality"  from  be- 
coming indebted  in  excess  of  the  year's 
income,  without  a  previous  vote  of  the 
electors.  Brown  v.  Board  of  Education 
of  Newport,  108  Ky.  783.  See  also 
Grady  v,  Landram,  23  Ky.  Law  Rep. 
506 ;  63S.  W.  Rep.  284.  Tliis  provisioii 
applies  to  indebtedness  for  school  pur- 
poses, as  well  as  for  strictly  municipal 
purposes.  Richmond  v.  PoweU,  15  Ky. 
Law  Rep.  174 ;  27  S.  W.  Rep.  1.  But  a 
library  board  of  a  free  pubbc  library  is 
not  within  the  provision  of  the  Consli- 
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§  193.  '' Indabtednaaa ''  defined. — The  language  of  the  con- 
stitutional limitations  is  usually  that  no  municipality  shall  be  allowed 
to  become  "indebted"  beyond  a  certain  limit.^  Sometimes,  as  in 
the  Constitution  of  Iowa,'  and  several  other  States,  additional 
emphasis  is  laid  upon  this  word  by  declaring  that  the  prohibition 
shall  apply  to  the  act  of  becoming  indebted  "in  any  manner  or  for 
any  purpose,"  but  the  use  of  this  language,  beyond  declaring  the 
emphatic  and  obligatory  character  of  the  prohibition,  does  not  en- 
large its  scope.  One  of  the  first  questions  to  arise,  and  one  which 
has  not  yet  been  finally  settled  in  its  application  to  the  great  variety 
of  municipal  transactions,  was.  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"  indebtedness  "  (W  thus  usedf  What  is  "indebtedness"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution?  What  are  "debts"?  In  defining 
these  terms  it  has  been  declared  that  the  language  of  the  Constitution 
is  exceedingly  broad,  and  should  not  receive  a  narrow  or  strained 
construction,'  that  these  words  must  be  given  their  fair  and  legiti- 
mate meaning  and  general  acceptation.*  "Debt"  and  "indebted- 
ness" as  used  in  the  Constitution  are  not  used  in  any  technical  way, 
but  in  their  broad  general  meaning  of  all  contractual  obligations 
to  pay  in  the  future  for  considerations  received  in  the  present.*  But, 
as  we  shall  see,  the  courts  have,  as  matter  of  fact,  been  constrained 
to  adopt  a  construction  which  by  no  means  comes  up  to  these  canons. 
The  term  "indebtedness"  may  be  said  to  include  obligations  of 
every  character  whereby  a  municipality  agrees  or  is  bound  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  to  another.* 

tution  of  Cfdifamia  prohibiting  any  will  exactly  cover,  neither  more  nor 

"county,  city,  town,  township,  Doard  less,  the  meaning  of  indebtedness  as 

of  education,  or  school  district"  from  the  word  is  usea  in  the  Constitution 

incurring   debt    exceeding   the   year's  as    applicable   to   municipalities   and 

income  without  a  previous  vote  of  the  their     complex     powers     and     their 

electors.      Robertson    v.    Trustees    of  administration. 

Alameda  Free  Public  Library,  136  Gal.  '  Art.  xi.  §  3. 

403.     In    W<uhingUmy    irrigation   dis-  *  Litchfield  v.  Ballou,  114  U.  S.  190, 

trids  have  been  held  not  to  oe  munici-  quoted  infra;  French  v.  Burlington,  42 

pal  corporations  within  the  constitu-  Iowa,  614. 

tional  provisions  of  that  State.    Board  *  Springfield  v.  Edwards,  84  IlL  626; 

of  Dirnstors  o.  Peterson,  4  Wash.  147.  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396, 401. 

What  are  municipal  corporoHonSf  see  *  Keller  v,  Scranton,  200  Pa.  St.  130, 

arUe,  chap.  ii.  135;  infra,  §§  198,  294. 

*  The  author  takes  occasion  pre-  '  "By  the  term  'indebtedness'  as 
liminarily  to  observe  that  the  decisions  here  used,  is  nieant  a  state  of  being  by 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  this  chapter  voluntary  obligation,  express  or  im- 
will  show  that  what  is  an  "indebted-  plied,  under  legal  liability  to  pay,  in 
ness"  in  a  general  sense  and  what  is  the  present  or  at  some  future  time,  for 
an  "indebtedness"  within  the  debt-  something  already  received,  or  for 
limit  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  something  ^et  to  be  furnished  or  ren- 
net in  aJl  respects  coincident ;  and  will  dered.  Tnis  includes  every  kind  of  in- 
further  show  that  it  is  quite  impossible  debtedness,  no  matter  in  what  manner 
to  formulate  a  single  definition  which  created  or  voluntarily  brought,  about; 
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But  the  necessity  of  continuing  the  corporate  organization  and 
government  and  meeting  and  providing  for  tbe  ordinaiy  current 
expenses  of  the  city  as  they  arise  has  induced  many  of  the  courts 
to  hold  that  if  a  city  has  in  its  treasury,  or  at  its  immediate  com- 
mand by  the  collection  of  taxes  already  levied  or  presently  pay- 
able, means  sufficient  to  pay  such  ordinary  current  expenses, 
then  as  to  such  expenses  no  debt  within  the  constitutional  prohi- 
bition is  created  thereby.^    And  the  rule  laid  down  in  regard  to 


or  for  what  purpose,  whether  it  be  for 
municipal  self-preservation  or  not; 
whether  for  pure  air,  pure  water,  good 
light,  clean  and  convenient  and  safe 
streets  and  sidewalks;  whether  it  be 
payable  now  or  hereafter,  payable 
quarterly  or  annually^  or  at  any  date 
running  on  for  tnirty-four  years: 
whether  for  current  expenses,  or  fixed 
and  definite  debts  or  charges ;  whether 
for  personal  property  or  real  property, 
leasehold  or/reenold,  it  is  none  the  lesa 
indebtedness,  created  in  some  manner, 
and  for  some  purpose,  and  is  within  the 
purview  and  the  bar  of  the  Consti- 
tution." Spilman  v.  Parkersburg,  35 
W.  Va.  605.  A  debt  in  its  general  sense 
la  a  specified  sum  of  money  which  is 
due  or  owing  from  one  person  to  an- 
other, and  denotes  not  only  an  obliga- 
tion of  the  debtor  to  pay,  but  the  right 
of  the  creditor  to  receive  and  enforce 
payment.  State  v.  Hawes,  112  Ind. 
323;  Valparaiso  v.  Gardner,  97  Ind. 
1 ;  Crowcler  v.  Town  of  Sullivan,  128 
Ind.  486;  Laporte  v.  Gamewell  Fire 
Alarm  TeL  Co.,  146  Ind.  466. 

^  See  postf  i  195,  Current  Expenses. 
"So  long  as  the  currerU  expenses  of  the 
municipality  are  kept  within  the  limits 
of  the  moneys  ana  assets  actually  in 
the  treasury,  and  the  current  revenues 
collected  or  in  process  of  immediate 
collection,  the  municipality  may  be 
fairly  regarded  as  doing  business  on 
a  cash  basis,  and  not  upon  credit, 
even  though  there  may  be  for  a  short 
time  some  unpaid  liabilities.  In  other 
words,  amunicipality's  capacity  for 
doing  biisiness  on  such  cash  basis 
with  outstanding  liabilities,  is  neces- 
sarily measured  by  the  amount  of  cash 
on  hand  and  the  available  assets  and 
resources  readily  convertible  into  cash 
to  meet  the  payment  of  such  liabilities 
as  they  become  due.  But  the  moment 
an  indebtedness  is  voluntarily  created 
'in,  any  manner  or  for  any  purpose,' 
with  no  money  nor  assets  in  tne  treas- 
ttiy  nor  current  revenues  collected  or 


in  process  of  collection  for  the  payment 
of  the  same,  that  moment  such  debt 
must  be  considered  in  detenmning 
whether  such  municipality  has  or  has 
not  exceeded  the  constitutional  limit 
of  indebtedness."  Earles  v.  Wells,  94 
Wis.  285. 

"By  indebtedness  in  this  connec- 
tion we  mean  an  agreement  of  some 
kind  by  the  city  to  pay  money  where 
no  suitable  provision  nas  been  made  for 
the  prompt  discharge  of  the  obligation 
imposed  dv  the  agreement.  It  was 
obviously  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  submitting,  and  the  people 
in  adopting,  the  13th  article  of  the 
Constitution,  to  arbitrarily  restrict  the 
power  of  municipal  corporations  to  eon- 
tract  debts  to  a  limited  per  centum  of 
their  taxable  i)roperty ;  and  to  require, 
when  that  limitation  has  been  reached, 
that  such  corporation  shall  be  preoared 
to  pay  whatever  value  they  may  obtain 
without  the  inconvenience  of  any  fur- 
ther indebtedness  for  any  puipose 
whatever."  Sackett  v.  New  Albany, 
88  Ind.  473.  In  Swanson  v.  Ottumwa, 
118  Iowa,  161,  170,  Weaver,  J.,  says: 
"Given  in  its  plainest  and  most  litml 
signification,  the  word  'indebtedness*  in- 
dudes  every  obligation  by  which  one 
person  is  l>ound  to  pay  money,  goods, 
or  services  to  another.  Webster's  Dic- 
tionary, Debt.  Such  is  undoubtedly 
the  meaning  of  the  word  in  the  common 
usage  of  the  English-speaking  pe(^, 
and  there  are  not  wanting  authorities 
which  extend  it  to  mere  moral  obliga- 
tions arising  from  contracts  unenforce- 
able at  law.  Baltimore  v.  Gill,  31  Ud 
375.  As  applied  to  a  municipal  cor- 
I>oration,  'debt,'  if  ^ven  its  broadest 
signification,  would  include  not  only 
obli^tions  for  extraordinary  expendi- 
tures, but  every  outstanding  warrant 
upon  the  treasury,  the  accruing  aalanea 
of  officers  and  expenses  daily  arising 
for  water  supplv,  street  lighting,  streei 
repairs,  and  other  like  legitimate  par- 
poses.    It  can  be  readily  seen  that  such 
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these  ordinary  current  expenses  has  been  extended  to  eoniraets 
calling  for  payments  during  a  period  of  years  in  consideration  of  the 
fuinishing  of  water,  light,  and  other  necessaries,  and  many  of  the 
courts  have  declared  that  such  contracts  are  not  to  be  regarded  as 
creating  indebtedness  for  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  total  payments 
contracted  to  be  made.  If  each  year's  payment  is  within  the  current 
reyenue  for  the  year,  the  amount  thereof  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
creating  indebtedness  prohibited  by  the  Constitution.^  No  indebted- 
ness, for  whatever  piu^iose  created,  is  exempted  from  the  prohibition 
of  the  constitutional  provisions  unless  so  expressed  in  the  Constitu- 
tion.' They  apply  to  debts  payable  in  the  future,'  and  to  debts 
already  due.* 

It  has  been  said  not  to  be  essential  to  the  existence  of  indebted- 
ness of  a  State  that  there  should  be  an  absolute  legal  right  to  coerce 
payment,  as  in  that  sense  the  State  could  never  become  indebted.^ 


rigid  literal  interpretation  of  the  word 
in  oonstniing  the  constitutional  pro- 
vison  would  completeljr  paralyze  mu- 
nicipal power  in  every  city  whose  debt 
has  reached  the  prescribed  limit,  and, 
while    courts    have    propounded    the 
general  Droposition  that  the  language 
m  the  Constitution  in  this  respect  is 
'exceedingly  broad,  and  shoula  have 
no  narrow  or  strained   construction' 
(French  v.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  614), 
and  must  be  given  'its  fair  and  le^ti- 
mate  meaning  and  general  acceptation ' 
(Grant  v.   Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396, 
401 ;    Springfield  v,  Edwards,  84  111. 
ffl26),  a  careful  examination  of  the  de- 
daions  discloses  the  fact  that  in  sub- 
stantially every  jurisdiction  the  word 
'debt'  or  'indebtedness'  as  used  in  the 
limitation  placed  upon  municipal  power, 
is  given  a  meaning  much  less  broad 
and  comprehenave  than  it  bears  in 
general    usage.      This   tendency    has 
been  more  marked  in  some  States  than 
in  others,  with  the  result  that  the  de- 
cisionB  are  sufficiently  at  variance  to 
fairly    justify    the    statement    of    an 
eminent  court  that,  'in  view  of  the 
waning   among   the  adjudged   cases, 
it  is  not  easy  to  affirm  that  the  word 
"d^t"  has  a  firmly  settled  meaning.' 
Vabmiso V.Gardner, 97 Ind.l."  "No 
good  reason  has  been  advanced  to  show 
that  the  word   [indebtedness]  should 
have  any  other  than  its  ordinaiy  sig- 
nifieation;    that  is,  the  contracting  of 
an  obligation  for  which  there  is  no 
present  means  of  payment."    Brashear 
V.  Ifadison,  142  Ind.  685. 


*  See  po9t,  i  196,  Contracts  calling 
for  Future  Periodical  Payments. 

'  Doon  Township  v,  Cummins,  142 
U.  S.  366;  Laporte  v,  Gamewell  Fire 
Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466;  French 
V.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  614 ;  lyier  v. 
Jester  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W.  Rep. 
359. 

*  Law  V.  People,  87  111.  385 ;  Prince 
V,  People,  128  m.  443.  See  post,  §  196, 
as  to  Contracts  for  Future  Periodical 
Payments;  postj  §  198,  Obligations  pay- 
able only  from  a  Special  Fund. 

*  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396. 
»  Joliet  V.  Alexander,  194  IlL  457; 

rv.  Indianapolis,  124  Ind.  292.  See 
East  Moline  v.  Pope,  224  III  386; 
Lobdell  V.  Chicago,  227  IlL  218.  In 
Baltimore  v.  Gill,  31  Hd.  375,  BartoU, 
C.  J.,  said :  "A  debt  is  money  due  upon 
a  contract  without  reference  to  the 
c^uestion  of  the  remedy  for  its  collec- 
tion. It  is  not  essential  to  the  creation 
of  a  debt  that  the  borrower  shoiild  be 
liable  to  be  sued  therefor.  No  suit  can 
be  maintained  against  the  State  by  one 
of  its  citizens,  and  yet  debts  are  created 
b^r  the  State  which  it  is  bound  in  good 
faith  to  pay.  If  money  be  borrowed 
by  the  mayor  and  the  city  council 
wnich,  by  the  contract^  is  to  be  paid, 
it  is  immaterial  to  inqmre  whether  the 
city  is  liable  to  be  sued  therefor,  or  its 
payment  be  secured  by  the  pledge  or 
hypothecation  of  specified  property 
held  by  the  city;  it  would  be,  in  our 
judgment,  equally  the  creation  of  a 
debt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution, in  one  case  as  in  the  others 
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But  it  is  essential  to  the  idea  of  a  debt  that  an  obligation  should 
have  arisen  which  entitles  the  holder  thereof  to  receive  from  the 
municipality  a  sum  of  money  which  the  latter  is  under  a  duty  to 
pay  without  regard  to  any  future  contingency  within  the  control 
of  the  municipality.^  The  fact  that  the  municipality  receives,  in 
exchange  for  the  obligation  which  it  promises  to  pay,  valuable  prop- 
erty from  which  it  derives  a  revenue  and  which  increases  its  resources 
does  not  prevent  the  creation  of  indebtedness.  The  limitation  is 
upon  what  the  city  owes,  irrespective  of  the  property  it  owns,  or  the 
demands  which  it  may  have  a  right  to  enforce  against  others.'  And 
bonds,  which  by  their  terms  a  city  is  directly  and  absolutely  bound 
to  pay,  are  none  the  less  debts  that  they  have  been  issued  for  a  local 
improvement  the  cost  of  which  is  reimbursable  to  the  city  by  an 
assessment  upon  the  property  benefited.'  Arguments  of  convenience, 
of  policy,  or  of  present  necessity  have  no  application  in  determining 
the  power  of  a  city  to  become  indebted.^  If  a  debt  be  created,  the 
form  of  the  obligation  is  not  material,  and  hence  the  limitation  applies 

The  Constitution  is  not  to  have  a  nar> 
row  or  technical  construction;  but 
must  be  understood  and  enforced,  ac- 
cording to  the  plain  and  common  sense 
meaning  of  its  terms."  But  the  means 
of  judicially  enforcing  payment  is,  as 
respects  individuals  or  mimicipalities, 
orcunarily  if  not  always  inherent  in 
the  idea  of  a  debt,  and  the  views  just 
quoted,  if  sound,  must  have  a  very 
si)ecial  and  limited  application.  A  debt 
without  the  ri^ht  to  enforce  payment 
is  almost  or  qmte  a  solecism.  See  post, 
§  198,  ObUgationa  Payable  only  from  a 
Special  Fund,  and  cases  there  cited. 

'  Quill  V.  Indianapolis,  124  Ind.  292 ; 
State  V,  Hawes,  112  ind.  323.  See  also 
Thomas  v,  Burlington,  69  Iowa,  140. 

'  Scott  V,  Davenport,  34  Iowa,  208: 
Jordan  v.  Andrus,  27  Mont.  22.  In 
Scott  V.  Davenport,  supra,  Miller,  J., 
says:  ''A  paity  becomes  indebted 
when  he  enters  into  an  obligation  to 
pav.  Web.  Die,  Title  'Indebted.'  A 
debtor  is  one  who  owes  a  debt ;  he  who 
may  be  constrained  to  pay  what  he 
owes.  1  Bouv.  L.  Die.  380.  When  a 
man  buys  a  farm  and  executes  his  note 
and  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money, 
he  becomes  indebtea,  although  the 
farm  may  be  worth  more  than  the  earn. 
agreed  to  be  paid,  and  the  profit  or 
income  therefrom  be  more  thian  suffi- 
cient to  pa^  the  debt  as  it  falls  due.  A 
merchant  incurs  a  debt  for  goods, 
though  he  expects  to  realise  large 
profits  thereon.     Men  do  not  often 


incur  debts  without  receiving  in  return 
what  they  consider  of  equal  vahie; 
nor  imlesB  they  expect  to  profit  bj  the 
transaction.  But  the  fact  that  the 
property,  for  which  the  debt  is  con- 
tracted, is  valuable,  and  a  souree  of 
profit  or  revenue  does  not  remove  or 
change  the  character  of  the  indebted- 
ness. The  purchaser,  having  become 
bound  to  pay,  has  incurred  an  mdebted- 
ness  which  he  mav  be  compelled  to  pay. 
Being  thus  bound,  he  is  in  debt,  no  matr 
ter  what  amount  of  i)roperty  he  nu^ 
have  received  in  consideration  for  his 
obligation.  He  has  become  indebted 
for  Its  purchase." 

*  In  Fowler  v.  Superior,  85  Wia  411, 
424,  bonds  were  issued  to  pav  for  a 
local  improvement,  the  cost  of  which 
was  assessed  on  the  ownere  of  the  pn»- 
erty  benefited.  The  court  said:  "it 
is  said  that  the  issue  of  these  bonds 
does  not  increase  the  indebtedness  of 
the  city,  because  they  are  a  mere  sob- 
stitute  for  the  assessments  which  tbe 
city  owns  as  a  resource  for  their  puf* 
ment.  When  the  citj  sells  the  bondst 
the  money  goes  into  its  treasinr  as  the 
same  kind  of  substitute  or  offset  It 
is  the  indebtedness  of  the  city  the  Oon- 
stitution  limits,  and  nothing  else  can 
be  considered  than  that."  Posty  diap- 
ter  on  Municipal  Bonds. 

*  French  v.  Buriinston,  42  Iowa, 
614 ;  Windsor  v.  Des  Itoines,  110  Iowa, 
175;  Hebard  v.  Ashland  County,  SS 
Wis.  145,  147. 
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to  floating  as  well  as  bonded  dd)t,^  to  debts  created  by  operation  of  law 
as  well  as  by  contracts  voluntarily  made,'  to  debts  arising  from 
implied  as  well  as  express  promises.'    Under  these  principles,  it  has 

»  Lake  County  v,  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662;  People  v.  May,  9  Colo.  80;  Law 
V.  People,  87  111.  385 ;  Prince  v,  Quincy, 
105  ni.  138;  Council  Blufifs  v.  Stewart, 
51  Iowa,  385;  Davenport  v,  Klein- 
Bchmidt,  6  Mont.  502.  ''It  is  idle  to 
uive  that  the  restriction  includes  only 
a  Donded  indebtedness,  for  such  is 
neither  the  constitutional  letter  nor 
spirit.  A  floating  debt  usually  ends  in 
a  bonded  debt,  and  the  former  is  just 
as  obligatory  as  the  latter."  Erie's 
App^,  91  Pa.  St.  398. 

»  Lake  County  v,  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662 ;  Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  U.  S. 
674 ;  People  v.  May,  9  Colo.  80 ;  Browne 
V.  Boston,  179  Mass.  321 ;  Barnard  & 
Co.  o.  Knox  County,  105  Mo.  382,  391 
(overruling  Potter  v.  Douglas  County, 
87  Mo.  239) ;  State  v.  Wilder,  197  Mo.  1 : 
3Aartin  v.  Territory,  5  Okla.  188 ;  Board 
of  Com'rs  v.  GiUett,  9  Okla.  593; 
Guthrie  V.  New  Vienna  Bank,  4  Okla. 
194 ;  Grand  Island  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker, 
6  Wyo.  369.  In  Oregon,  the  Constitu- 
tion declares  "no  county  shall  create 
any  debts  or  liabilities  which  shall 
singly,  or  in  the  aggregate  exceed  the 
sum  of  $5,000,  except  to  suppress  insur- 
rection or  repel  invasion."  As  construed 
by  the  courts  df  that  State,  this  pro- 
vision applies  onl^  to  debts  and  liabili- 
ties which  countiea  voluntarily  incur  or 
create  in  their  corporate  character. 
Obligations  imposed  on  them  by  operar 
turn  of  law,  which  they  are  powerless 
to  prevent,  do  not  come  within  this 
provision.  Grant  County  v.  Lake 
County,  17  Oreg.  453;  Wormington  v. 
Pierce,  22  Oreg.  606;  Burnett  v, 
Markley,  23  Oreg.  436;  Municipal 
Securities  Go.  v.  Baker  County,  33  Oreg. 
338;  Eaton  v.  Minnaugh,  43  Oreg.  465 ; 
BrDckway  v.  Rosebuig,  46  Oreg.  77. 
Expenses  of  public  records  and  of  an 
examination  of  the  books  of  county 
oflicers  are  debts  incurred  compulsorily 
or  involuntarily  under  this  provision; 
but  fittings  for  vaults  where  records  are 
kept,  discretionary  expenses  for  con- 
structing and  re|>airing  bridges,  and 
erecting  and  repairing  county  buildings, 
the  purchase  price  of  toll  roads,  boun- 
ties for  scalps,  eTcpenses  of  the  poor 
farm,  and  the  expienses  of  reindexing 
and  replatting  records,  are  debts  in- 
curred voluntarily.  Municipal  Securi- 
ties Co.  V,  Baker  County,  33  Oreg.  338. 


The  cost  of  a  court  house,  the  erection 
of  which  mav  be  postponed  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  authorities,  is  a  debt 
voluntarily  incurred.  Eaton  v.  Min- 
naugh, 43  Oreg.  465. 

»  Litchfield  v,  BaUou,  114  U.  S.  190. 
People  V.  May,  9  Colo.  80,  404;  Eddy 
Valve  Co.  v.  Crown  Point,  166  Ind.  613 ; 
Windsor  v.  Des  Moines,  110  Iowa,  175. 

"There  is  no  more  reason,"  says  a 
great  judge,  "for  a  recovery  on  the  ifn- 
plied  contract  to  repay  the  money^  than 
on  the  express  contract  found  m  the 
bonds.  Tne  language  of  the  Constitu- 
tion is  that  no  city,  &c.,  'shall  be 
allowed  to  become  indebted  in  any 
manner  or  for  any  purpose  to  an 
amount,  including  existing  indebted- 
ness, in  the  aggregate  exceeding  five 
per  centum  on  the  value  of  its  tax- 
able propertv.'  It  shall  not  become 
indebted.  Shall  not  incur  any  pecu- 
niary liability.  It  shall  not  do  this  in 
any  manner.  Neither  by  bonds  nor 
notes,  nor  bv  express  or  implied  prom- 
ises. Nor  snail  it  be  done  for  any  pur- 
pose. No  matter  how  urgent,  now 
useful,  how  unanimous  the  wish.  There 
stands  the  existing  indebtedness  to  a 
given  amount  in  relation  to  the  sources 
of  payment  as  an  impassable  obstacle 
to  the  creation  of  any  further  debt 
in  any  manner  or  for  any  purpose 
whatever.  If  this  prohibition  is  worth 
anything,  it  is  as  effectual  against  the 
implied  as  the  express  promise,  and  is 
as  Dinding  in  a  court  of  chance^  as  a 
court  of  law."  Litchfield  v.  BaUou, 
114  U.  S.  190,  192,  per  Mr.  Justice 
MiUer.  The  provision  of  the  California 
Constitution  that  no  municipality  shall 
incur  "  any  indebtedness  or  liability  in 
any  manner  or  for  any  purpose  exceed- 
ing in  any  year  the  income  and  revenue 
provided  for  it  for  each  year,"  without 
the  assent  of  the  voters,  refers  only  to 
indebtedness  or  liability  incurred  by  the 
act  or  conduct  of  the  municipality.  It 
has  no  apriicaiion  to  the  stated  salary  of 
a  tniblic  officer  fixed  by  the  statute,  over 
which  the  municipality  has  no  control. 
Lewis  V,  Widber,  99  Cal.  412;  distin- 
guishing People  17.  May,  9  Colo.  80,  404, 
and  Lake  County  v.  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662.  See  also  Mitchell  v,  Patterson, 
120  Cal.  286.  In  Washington,  the  con- 
stitutional prohibition  against  incur- 
ring debt  beyond  a  certain  amount 


354  MT7NICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  §  194 

been  held  that  liabilities  such  as  the  following  are  indebtedness 
within  the  meaning  of  these  constitutional  provisions:  official  sal- 
aries,^ contracts  for  court  houses,^  school  houses,'  sewers/  street 
improvements/  services  rendered/  guaranties  of  obligations/  agree- 
ments by  which  cities,  in  consideration  of  gifts  of  library  buildings, 
agree  to  expend  yearly  a  certain  sum  for  maintenance/  rewards  for 
first  obtaining  an  artesian  well,*  unliquidated  damages  to  land 
owners  from  the  construction  of  a  public  improvement.^® 

§  194.  Anticipation  of  Bevennes.  —  When  a  city  has  become 
indebted  to  the  limit  permitted  by  the  Constitution,  the  municipal 
officers  are  confronted  with  the  difficulty  of  providing  for  ordinary 
current  expenses  before  the  receipt  of  ihe  revenues  of  the  current 
year.  To  enable  a  city  to  meet  these  expenses  the  rule  has  been 
recognized  that  the  municipdlity  may,  to  a  certain  extent,  antmpaU 
tie  revenues,  and  the  liabilities  tiius  incurred  in  anticipation  of  these 
revenues  are  not  debts  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  But 
in  order  to  take  these  liabilities  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, the  tax  anticipated  must  have  been  actually  levied  or  at  least 
leviable  for  the  current  year  at  the  time  when  the  obligation  is  in- 
curred, and  it  has  been  declared  in  certain  cases  that  the  legal  effect 
of  the  contract  or  obligation  must  be  that  the  creditor  agrees  to  look 
only  to  the  revenues  so  anticipated  for  payment.  In  other  words, 
the  contract  or  agreement  must  be  in  effect  an  assignment  of  taxes 
actually  levied  without  recourse  against  the  assignor."    And  the  fact 

without  the  assent  of  the  voters  does       *  McRae  v.  Cochise  County,  5  Axis 

fUJi  apply  to  fees  of  witnesses  in  criminal  26. 

eases  J  to  the  fees  of  sheriffs  for  servinc       ^  Keller  v.  Scranton,  200  Pa.  St  130. 

criminal  process,  or  to  the  expense  en  In  this  case  the  city  entered  into  a 

the  State  general  election,  since  these  contract  for  the  construction  of  a  ria- 

expenses  are  incurred  in  executixig  re-  duct  without  expense  to  it,  but  agreed 

quirements  of  the  Constitution  itself,  to  pay  all  the  danuiges  to  abuttii^ 

Rauch  V,  Chapman,  16  Wash.  568.  owners.       Held,  that    these  dama^ 

*  Norton  v,  Elast  St.  Louis,  36  111.  were  indebtedness  within  the  meaning 
App.  171  (salary  of  a  health  officer);  of  the  Constitution. 

Board  of  Com'rs  v.  Gillett.  9  Okla.  593.       >'  State  v.  McCauley,  15  CaL  429, 

Qtuere.  455 ;  Koppikus  v.  State  Capitol  Cam*n, 

'  Hebard  V.Ashland  County,  55  Wis.   16  CaL  248,  253;    People  v.  Pacheoo. 

145.  29  CaL  210 ;  People  v.  Hay,  9  Colo.  80. 

*  Winamac  v.  Huddleston,  132  Ind.  404 ;  Springfield  v.  Edw^aids,  84  IIL 
217.  626;     Law   v.    People,   87    HL  385: 

*  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Spencer,  126  Fuller  v.  Heath,  89  IIL  296;  Coles 
Iowa,  101.  County    v,    Goehring,    209    IIL    142; 

*  Howard  v.  Smith,  91  Tex.  8.  Hodges  v.  CrowW,  186  IIL  305;  Esst 

*  Norton  v.  East  St.  Louis,  36  IIL  St.  Louisv.Flannigan,26I]L  App.449; 
App.  171 ;  East  St.  Louis  v.  Fxeels,  17  Blanchard  o.  Benton,  109  IIL  App.  569; 
nt.  App.  339 ;  Logansport  v.  Dykeman,  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396, 399 ; 
116  Ind.  15.  French  v.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  614; 

^  Carter  v,  Dubuque,  35  Iowa,  416.   Austin  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brown  County,  65 
'  Riunsey  v.  Shelby ville,  1 19  Ky.  180.  Neb.  60 ;  State  o.  Medbeny,  lOtaoSL 
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that  the  revenue  so  anticipated  and  pledged  to  the  payment  of  these 
obligations  is  wrongfully  diverted  to  other  uses  does  not  bring  the 
debts  thereby  created  within  the  constitutional  provision.^  But  the 
rule  that  current  revenues  may  be  anticipated  must  not  be  so  far  re- 
laxed as  to  impair  the  force  of  the  constitutional  provision^  or  nullify 
its  spirit.'  The  only  revenues  which  can  be  anticipated  in  this  manner 
are  those  accruing  from  the  collection  of  taxes  already  levied  or  at 
least  leviable  for  the  current  year.'  Any  anticipation  of  the  revenues 
in  excess  of  the  amount  covered  by  the  annual  levy  is  illegal.^  Hence 
a  statute  which  authorizes  the  municipality  to  levy  a  specified  tax 
yearly  for  a  period  of  ten  years  and  empowers  the  local  authorities 
to  make  the  levy  for  the  whole  period,  and  to  draw  anticipation  war- 
rants against  the  aggregate  amount  to  be  produced  by  the  tax  based 
on  the  assessment  of  the  previous  year,  is  an  attempt  to  authorize 
the  municipality  to  become  indebted  beyond  the  constitutional  limit 
and  is  invalid.^  But  these  anticipations  are  to  be  carefully  dis- 
tinguished from  the  anticipation  and  pledge  of  revenues  to  be  created 
under  a  special  assessment  to  pay  for  the  particular  improvement 
out  of  which  the  debt  arises.  The  qualifications  upon  the  anticipa- 
tion of  revenues  apply  only  to  revenues  to  be  raised  by  taxation  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  municipality,  and  not  to  special  assess- 
ments, the  proceeds  of  which  are  specifically  devoted  to  the  improve- 
ment in  connection  with  which  the  indebtedness  is  created.*  As 
shown  elsewhere,^  obligations  charged  and  chargeable  solely  under 
legislative  authority  upon  and  payable  exclusively  from  a  special 
fund  to  be  created  by  the  levy  of  a  special  assessment  or  other  special 
fund  do  not  come  within  the  constitutional  prohibition. 

§  195.     Onirent  Xxpenses.  —  It  is  obvious  the  current  expenses  of 
a  municipality  for  salaries  of  public  officers,  court  expenses,  and  other 

522,  531;  Johnson  v.  Pawnee  County,        «  People  v.  May,  9  Colo.  80,  404; 

7  Okla.  686;    Shannon  v.  Huron,  9  Law   v.   People,   87    IlL   385;    Coles 

a  Dak.  356;  Earles  v.  Welles,  94  Wis.  County  v.  Goehring,  209  HI.  142. 
285;  post,  i  295.    But  under  statutes        «  People  v.  May,  9  Colo.  80,  412. 
providing  that  warrants  shall  be  paid        •  Hod|res  v.  Crowley,  186  111.  305. 

in  the  order  of  their  issue,  those  for  any  See  also  Voss  v.  Waterloo  Water  Co., 

particular  year  are  not  a  first  charge  on  163  Ind.  69 ;    Windsor  v.  Des  Moines, 

the  revenues  of  the  year,  and  theiocal  110  Iowa,  175;  Helena  Water  Works 

authorities  cannot  assign  a  portion  of  Co.  v.  Helena,  27  Mont.  205. 
the  delinquent  taxes  of  any  year  in        •  Corners  of  Highways  v.  Jackson, 

payment  of  a  claim.    State  v.  Hopkins,  165   111.   17,  afT'g  61   III.  App.  381 ; 

14  Wash.  59.  Windsor  v.  Des  Moines,  110  Iowa,  175; 

*  Phillips  V.  Reed,  107  Iowa,  331;  State  v.  Superior  Court  of  Whatcom 
Cedar  Rapids  v.  Bechtel,  110  Iowa,  196.  County,  42  Wash.  521. 

•  French  v.  Burlington,  42  Iowa,  614.        '  Post,  {  198. 
What  are  current  expenses  and  current 

revenues,  see  post,  {  195. 
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obligations  arising  from  the  conduct  of  municipal  affairs  create  what 
is  technically  a  debt  until  paid.  These  expenses  are,  in  universal 
practice,  intended  to  be  paid  from  cash  in  die  treasury  or  from  the 
current  revenues;  and  unless  they  can  be  provided  for  in  some  way, 
the  conduct  of  local  affairs  becomes  difficult  in  the  extreme,  if  not 
impracticable.  The  fact  that  these  expenses  result  in  indebtedness 
has  caused  some  courts  to  hold  that  they  are  within  the  operation 
of  the  constitutional  limitation,  and,  if  the  city  is  already  indebted 
to  the  prescribed  limit,  they  cannot  be  recovered.^  But  the  great 
weight  of  authority  adopts  a  contrary  view,  and  it  has  been  declared 
that  there  is  no  restriction  on  municipal  expenditure,  provided  it  is 
paid  as  it  goes;  what  is  prohibited  is  the  incurring  of  debt,  and  if 
the  city  has  money  on  hand,  or  provides  at  the  time  a  present  means  of 
raising  it  otherwise  than  by  loan,  it  may  within  these  limits  and  con- 
ditions contract  for  expenditure  without  other  restriction.'  Hence, 
if  the  contracts  of  municipal  corporations  do  not  overreach  their  cur- 
rent revenues,  no  objections  can  lawfully  be  made  to  them,  however 
great  the  indebtedness  of  such  municipalities  may  be;  for,  in  sach 
case,  their  engagements  do  not  extend  beyond  their  present  means, 
and  so  no  debt  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution  is  created.'  A  cttr 
has  a  right  to  apply  its  cwrrerd  revenues  to  the  payment  of  the  ordi- 

'  Springfield  v,  Edwards,  84  IlL  626;  that  if  the  broadest  oonstnicticm  of  the 

Law  V.  People,  87  III.  385;    Fuller  v.  term  "debt"  be  adopted  no  offieer  of 

Chicago,  89  IlL  282 ;  Prince  v.  Quingr*  ftny  public  corporation  can  puiehsfle  for 

105  in.  138 ;  Prince  v.  Quincy,  128  111.  the  public  any  article,  no  matter  how 
443;  Chicago  v,  McDonald,  176  111.  small  and  trifling,  unless  payment  for 
404;  Beard  V.  Hopkinsville,  95  Ky.  the  same  is  made  m  cash  at  the  time  the 
239 :  but  quearet  Certificates  issued  by  article  is  delivered,  and  that  the  genefml 
a  city  to  the  effect  that  a  person  has  law  had  been  that  ordinaiy  cunent  or 
advanced  a  sum  of  money  tor  current  annual  expenses  should  be  mcuired  and 
expenses,  for  which  an  appropriation  paid  from  the  taxes  as  they  were  ooK- 
has  been  made,  and  that  such  sum  will  lected,  the  court  says :  "  Debt  as  used 
be  paid  to  him  and  charged  to  such  in  the  Constitution  is  to  be  understood 
fund  on  a  specified  day,  are  invalid,  as  a  liability  which  is  undertaken  and 
when  the  city  is  already  mdebted  to  the  which  must  be  dischar;^  at  some  time 
constitutional  limit.  Fuller  v.  Chicago,  in  the  future,  but  which  is  not  to  be 
89  111.  282.  If  an  indebtedness  of  a  city  discharged  by  a  tax  levied  mihin  the 
for  current  expenses  is  illegal  as  exceed.-  year  in  which  the  liability  is  under- 
ing  the  constitutional  limit,  the  con-  taken."  It  added:  "A  liability  for  a 
tract  creating  the  debt  is  void,  though  current  expense  can  be  incurred  by  a 
in  itself  executory  and  creating  only  a  municipal  corporation  for  any  one  year, 
contingent  liability.  Prince  v.  Quincy,  provided  there  is  at  the  time  of  incur- 
128  111.  443.  ring  the  liability  a  sufficient  sum  m  the 

'  Addyston    Pipe   &   Steel   Co.    v.  treasuiy  (tf  the  city  which  may  lavfuDy 

Corry,  197  Pa.  St.  41,  48.  be  appropriated  to  the  paymoit  of  the 

*  Appeal  of  Erie,  91  Pa.  St.  398.    In  liability  mcurred,  or  if  a  sufficKot  ram 

Dawson  v.  Dawson  Water  Woi^  Co.,  to  discnaige  the  liability  can  be  raised 

106  Ga.  696,  the  court  discusses  the  by  taxation  durini;  the  current  year; 
question  v>hdher  current  expenses  pay-  and  such  a  transaction  would  not  ctm^ 
Me  from  a  levy  of  taxes  for  the  current  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  that  word 
year  constitute  debt  within  the  meaning  as  it  is  used  in  the  Constitution." 

of  the  Constitution.    After  pointing  out 
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naiy  and  current  expenses  even  as  against  a  judgment  creditor ;  and 
if  an  obligation  of  the  municipality  pertains  to  its  ordinary  expenses, 
and  is,  with  other  like  expenses,  within  the  limit  of  its  current  rev- 
enues for  the  year,  such  obligation  does  not  create  indebtedness 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.'  These  general  views  are 
adopted  by  the  courts  of  many  States.^ 

Although  the  constitutional  limit  has  been  reached,  warrants  may 
be  tamed  for  the  ordinary  current  expenses  of  the  fiscal  year  to  the 
full  amount  levied  for  that  year,  without  incurring  indebtedness 
beyond  the  constitutional  limit.  So  long  as  the  amounts  of  such 
warrants  do  not  in  the  aggregate  exceed  the  current  revenues,  no 
additional  indebtedness  has  been  incurred  thereby,  and  usually  war- 
rants thus  drawn  are  payable  in  the  order  of  presentment  for  regis- 
tration. Being  legal  warrants  when  issued,  no  subsequent  act  or 
misappropriation  of  funds  by  the  municipal  authorities  can  operate 
to  render  them  invalid.^  The  current  expenses  whi6h  may  be  law- 
fully incurred  without  violating  the  Constitution  have  been  held  to 
incluie  salaries  to  the  sheriff,  register,  and  clerk  of  a  county ;  *  salary 
due  an  alderman ;  ^  services  for  jurors  in  the  superior  court,  witness 
fees  in  criminal  proceedings,  sheriff's  expenses  in  serving  criminal 

'  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396.  Herman  v,  Oconto^  110  Wis.  660.  The 
'  Lewis  V.  Wldber,  99  Cal.  412;  connate  constitutional  provision  re- 
Dawson  o.  Dawson  Water  Works  Co.,  quiring  provision  to  be  made  for  the 
106  Ga.  696,  713;  Sackett  v.  New  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest 
Albany,  88  Ind.  473;  Valparaiso  v,  of  a  debt  does  not  apply  to  ordinary 
Gardner,  97  Ind.  1 ;  Brashear  v.  Madi-  current  expenses.  See  post,  {  211, 
ion,  142  Ind.  685;  Poland  v.  Frank-  Requirement  that  Provision  fyr  Pay- 
ton,  142  Ind.  546;  Perry  County  v.  ment  be  made.  In  Californiat  when 
Garaoffl',  155  Ind.  165 ;  French  v.  Bur-  the  revenue  of  a  city  for  the  current 
lington,  42  Iowa,  614 ;  Tuttle  v,  Polk,  year  has  been  collated  and  expended, 
92  Iowa,  433 ;  Creston  Water  Works  it  cannot,  even  for  its  necessities  during 
Co.  V.  Creston,  101  Iowa,  687 ;  Cedar  the  remainder  of  the  year,  incur  obh- 
Rapids  V.  Bechtel,  110  Iowa,  196 ;  Lay-  gations  to  be  met  from  the  revenues  of 
cock  V.  Baton  Rouge,  35  La.  An.  475 ;  the  following  year.  Bradford  v.  San 
Adams  v.  Waterville,  95  Me.  242;  Al-  Francisco,  112  Cal.  537. 
pena  o.  Kelly,  97  Mich.  550;  McGrath  *  Cedar  Rapids  v,  Bechtel,  110 
V.  Grout,  171  N.  Y.  7;  Darling  v,  Iowa,  196;  Shannon  v.  Huron,  9  S. 
Tajdor,  7  N.  Dak.  538;  Grant  County  Dak.  356;  In  re  State  Warrants,  6  S. 
9.  Lake  County,  17  0reg.  453;  Reuting  Dak.  518;  Western  Town  Lot  Co.  v. 
V.  Tltusville.  175  Pa.  512;  Addyston  Lane,  7  S.  Dak.  1.  The  validity  of  a 
Pipe  A  Steel  Co.  v,  Corry,  197  Pa.  41 ;  contract  for  school  furnishings,  which 
Shannon  v,  Huron,  9  S.  Dak.  356 ;  In  re  does  not  exceed  the  constitutional  limit 
State  Warrants,  6  S.  Dak.  518 ;  West-  when  made,  is  not  affected  by  the  fact 
em  Town  Lots  Co.  i^.  Lane,  7  S.  Dak.  that  the  board  of  education  subse- 
1 ;  Terrell  v.  Dessaint,  71  Tex.  770 ;  (juently  incurs  debt  for  other  purposes 
Biddle  v.  Terrell,  82  Tex.  335 ;  McNeall  in  excess  of  the  constitutional  timit. 
V.  Waco,  89  Tex.  83;  Tyler  v.  Jester  Peck-\^lliamson  Heating,  &c.  Co.  v. 
(Tex.  CSv.  App.),  74  S.  W,  Rep.  359;  Board  of  Education,  6  Okla.  279. 
a^d  97  Tex.  344;  Fenton  v.  Blair,  *  McGrath  v.  Grout,  171  N.  Y.  7. 
11  Utah,  78;  Ranch  v.  Chapman,  16  ■  TVler  i>.  Jester  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
Wash.  568;  Hull  v,  Ames,  26  Wash.  74  S.  W.  Rep.  359;  aff'd  97  Tex.  344. 
272;  Gladwin  v.  Ames,  30  Wash.  608; 
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'  process,  and  expenses  incurred  at  the  general  State  election,  as  being 
necessary  expenses  made  mandatory  in  the  Constitutiony  and  pro- 
vided for  by  the  legislature  of  the  State,  and  imposed  upon  the 
county; '  salaries  of  policemen,  marshal,  and  city  treasurer;^  the 
rent  of  suitable  offices  for  the  officers  of  a  citj;^  labor  and  material 
furnished  in  the  building  of  a  city  jail ;  services  in  guarding  quaran- 
tine patients,  publishing  notices  and  printing  ballots  of  election, 
feeding  impounded  stock,  boarding  city  prisoners ;  insurance  on  dty 
buildings;  services  in  making  assessment  rolls;  postage  and  station- 
ery for  officers,  city  printing,  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  city  clerk,* 
the  fee  of  an  architect  employed  by  the  city  to  prepare  plans  and  spec- 
ifications of  a  city  hall  and  market  house,^  the  expense  of  an  in- 
vestigation of  county  books,*  the  expense  of  light,  water,  labor,  and 
the  like;  ^  but  the  building  of  a  sewer  system  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
a  current  expense,"  nor  is  the  building  of  a  garbage  crematory  and 
the  purchase  of  a  site  therefor;*  and  the  erection  of  a  city  hall,  or 
a  building  for  the  use  of  the  city  officers,  is  an  extraordinary  expense, 
and  not  an  ordinary  and  necessary  expense  such  as  is  properly  pay- 
able from  current  revenues.**  But  if  the  indebtedness  of  the  dty 
already  equals  or  exceeds  the  constitutional  limit,  and  the  current 
revenues  are  not  sufficient  to  pay  a  contract  indebtedness  for  an 
usual  and  necessary  expense,  such  indebtedness,  although  for  a  cur- 
rent expense,  when  it  comes  into  existence  by  the  rendition  of  ser- 
vices or  the  delivery  of  property,  is  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution."  The  municipality  has  the  power  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  current  necessary  expenses  out  of  the  current  general 
revenues,  even  though  the  effect  be  to  postpone  judgment  or  other  cred- 
itors." When  the  statute  defines  the  necessary  current  expenses  for 
which  provision  may  be  made  before  satisfying  a  judgment,  only 

'  Rauch  V.  Chapman,  16  Wash.  568.  not  a  current  expense  within  a  statute 

'  Hull  V.  Ames,  26  Wash.  272.  regulating  the  application  of  the  funds 

'  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  155  Ind.  of    the    municipalities    which    have 

70;  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396.  reached    the    constitutional    limit    of 

*  Gladwin  o.  Ames,  30  Wash.  608.  indebtedness. 

As  to  expenses  of  building  city  hall,  see  '  Herman  v.  Oconto,  110  Wis.  000. 

South  Bend  v,  Reynolds,  155  Ind.  70;  •  Mander  v.  Coleman,   109  N.  Y. 

infra.  App.  Div.  454. 

*  Houston    r.    Glover    (Tex.    Civ.  »*  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  165  Ind. 
App.),  89  S.  W.  Rep.  425.  70. 

*  Perry  County  v.  Gardner,  155  Ind.  "  Sackett  «.  New  Albany,  88  Ind. 
165.  473 ;  Valparaiso  v.  Gardner,  97  Ind.  1 ; 

^  Poland  V,  Frankton,  142  Ind.  546;  Laporte  v.  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  TeL 
Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  Iowa,  396.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466;  Brockway  v.  Ro«&- 
But  in  Helena  Water  Works  Co.  v.  burg,  46  Oreg.  77. 
Helena,  31  Mont.  243,  it  was  held  that  "  Foland  v.  Frankton,  142  Ind.  M«. 
an  expenditure  to  install  and  operate  a  See  also  Grant  v.  Davenport,  36  lowm, 
water  system  to  belong  to  the  city  is  396 ;  post,  §  210. 
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those  current  expenses  can  be  allowed  which  come  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute,  and  the  city  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  money  which 
it  has  expended  for  other  purposes,  however  necessary.^ 

§  196.  Oontracta  calUng  for  Fntore  Periodical  Payments.  —  In 
the  case  of  contracts  by  municipalities  whereby  the  body  corporate 
agrees  to  pay  for  work  or  services  to  be  rendered,  or  for  water,  light, 
or  materials  to  be  supplied  periodiccUly  over  a  term  of  years,  a  diver-- 
gence  in  the  views  of  the  courts  has  arisen  similar  to  that  in  the  case 
of  current  expenses.  In  a  few  States  the  rule  has  been  adopted  that, 
as  soon  as  such  a  contract  is  entered  into,  indebtedness  to  the  amount 
of  the  aggregate  future  payments  is  deemed  to  be  incurred,  irrespec- 
tive of  any  condition  connected  with  the  rendition  of  the  services  or 
the  furnishing  of  water,  light,  or  supplies.  Where  this  view  prevails, 
the  city  is  deemed  to  be  absolutely  bound  and  to  have  no  control 
over  its  liability  or  means  of  escaping  it  other  than  by  the  act  of  the 
person  with  whom  it  contracts.  The  contract  contemplates  that  the 
services  will  be  rendered,  or  water,  light,  or  supplies  furnished,  irre- 
spective of  any  action  which  the  city  may  take,  and  inasmuch  as 
failure  to  render  the  services  or  to  furnish  the  water,  light,  or  sup- 
plies will  proceed  from  some  cause  beyond  the  control  of  the  munici- 
pality, an  indebtedness  to  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  future  pay- 
ments agreed  to  be  made  arises  immediately  upon  the  execution  of 
the  contract.^    If,  however,  at  the  time  of  making  a  contract  extend- 

*  A  statute   of  Missouri   provided  presdon  a  "current  expense/'  the  de- 

that  an  execution  against  a  city  may  termination  of  the  city  council  as  to 

be  enforced  by  mandamus  compelling  the  reasonableness  and  necessity  of  a 

a  levy  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg-  particular  current  expense  will  not  be 

ment,    and   that   the   whole   amoimt  reviewed  by  the  courts  in  the  absence 

within  the  constitutional  limit  mav  be  of  fraud  or  abuse  of  discretion.  Helena 

applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  debt,  Water  Works  Co.  v,  Helena,  31  Mont. 

'*  except  such  amount  as  may  be  neces-  243. 

sary  to  pay  reasonable  salaries  allowed  *  Prince  v.  Quincy,  128  111.  443 ; 
by  law  to  the  mayor,  council,  marshal,  Chicago  v,  McDonald,  176  III.  404 ;  Bal- 
constable,  attorney,  and  a  reasonable  timore  &  O.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  200  111. 
police  force."  Under  this  statute,  the  541 ;  Beard  v.  Hookinsville,  95  Ky. 
only  deductions  which  can  be  made  239;  Covington  v.  McKenna,  99  Ky. 
from  current  revenues,  as  against  a  508;  Ramsey  v.  Shelbvville,  119  Ky. 
jud^ent  creditor,  are  the  salaries  180 ;  NQes  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Niles, 
specified  in  the  statute.  Crebs  v.  Leb-  59  Mich.  311;  Davenport  v.  Klein- 
anon,  98  Fed.  Rep.  549 ;  Webb  aty,  schmidt,  6  Mont.  502 ;  State  v.  Helena, 
Ac.  Water  Works  v.  Carterville,  142  24  Mont.  521 ;  Read  v,  Atlantic  CSty, 
Mo.  101 ;  Lebanon  Liffht,  &c.  Co.  v.  49  N.  J.  L.  558 ;  Humphreys  t;.  Bay- 
Lebanon,  163  Mo.  246.  When  the  stat-  onne,  55  N.  J.  L.  241 ;  Salem  Water 
ute  provides  that  after  the  city  has  Co.  v,  Salem,  5  Oreg.  29 ;  Duncan  v. 
reached  the  constitutional  limit  of  in-  Charleston,  60  S.  Car.  532 ;  Spilman  v, 
debtedness,  it  may  pay  reasonable  and  Parkersburg,  35  W.  Va.  605.  A  con- 
neoessary  current  expenses  from  its  tract  by  a  city  to  pay  a  yeariy  sum  for 
cash  assets,  while  it  is  for  the  courts  to  a  number  of  years  tor  water  and  electric 
determine  what  is  meant  by  the  ex-  light  creates  indebtedness  within  the 
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ing  over  a  number  of  years  and  calling  for  periodical  payments,  the 
city  is  not  indebted  beyond  the  constitutional  limit,  the  total  amount 


meaning  of  the  Constitution  for  the 
total  amount  which  the  contract  pro- 
vides shall  be  paid  during  all  the  years 
it  is  to  continue,  althougn  it  provides 
that  the  yearly  payments  are  to  be 
made  out  of  the  annual  revenues. 
Beard  v.  Hopkinsville,  95  Ky.  239. 

A  contract  by  a  city  which  has 
reached  the  constitutional  limit  of  in- 
debtedness, for  the  maintenance  and 
lighting  of  a  definite  number  of  street 
lamps  at  a  specific  price  per  lainp  to  be 
paid  monthly,  is  wholly  void.  Chicago 
V,  Galpin,  183  111.  399.  A  contract  be- 
tween a  city  and  a  light  company  for 
the  leasing  of  an  electric  Ugnt  plant 
to  the  dty  for  thirteen  years  at  a  yearly 
rental  for  $1,000,  and  interest  on  the 
company's  indebtedness  and  taxes,  in- 
surance, &c.,  with  the  right  to  the  city 
to  purchase  the  plant  at  any  time  dur- 
ing the  lease  for  $13,000,  is  in  fact  a 
purchase  of  the  plant,  and  creates  a  debt 
against  the  cit]^  for  the  full  amount 
agreed  to  be  paid  from  the  date  of  its 
execution.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  People,  200  III  541.  A  contract 
for  the  removal  of  garbage  calling  for 
monthly  payments  as  the  work  pro- 
^sses  immediately  creates  a  debt,  and 
IS  entirely  void  if  the  cit^r  has  reached 
its  constitutional  limit  of  indebtedness. 
Chicago  V,  McDonald,  176  111.  404. 

The  charter  of  Portland,  Oregon,  pro- 
hibited the  city  from  contractink  in- 
debtedness exceeding  $50,000.  Under 
this  provision  an  onSnance  assuming  a 
liabiuty  of  $350,000  to  be  paid  in  semi- 
annual instalments  extending  through 
twenty  years  violates  the  charter  and 
is  invalid,  although  the  ordinance 
makes  provision  for  the  payment  of  the 
instidments  as  they  fall  due  by  the  levy 
of  taxes  for  that  purpose.  Coulson  v. 
Portland,  Deady,  481.  The  charter  of 
a  city  limited  the  city  debt  to  $1,000. 
The  city  made  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
water  company  $1,800  annually  for 
water  to  be  furnished  by  the  company ; 
no  provision  was  made  for  raising  or 
appropriating  revenue  to  pay  the  in- 
stalments as  they  became  due.  It  was 
held  that  the  contract  necessarily  cre- 
ated liability  exceeding  the  charter 
limit.  Salem  Water  Co.  v,  Salem,  5 
Or^.  29.  The  charter  of  a  munici- 
pality provided  that  its  indebtedness 
''must  never  exceed"  in  the  a^jpi^ate 
$5,000.    At  a  time  when  the  city  was 


indebted,  over  and  above  its  cash  in 
hand,  in  a  sum  of  $14,000,  evidenced 
by  outstanding  warrants,  it  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  lighting  of  the 
city,  agreeing  to  pay  therefor  $125  a 
month  in  "valid  warrants,"  the  con- 
tract containing  no  provision  for  the 
appropriation  of  a  special  fund  for  pay- 
ment of  the  indebtedness.  The  court 
held  the  contract  void,  within  the  doc- 
trine of  Salem  Water  Co.  v.  Salem,  5 
Oreg.  29.  In  this  case  it  is  stated  that 
the  rule  in  the  cases  apparently  hold- 
ing a  contra]^  doctrine  proceeded  upon 
the  theory  that  under  such  a  contract 
there  is  m  fact  no  debt  until  the  ser- 
vices are  rendered,  and  the  amount  to 
be  paid  becomes  due.  The  court  aud 
that  in  these  cases  it  is  either  stated  or 
clearly  intimated  that  a  contract  as 
suggested  is  void  unless  the  munidnal- 
ity  can  make  the  payments  as  my 
become  due  without  exceeding  its 
charter  limits.  At  the  time  the  coa- 
tract  in  suit  was  made  the  city  vas 
indebted  in  a  sum  largely  in  excess 
of  its  charter  limits,  and  thereCoTD  it 
could  not  issue  a  warrant  in  payment 
of  the  first  month's  rent  witnout  ex- 
ceeding the  limit  of  its  indebtedness, 
and  hence  the  contract  was  void  under 
that  doctrine.  See  also  Brockway  v. 
Rosebuig,  46  Oreg.  77. 

A  contract  by  a  city  having  a  bonded 
indebtedness  exceeding  the  constitu- 
tional limit  by  which  it  agrees  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  each  year  out  of  its  curreDt 
receipts  for  a  number  of  years,  for  tbe 
purpose  of  supplying  the  city  with 
li^ht  and  water,  creates  indebtedness 
within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional 
provision  requiring  the  submission  of  the 
question  of  mcumng  the  debt  to  a  vote 
of  the  people.  Duncan  v.  ChariestoOt 
60  S.  Car.  532.  An  ordinance  adopted 
by  a  cit^  which  has  already  exceeded 
the  constitutional  limit  of  indebtedneai 
providing  for  the  obtaining  of  water 
for  fire,  sewerage,  and  other  municipal 
purposes  for  a  certain  period  at  a  speci- 
ned  price  payable  monthly,  appropri- 
ating from  the  amounts  as  they  become 
due,  and  ordering  the  citv  council  to 
levy  aimual  taxes  during  toe  term  of- 
ficient  to  meet  the  appropriation,  cre- 
ates a  general  liability  of  tne  part  of  tbe 
city,  and  an  indebteoness  to  the  extent 
of  the  amount  pajrable  for  water  fur- 
nished thereunder,  and  is  invalid  under 
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of  indebtedness  entailed  by  the  contract  is  not  the  test  of  the  validity 
of  the  entire  contract;  if  the  contract  is  divisible,  it  may  be  enforced 
to  the  extent  of  the  difference  existing  between  the  existing  indebted- 
ness and  the  aggregate  amount  which  the  city  may  incur  under  the 
Constitution.^ 

But  the  weight  of  aiUhorUy  and,  as  we  thinks  reason  also  favor  a 
more  liberal  construction  of  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  the 
power  to  incur  indebtedness.  Municipal  contracts  calling  for  future 
payments  extending  over  a  series  of  years  usually  relate  to  water, 
light,  or  some  other  municipal  matter  which  is  regarded  as  of  prime 
or  vital  importance  to  the  inhabitants.  If  the  municipality  has 
already  reached  its  constitutional  limit  of  indebtedness,  it  is  obvi- 
ously debarred  from  purchasing  or  establishing  a  plant  of  its  own, 
and  is  forced  to  contract  with  some  corporation  or  individual  that 
is  willing  to  incur  the  large  expense  necessary  in  erecting  works  upon 
the  faith  of  the  city  paying  annual  rentals  or  other  stipulated  com- 
pensation. A  construction,  therefore,  of  these  provisions  which  will 
debar  the  city  from  entering  into  a  contract  covering  a  period  of 
years  by  making  the  aggregate  amount  to  be  earned  and  \o  be  paid 
thereunder  immediate  indebtedness  of  the  city,  would  be  disastrous 
to  the  city's  interest;  and  a  city  which  has  already  reached  the  con- 
stitutional limit  of  indebtedness  or  whose  indebtedness  closely  ap- 
proaches that  limit,  would  be  as  effectually  debarred  from  making 
such  a  contract  as  it  is  from  purchasing  or  contracting  for  the  con- 
struction of  works  of  its  own.  The  courts  have  therefore  recognized 
a  distinction  between  a  debt  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution,  and 
a  contract  for  a  future  indebtedness  to  be  incurred  upon  the  per- 
formance by  the  contracting  party  of  the  agreement  out  of  which 
the  debt  may  arise.  They  also  recognize  a  distinction  between  the 
latter  case  and  one  where  an  absolute  debt  is  created  at  once,  as  by 
the  issue  of  bonds  for  the  erection  of  a  public  improvement,  though 
such  debt  is  payable  in  the  future  by  instalments.  In  the  one  case 
the  indebtedness  is  not  considered  to  be  created  until  the  considera- 
tion has  been  furnished;  in  the  other  the  debt  is  created  at  once, 
the  time  of  payment  only  being  postponed.  The  courts,  therefore, 
have  generally  held  that  contracts  by  municipalities  for  a  supply  of 
toaier,  light,  or  other  like  necessary  by  which  the  municipality  binds 

the  oonsUtutioDai  provision.  State  v,  ^  Chicago  v.  McDonald,  176  III.  404 ; 
Helena,  24  Mont.  521.  But  see  ante^  explaining  and  qualifying  East  St. 
{  195,  as  to  Current  Expenses  and  Cur-  Louis  v.  East  St.  Louis  Gas  Light,  &c, 
rent  Revenues.  See  post,  §  210^  as  to  Co.,  98  111.  415;  Carlyle  v.  Caifyle,  Ac. 
limitations  of  debt  based  on  income  Water  Co.,  140  111.  445;  Cain  v.  Wy- 
and  revenue  for  the  current  year  oming,  104  111.  App.  538. 
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itself  for  the  payment  of  an  annual  rental  or  other  periodical  con- 
sideration for  the  water  or  light  furnished,  do  not  create  indebted- 
ness until  the  property  contracted  for  has  actually  been  furnished, 
and  the  municipality  may  contract  to  make  such  yearly  or  periodi- 
cal payments  notwithstanding  that  the  aggregate  of  such  payments 
during  the  stipulated  life  of  the  contract  may  exceed  the  amount  of 
the  indebtedness  limited  by  the  Constitution  or  by  a  charter  provi- 
sion.^   But  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  city  has  reached  the  full  limit 

*  Walla  Walla  v,  Walla  Walla  Water  other    obligation    is    executed,  then, 

Co.,  172  U.  S.  1,  afif'g  60  Fed.  Rep.  957,  doubtless  a  debt  is  created,  for  such 

quoted  infra.    111.  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  things  constitute  evidences  of  indebi- 

V.  Arkansas  City,  40  U.  S.  App.  257 ;  edness.    So  if  the  consideration  for  the 

76    Fed.    Rep.   271;    Cunningham   v.  contract  is  received  at  once,  instead 

Cleveland,  98  Fed.  Rep.  657 ;    Anoka  of  being  vielded  in  the  future  or  at  in- 

Water  Works,  &c.  Co.  v.  Anoka,  109  tervals,  then  it  might  be  said  that  there 

Fed.  Rep.  580 ;  Fidelity  Trust  &  Guar,  was  a  debt ;  but  when  there  is  nothing 

Co.  V.  Fowler  Water  Co.,  113  Fed.  Rep.  owing  until  after  the  thing  contracted 

560 ;    Centreville  v.  Fidelity  Trust  &  for  is  done  or  furnished,  and  that  thi^g 

Guar.  Co.,  118  Fed.  Rep.  332;  Colum-  is  a  part  of  the  necessary  yetuly  ez> 

bia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund,  &c.  Co.  v.  Dawson,  penses  of  the  municipality,  there  wfll 

130  Fed.  Rep.  152;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  De  no  debt,  if,  when  the  thing  is  done 

112  Cal.  159 ;  SmiUe  v,  Fresno  County,  or  furnished,  there  will  be  money  in  the 

112  Cal.  311;    Doland  v.  Clark,   143  treasury  yielded  by  the  current  rev- 

Cal.  176 ;   Higgins  v.  San  Di^  Water  enues,  sufficient  to  fully  pay  the  claim 

Co.,  118  Cal.  524;  Denver  o.  Hubbard,  without     encroaching     upon     other 

17  Colo.  App.  346 ;  Valparaiso  v.  Gard-  funds."     Within  these  limitations  we 

ner,  97  Ina.  1 ;    Crowder  v.  Sullivan,  regard  this  view  as  sound. 

128  Ind.  486;    Brashear  v.  Madison,  The  charter  of  the  city  of   WaUa 

142   Ind.   685;    Foland  v.   Frankton,  TTo^a  contained  a  provision  that  "the 

142  Ind.  546;   Seward  v.  Liberty,  142  limit   of  indebtedness  of  the  dty  is 

Ind.  551;    Laporte  v,  GameweU  Fire  hereby  fixed  at  $50,000."     The  dtj 

Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466;  Cason  v,  granted  to  a  water  company  the  right 

Lebanon,  153  Ind.  567;    South  Bend  to  lay  and  maintain  water  mains  for 

V.   Revnolds,    155   Ind.   70 ;    Voss  v.  twenty-five  years,  and  agreed  to  pay 

Waterloo   Water   Co.,    163    Ind.    69;  to  the  water  company  for  water  sup- 

Dively  v.  Cedar  Falls,  27  Iowa,  227;  plied  to  the  city  a  rental  of  $1500  per 

Grant   v.    Daveni)ort,   36   Iowa,  396;  annum  for  twenty-five  ^ears,  or  an 

Davis  V.  Des  Moines,  71   Iowa,  500;  aggregate  of  $37,500,  wmch,  with  an 

Creston  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Creston,  existing  indebtedness  for  $16,000.  would 

101  Iowa,  687;  Blanks  v.  Monroe,  110  create  a  debt  exceeding  the  limited 

La.  Ann.  944 ;   Ludington  Water  Sup-  amount  of.  $50,000.      The  court  hdd 

§ly  Co.  V.  Ludington,  119  Mich.  480;  that  the  annual  rental  did  not  become 

mith   V.    Dedham,    144    Mass.    177;  inddftedness  within   the    meaning   of 

Saleno  v.  Neosho,  127  Mo.  627 ;  Lamar,  the  charter  until  the  water  appropriate 

&c.  Water  Co.  v.  Lamar,  128  Mo.  188 ;  to  each  year  had  been  furnished ;  and 

Territory  v.  Oklahoma,  2  OkU.  158 ;  that  the  contract  with  the  water  com- 

Wade  V.  Oakmont,  165  Pa.  St.  479 ;  pany  did  not  create  debt  in  excess  of 

Brown  v,  Corry,  175  Pa.  St.  528 ;  Dal-  the  limit.    WaUa  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla 

las  Elec.  Co.  v.  Dallas,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Water  Co.,  172  U.  S.  1. 

323 ;  Tyler  v.  Jester  (Tex.  Civ.  App,),  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  delivering  the 

74  S.  W.  Rep.  359 ;  aff'd  97  Tex.  344 ;  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 

Merrill  R.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Merrill.  80  Wis.  important  case  last  cited,  said:  "There 

358 ;  Stedman  v.  Berlin,  97  Wis.  505 ;  are  a  number  of  respectable  authorities 

Oconto  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Oconto,  to  the  effect  that  the  limitation  coven 

105  Wis.  76 ;  Connor  v.  Marshfield,  128  a  case  where  the  city  agrees  to  pay  » 

Wis.  280.  certain  sum  per  annum,  if  the  Bggr^^ 

In  Valparaiso  v.  Gardner,  97  Ind.  1,  gate  amount  payable  under  such  a&rccK 

the  court  said :    "  If  a  bond,  note,  or  ment  exceeds  the  amount  limited  by 
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of  its  indebtedness,  a  contract  calling  for  future  payments  on  the 
property  is  void  under  the  constitutional  provision,  if  the  city  has 
no  money  in  the  treasury  yielded  by  current  taxation  or  otherwise 
to  pay  for  the  property  either  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was 
made  or  when  the  property  was  delivered  and  accepted,  although 

the  charter.    But  we  think  the  weight  ence  to  debts  incurred  for  the  salaries 
of  authority,  as  well  as  of  reason,  favors   of  municipal  officers,  members  of  the 
the  more  liberal  construction  that  a  fire    and    police    departments,    school 
municipal  corporation  may  contract  for  teachers  or  other  salaried  employees  to 
a  supply  of  water  or  ^as  or  like  neces-   whom  the  city  necessarily  becomes  in- 
saiy,  and  may  stipulate  for  the  pay-   debted  in  the  ordinary  conduct  of  mu- 
ment  of  an  annual  rental  for  the  gas   nicipal  affairs,  and  for  the  discharge  of 
or  water  furnished  each  year,  notwith-   which   money  is  annually   raisedf  by 
standing  the  aggregate  of  its  rentals  taxation.     For  all  purposes  necessary 
durine  the  life  of  the  contract  may   to  the  exercise  of  their  corporate  pow- 
exceed  the    amount   of    indebtedness  ers  they  are  at  liberty  to  make  con- 
limited  by  the  charter.      There  is  a  tracts    regardless    of    the    statutory 
distinction  between  a  debt,  and  a  con-   limitation,  provided,  at  least,  that  the 
tract  for  a  future  indebtedness  to  be  amount  to  be  raised  each  year  does  not 
incurred  provided  the  contracting  partv  exceed  the  indebtedness  allowed   by 
perform  the  agreement  out  of  whicn   the  charter.    Among  these  purposes  is 
the  debt  may  arise.     There  is  also  a  the  prevention  of  fires,  the  purchase  of 
distinction  between  the  latter  case  and  fire  engines,  the  pav  of  firemen,  and  the 
one  where  an  absolute  debt  is  created   supply  of  water  by  the  payment  of 
at  once,  as  by  the  issue  of  railway   annual   rentals  therefor.      It  is  ,true 
bonds,  or  for  the  erection  of  a  public   that  in  the  case  of  Lake  County  v. 
improvement,  though    such   debt    be   Rollins,  130  U.  S.  662,  it  was  hela  by 
payable  in  the  future  by  instalments,    this  court  that  a  similar  provision  in 
In  the  one  case  the  indebtedness  is  not   the  Constitution  of  Colorado  was  an 
created  until  the  consideration  has  been  absolute  limitation  upon  the  power  to 
furnished;  in  the   other  the   debt   is   contract    any    and    all    indebtedness, 
created  at  once,  the  time  of  payment  including  warrants  issued  for  county 
being   only  postponed.     In   the   case  expenses   such  as  for   witnesses  and 
under  consideration  the  annual  rental   iurors'  fees,  election  costs,  charges  for 
did  not  become  an  indebtedness  within   board  of  prisoners,  county  treasurers' 
the  meaning  of  the  charter  until  the  commissions^    &c,;    but   the   case   is 
water  api>ropriate  to  that  year   had   readily  distinguishable  from  the  one 
been  furnished.  If  the  company  had  under  consideration.    That  was  a  suit 
failed  to  furnish  it,  the  rental  would  against  a  county  upon  a  large  number 
not  have  been  payable  at  all,  and  while  of  warrants  for  current  expenses,  the 
the  originiU  contract  nrovided  for  the  defence  being  a  want  of  authority  on 
creation  of  an  indebtedness  it  was  only  the  part  of  the  county  commissioners 
upon  condition  that  the  company  per-   to  issue  warrants  which  had  been  put 
formed  its  own  obligations.   A  different  forth  after  the  limit  of  indebtedness 
construction  mi^ht  be  disastrous  to  the  had  been  reached  and  even  exceeded, 
interests  of  the  city,  since  it  is  obviously  They  were  held  to  be  void.    The  case 
debarred  from  purchasing  or  establish-  is  authority  for  the  proposition  that  if 
ing  a  plant  of  its  own,  exceeding  in  the  annual  rentals,  payaole  in  this  case, 
value  the  limited  amount,  and  is  forced   with  the  other  expenses  exceeded  the 
to  contract  with  some  company  which  limit  of  indebtedness,  the  transaction 
is  willing  to  incur   the  large  expense   would  be  void ;  but,  as  it  appears  that 
necessary  in  erecting  water  works  upon   the  limit  of  indebtedness  was  $50,000 
the  faith  of  the  city  paying  its  annual   and  the  amount  of  the  city  debt  but 
rentals.     The  obvious  purpose  of  lim-  $16,000,  it  is  clear  that  the  payment  of 
itations    of    this    kind    in    municipal  an  annual  rental  of  but  $1500  would  be 
charters  is  to  prevent  the  improvident  unobjectionable  upon  this  ground.     If 
contracting  of  debts  for  other  than  the  such  annual  rentals  exceed  the  limit  of 
ordinary  current  expenses  of  the  mu-  indebtedness,  a  different  question  would 
nicipality.     It  certainly  has  no  refer-  be  presented." 
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there  were  sufficient  funds  on  hand  to  pay  for  it  at  the  time  fixed  bj 
the  contract  for  payment.^ 

In  Oeorgia^  the  courts  have  held  that  a  contract  for  a  supply  of 
water  on  the  credit  of  the  ciiy  for  a  longer  period  than  one  year  creates 
indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision  of 
that  State,  but  that  where  a  contract  is,  by  its  terms,  to  run  for 
twenty  years,  each  year's  payment  to  be  paid  semi-annually  from 
year  to  year,  it  is  operative  from  year  to  year  so  long  as  neither 
party  renounces  or  repudiates  it.'  This  result  is  arrived  at  by  & 
course  of  reasoning  which  does  not  yield  full  assent  either  to  the  doc- 
trine of  those  States  which  hold  that  current  expenses  payable  from 
the  income  and  revenue  of  the  year  constitute  indebtedness  within 


'  Id  Laporte  v.  Gamewell  Five 
Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466»  on  August 
5p  1890,  the  cUy  contracted  for  the  inked- 
ment  of  a  fire  alarm  eyetem,  the  price  to 
be  payable  May  1, 1891.  The  work  was 
completed  and  accepted  December  18, 
1890.  The  court  declared  that  the  in- 
debted ness  came  into  existence  when 
the  work  was  completed  and  accepted, 
if  not  before.  At  that  time  there  was 
not  sufficient  cash  in  the  treasury  to 
pay  the  debt,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
constitutional  provision  was  violated. 
It  was  ursed  that  the  debt  was  not  pay- 
able until  May  1,  1891,  when  there  was 
sufficient  cash  in  the  treasuiy  to  pay  it, 
but  the  court  declared:  "The  rule  is 
that  the  cash  must  be  in  the  treasury 
to  pay  the  same  when  it  comes  into 
existence,  not  when  it  becomes  due." 
With  reference  to  this  ruling,  it  said: 
'*  It  is  clear  that  whenever  a  city  whose 
indebtedness  exceeds  the  constitu- 
tional limit  does  not  have  the  money 
on  band  arising  from  current  revenues 
to  meet  its  debts  of  whatever  character 
as  they  come  into  existence,  whether 
for  light,  water,  or  labor,  or  any  other 
expense,  the  city  has  become  indebted, 
and  the  Constitution  is  violated.  It  is 
not  sufficient,  however,  merely  to  have 
on  hand  enough  money  to  pay  each 
indebtedness  as  it  comes  into  existence, 
but  the  same  must  be  paid  as  it  comes 
into  existence,  or  there  must  be  enouj^h 
money  on  hand  to  pay  all  of  such  in- 
debtedness outstanaing,  or  there  will 
be  an  indebtedness  created  and  the 
Constitution  be  thereby  violated.  If 
to  avoid  the  constitutional  inhibition 
it  is  only  necessary  to  have  on  hand 
sufficient  money  to  pay  an  indebted- 
ness when  it  comes  into  existence,  with- 
out paying  or  keeping  on  hand  enough 


mone^  to  pay  it,  there  would  be  na 
restramt  upon  the  power  of  a  munici- 
pality to  become  indebted."  Thia  caae 
was  followed  in  Voss  v.  Waterioo  Water 
Co.,  163  Ind.  69.  See  also  Walla  Walla 
V.  Walla  Walla  Water  Co.,  172  U.  S.  1 
Sackett  v.  New  Albany,  88  Ind.  473 
South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  155  Ind.  70 
Brockway  v,  Rosebuig,  46  Ore^.  77. 
A  city  contracted  for  the  erectum  of 
a  market  house  and  agreed  to  pay  an 
annual  rental  for  a  term  of  years.  It 
was  already  indebted  to  its  constitu- 
tional limit,  and  no  claim  was  made 
that  the  rental  would  be  met  from  the 
annual  revenues.  Held  that  indebted- 
ness in  violation  of  the  Constitution  wma 
immediately  created.    Appeal  of  Erie. 

91  Pa.  St.  398.  Where  a  city  ia  in- 
debted to  the  constitutional  limit,  it 
may  not  evade  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition by  contracting  to  pay ''  hydrant 
rentals"  for  a  term  m  years  as  a  con- 
sideration for  the  acquisition  of  a  sys- 
tem of  water  works,  esnedally  where 
it  appears  that  the  so-called  "rentals" 
greatly  exceed  the  usual  and  reasonable 
rate.  Hall  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  115  lowm, 
199. 

'  Cartersville  Improvement  Co.  «. 
Cartersville,  89  Ga.  683;  Cartersville 
Water  Co.  v.  Cartersville,  89  Ga.  683; 
Dawson  v.  Dawson  Water  Works  Co., 
106  Ga.  696;  McMaster  v.  Waynesboro, 
122  Ga.  231.    See  also  Lewis  v.  Lo&y, 

92  Ga.  804;  Habersham  County  v. 
Porter  Mfg.  Co.,  103  Ga.  613;  Wifkins 
V,  Waynesboro,  116  Ga.  359;  Epping 
V,  Columbus,  117  Ga.  263.  But  see 
Columbia  Ave.  Sav.,  &c.  Co.  v.  DawBoo, 
130  Fed.  Rep.  152,  where  the  Federml 
court  dissented  from  the  conduflons  of 
the  State  court,  and  held  that  meh  m, 
contract  did  not  create  debt 
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the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  cannot  be  inciured  if  the  con- 
stitutional limit  has  been  reached,  or  to  the  doctrine  of  those  States 
ID  which  it  is  held  that  current  expenses  payable  from  and  within 
the  revenues  of  the  year  do  not  constitute  indebtedness,  and  that  a 
contract  may  be  made  covering  a  term  of  years  in  each  year's  pay- 
ment is  within  the  revenues  of  the  successive  years.  The  Constitu- 
tion of  the  State  of  Greorgia  declares  that  the  debt  hereafter  incurred 
by  any  municipality  shall  not  exceed  seven  per  cent  of  the  assessed 
value  of  taxable  property  and  no  municipality  shall  incur  "  any  new 
debt"  with  certain  exceptions  without  the  assent  of  the  voters  at  an 
election  for  the  purpose.*  There  are  further  provisions  in  the  Con- 
stitution requiring  municipalities  incurring  bonded  indebtedness  to 
provide  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient 
to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  debt  within  thirty  years,  and 
prohibiting  the  incurring  of  "any  debt "  until  provision  therefor  shall 
have  been  made  by  the  municipal  government.'  In  applying  these 
provisions  it  is  held  that  the  Constitution  was  framed  and  adopted 
in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  it  has  always  been  the  rule  that  salaries 
and  all  expenses  of  government  are  paid  by  the  year  out  of  taxes 
raised  during  the  year  in  which  the  service  to  be  compensated  was 
rendered,  and  that  the  Constitution  must  therefore  be  understood  as 
prohibiting  a  liability  which  is  undertaken  and  which  must  be  dis- 
charged at  some  time  in  the  future,  but  which  is  not  to  be  discharged 
by  a  tax  levied  within  the  year  within  which  the  liability  is  under- 
taken. But  this  is  the  only  exception  which  is  permissible  under  the 
language  of  the  Constitution.  The  municipal  authorities  cannot  be 
allowed  to  anticipate  far  into  the  future  the  needs  and  expenses  dur- 
ing each  year,  and  to  fix  in  advance  an  amount  which  shall  be  paid 
for  current  expenses  and  make  a  contract  under  which  the  other  con- 
tracting party  has  a  right  from  year  to  year,  by  simple  performance, 
to  put  hiinself  in  a  position  where  he  can  demand  of  the  authorities 
a  discharge  of  the  obligation.  If  such  a  resort  were  to  be  allowed, 
the  Constitution  would  furnish  no  protection  to  the  taxpayers.'     But 

^  Ga.  GoDflt.,    1877,   art.   vii.   {  7,  brought  to  these  conclusions  as  to  what 

par.  1.  was  tne  intention  of  the  framers  of  the 

'  Ga.   Const.,   1877,  art.  vii.   }  7,  Constitution  in  the  matter  of  debts  to 

par.  2 ;    §  10,  par.  1.  be  incurred  bv  municipal  corporations : 

*  In  Dawson  v.  Dawson  Water  (1)  The  word  'debt' is  not  to  be  con- 
Works  Co.,  106  Ga.  696,  713,  the  court  strued  in  its  broad  and  imrestiicted 
summarized  its  conclusion  as  follows :  sense,  of  a  liability  bv  one  person  to 
"Taking  into  consideration  all  of  the  pay  money  or  other  thing  of  value  to 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  which  another.  (2)  A  liabilitv  for  a  current 
deal  with  this  subject  of  debts  to  be  expense  can  be  incurred  oy  a  municipal 
incurred  by  the  public,  and  taking  corporation  for  an^  one  year,  provided 
into  consideration  the  matters  of  pub-  there  is,  at  the  time  of  incurring  the 
fie  histoiy  above  referred  to,  we  are  liability,  a  sufficient  sum  in  the  treaa- 
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this  conclusion  obliged  the  court  to  go  a  step  further.  If  a  contract 
has  been  made  for  a  supply  of  water  or  other  necessity  covering  a 
term  of  years,  and  if  the  water  is  supplied  subsequently  to  the  first 
year,  the  supply  is  still  of  such  a  nature  that  it  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  revenues  of  the  year  during  which  it  is  received,  and  the  munici- 
pality having  accepted  the  benefit  must  pay  therefor,  the  obligation 
to  pay  resting  largely  upon  the  principle  of  an  implied  contract  to 
pay  for  necessary  expenses  out  of  the  year's  revenues  during  which 
such  expenses  are  incurred.  Hence  the  result  followed  that  a  con- 
tract such  as  was  before  the  court  obliged  the  court  to  give  effect  to 
its  terms  until  it  was  repudiated  by  either  party. 

§  197.  Gash  in  the  Oity  Treasiny.  —  The  cash  in  the  city  treasury 
affects  the  poTver  to  incur  debt;  as  an  immediate  means  of  paying 
and  discharging  a  liability  presently  incurred,  it  may  fairly  be  claimed 
that,  notwithstanding  the  obligation  of  the  contract  out  of  which  the 
liability  grows,  the  city  is  to  the  extent  of  such  cash  operating  on  a 
cash  basis  without  incurring  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  G>n- 
stitution.^  We  have  already  seen '  that  contracts  for  current  and 
ordinary  expenses  which  are  within  the  current  revenues  do  not 
create  indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  the  G>nstitution,  and  that 
this  principle  is  applied  in  many  States  to  contracts  calling  for  future 
periodical  payments  extending  over  a  term  of  years.  In  those  States 
where  these  rules  are  applied,  if  at  the  time  of  contracting  the  lia- 
bility there  is  cash  in  the  city  treasury  applicable  to  the  discharge 

ury  of  the  city  which  may  lawfully  be  under  which  the  liability  aroee  was 
appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  made,  is  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of 
liability  incurred,  or  if  a  sufficient  sum  the  Constitution,  and  cannot  be  in- 
to discharge  the  liability  can  be  raised  curred  without  the  preliminary  sane- 
by  taxation  diiring  the  current  year ;  tion  of  a  popular  vote,  unless  it  be  for 
and  such  a  tdtnsaction  would  not  ere-  a  temporanr  loan  to  supply  casual  de- 
ate  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  that  ficiencies  of  revenue." 
word  as  it  is  used  in  the  Constitution.        ^  As  the  sting  of  municipal  debt  is 

(3)  It  was  the  purpose  of  the  Consti-  taxation,  which  is  often  the  only  and 
tution  to  provide  a  system  of  finance  iJways  the  main  resource  or  meaoB  of 
for  subordinate  pubuc  corporations,  payment,  a  leading  object  of  the  coo- 
under  which  there  should  be  each  year  stitutional  debt  limitation  is  to  save  the 
contracts  made  for  the  expenses  of  the  taxpayers  from  the  burden  of  undue 
year,  and  these  were  to  be  paid  out  of  or  heavy  taxation.  As  cash  on  hand 
moneys  arising  from  taxes  levied  dur-  actually  available  to  discharge  a 
ing  the  year,  that  is,  that  each  year's  liability  incurred  relieves  or  exonerates 
expense  should  be  paid  by  taxes  levied  to  that  extent  the  municipality  from 
during  the  year,  and  no  item  of  ex-  the  necessity  of  levying  taxes  to  pay 
pense  was  to  be  paid  except  out  of  the  such  liability,  the  doctrine  of  the  courts 
taxes  levied  dunne  the  year  in  which  stated  in  the  text  seems  to  the  author 
the  contract  for  such  expense  was  made,   to  be  a  reasonable  and  sound  expoo- 

(4)  Any  liability  which  was  not  to  be  tion  of  the  Constitution.  Pod,  {f  19^ 
dischaiged  by  money  alr^uly  in  the   199. 

treasury,  or  by  taxes  to  be  levied  dur-        '  Ante,  §§  195,  196. 
ing  the  year  in  which  the  contract 
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of  the  obligation  when  it  matures,  then  to  the  extent  of  such  cash 
no  debt  is  created  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  limita* 
tion.*  The  issuing  of  a  warranL  payable  from  cash  in  the  treasury  is 
not  the  creation  of  a  debt  against  the  city,  but  merely  an  appropria- 
tion of  a  part  of  the  cash  on  hand.' 

creating  a  debt  by  canying  out  con- 
tracts for  the  construction  of  water 
works  at  an  expense  of  about  $20,000. 
The  debt  of  the  city  abready  exceeded 
the  constitutional  limit.  It  had  on 
hand  in  a  water  fund  about  $14,000. 
In  this  situation  the  court  held  that  the 
contract  created  indebtedness  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and 
was  void,  saying,  "That  the  city  over 
and  above  its  other  obligations  for 
current  expenses,  does  not  have  the 


>  Reuting  v.  Titusville,  175  Pa.  St. 
512 ;  Earles  v.  Wells.  94  Wis.  285.  In 
Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  v,  Corry, 
197  Pa.  St.  41,  the  city  had  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  building  of  a 
sewer  at  a  cost  of  $57,000,  $9,300  of 
which  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  gen- 
eral sewer  fund  and  the  remainder  to 
be  assessed  upon  the  property  benefited 
b^  the  contemplated  sewer.  Speaking 
with  reference  to  the  amount  which 
was  payable  from  the  sewer  fund,  the 
court  said :  "  As  to  the  $9,300  to  be  paid 
by  the  cit]r  out  of  the  general  sewer 
fund,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  stated 
to  show  that  the  amount  was  not  then 
in  the  city  treasury  or  pavable  and 
subsequently  paid  out  of  the  current 
revenues.  This  item,  therefore,  did  not 
increase  the  city's  indebtedness  in  the 
prohibited  sense.  There  is  no  con- 
stitutional restriction  on  mimicipal 
expenditure,  provided  it  is  paid  as  it 
^oes.  What  is  prohibited  is  the  incur- 
ring of  debt.  Ii  the  city  has  money  on 
hand  or  provides  at  the  time  a  present 
means  ot  raising  it  otherwise  than  by 
loan,  it  may  contract  for  expenditure 
without  restriction." 

In  Brashear  v,  Madison,  142  Ind. 
685,  the  city  entered  into  a  contract 
for  the  construction  of  a  fire  alarm  sys- 
tem at  a  cost  of  $5,000.  At  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  made  it  was  al- 
ready indebted  beyond  the  limit  fixed 
by  the  Constitution.  It  appeared,  how- 
ever, that  there  were  tunds  in  the 
treasury  amounting  to  upwards  of 
$50,000;  that  of  this  amount  $44,000 
was  appropriated  for  the  payment  of 
interest  upon  the  city  indebtedness 
and  for  other  necessary  purposes^ 
among  which  purposes  was  the  item 
"fire  $6,000,"  and  that  at  the  date 
of  the  contract  about  $28,000  of  these 
current  revenues  were  unexpended. 
So  far  as  appeared,  the  $6,000  was 
Wing  in  the  treasury  to  be  expended 
for  &ie  purposes  as  the  common  council 
mi^t  judge  best.  It  was  held  that 
the  contract  did  not  create  indebted- 
ness within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution. CSty  Water  Supply  Co.  v, 
Ottumwa,  120  Fed.  Rep.  309,  was  a 
suit  in  eouity  to  enjoin  the  city  from 


money  with  which  to  pav  on  the  con- 
tracts in  question,  is  without  doubt  in 
my  mind.  It  makes  a  showing  that  it 
can  pay  them  out.  But  that  is  not  the 
question.  It  hopes  to  pay  out  and 
perhaps  without  interest.  It  is  making 
a  liability.  It  does  not  have  the  money 
with  which  to  meet  the  liability.  But 
it  says  it  has  part  of  the  monejr.  and  the 
balajice  from  time  to  time  it  will  receive 
by  the  collection  of  taxes.  That  is 
going  in  debt,  just  as  much  as  the 
farmer  who  buys  the  adjoining  tract  of 
land,  who  pays  part  of  the  purehase 
price  at  the  time,  and  expects  to  pay 
the  balance  soon  from  his  collections. 
Whether  a  party  is  in  debt  does  not 
depend  upon  his  net  worth.  That  is 
one  definition  of  '  solvency,'  but  not  of 
'indebtedness.'"  It  will  be  observed 
that  this  case  relates  not  to  an  ordinary 
and  necessary  current  expenditure  for 
a  municipal  supply,  but  to  a  debt  in- 
curred for  what  is  usually  a  capital 
expenditure,  that  is,  for  a  permanent 
improvement  payable  out  of  capiital 
and  not  income  or  revenue,  a  distinc- 
tion material  to  be  kept  in  mind. 

'  Springfield  v.  Edwards,  84  111.  626 ; 
Law  V,  People,  87  111.  385;  Fuller  v. 
Heath,  89  111.  296;  Blanchard  v. 
Benton,  109  111.  App.  569;  Dively  v. 
Cedar  Falls,  27  Iowa,  227.  In  Doon  v, 
Cummins,  142  U.  S.  366,  Mr.  Justice 
Gray,  after  citing  the  authorities,  stated 
that  the  rule  as  settled  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Iowa  is  that  the  "consti- 
tutional restriction  includes  not  only 
municipal  bonds,  but  all  forms  of  in- 
debtedness except  warrants  for  money 
actually  in  the  treasury,  and  perhaps 
contracts  for  ordinary  expenses  within 
the  limits  of  the  current  revenues." 
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§  198.  Obligations  Payable  only  from  a  Special  Fund.  —  In  the 
case  of  streets,  sewers,  and  other  local  improvements,  which  are 
payable  from  the  proceeds  of  special  assessments  upon  the  propertr 
benefited  thereby,  a  contract  which  provides  that  the  contractor 
shall  be  paid  from  such  assessments,  that  he  shall  have  no  right  of 
recourse  against  the  municipality  or  its  property,  or  its  general  power 
of  taxation,  and  that  the  only  duty  of  the  municipality  shall  be  to 
levy,  collect,  and  pay  over  the  special  assessments,  does  not  create 
any  indebtedness  on  the  part  of  the  municipality  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  limitation,  although  the  city  is  a  party  to 
the  contract,  although  the  money  is  payable  through  its  general 
treasury,  and  although  it  issues  certificates,  warrants,  or  bonds  pay- 
able out  of  such  special  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  the 
improvement.  Under  such  a  contract  no  judgment  in  personam 
against  the  city  for  non-payment  of  the  cost  is  justified,  no  charge 
can  be  enforced  against  its  general  assets,  nor  can  a  resort  be  had  to 
general  taxation  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  claim.  When  the 
rights  of  the  contractor  are  so  Umited,  there  is  no  debt  within  the 
<lebt-limit  provision  of  the  Constitution.^    These  principles  receive 


»  Vickrey  v.  Sioux  City,  115  Fed. 
Kcp.  437 ;  Colemaii  v.  New  Kensington, 
140  Fed.  Rep.  684 ;  Mankato  v.  Barber 
Asphalt  Co..  142  Fed.  Rep.  329; 
McGilvery  v.  Lewiston,  13  Idaho.  338; 
90  Pac.  Rep.  348;  Springfield  p, 
Edwards,  84  111.  626;  Fuller  v.  Heath, 
89  111.  296;  Jacksonville  R.  Co.  v, 
Jacksonville,  114  111.  562;  Griswold  v. 
East  St.  Louis,  47  111.  App.  480; 
Blanchard  v.  Benton,  109  III.  App.  569 ; 
Strieb  V.  Cox,  111  Ind.  299:  Board, 
Ac.  V.  Hill,  115  Ind.  316;  QuiU  v,  In- 
dianapolis, 124  Ind.  292 ;  New  Albany 
V.  McCulloch,  127  Ind.  500;  Laporte  v. 
Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind. 
466;  Board  v.  Harrell,  147  Ind.  500; 
Board  v.  Reeves,  148  Ind.  467 ;  Davis 
V.  Des  Moines,  71  Iowa,  500;  Tuttle  v. 
Polk,  92  Iowa.  433 ;  Clinton  v.  Walliker, 
98  Iowa,  655;  Fort  Dodge  El.  L.  A 
Power  Co.  v.  Fort  Dodge,  115  Iowa, 
568;  Grunewald  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  118 
Iowa,  222;  Corey  v.  Fort  Dodge,  133 
Iowa,  666;  111  N.  W.  Rep.  6;  Carletta- 
burg  t;.  Self,  25  Ky.  Law  Rep.  161;  74 
S.  W.  Rep.  1064;  Adams  v.  Ashland 
(Ky.),  80  S.  W.  Rep.  1105;  Lansing  v. 
Van  Gorder,  24  Mich.  456;  Kansas 
City  ».  Ward.  134  Mo.  172;  State  w. 
Neosho,  203  Mo.  40;  101  S.  W.  Rep. 
99;  Atkinson  o.  Great  Falls,  16  Mont. 
372:  State  v.  Helena,  24  Mont.  521; 
Vallelly  r.  Grand  Forks  Park  Com're, 


16  N.  Dak.  25;  111  N.  W.  Rep.  615; 
Kronsbein  v.  Rochester,  76  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  494;  Little  r.  Portland,  26  Oreg. 
235;  Addyston  Pipe  A  Steel  Co.  r. 
Cony,  197  Pa.  St.  41;  Gable  «.  Al- 
toona,  200  Pa.  St.  15;  Galveston  z. 
Heard.  54  Tex.  420;  Baker  «.  Seattle. 
2  Wash.  576 ;  Soule  v.  Seattle,  6  Wash. 
315;  Austin  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  667: 
Faulkner  v.  Seattle,  19  Wash.  320; 
ante,  §  194;  pott,  §§  199,  200,  2d4; 
also  chapter  on  Municipal  Bon<b^ 

Certificates  issued  for  the  purpoae 
of  lajring  out  or  improving  a  piiblie 
park  and  payable  only  out  of  as9e99- 
ments  upon  the  property  benefited  by 
the  opening  of  the  parv  do  not  eon- 
stitute  indebtedness  within  tki«  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  limitation. 
Kansas  City  v.  Ward,  134  Mo.  172: 
Kelley  v.  Minneapolis,  63  Minn.  125. 
An  act  to  establish  a  dispentarv  for 
the  city  of  Rome,  Ga.,  alloivM  the 
dispensary  commissionerB  to  borrow 
money  and  to  make  purchases  on  credit. 
and  to  pledge  the  proceeds  of  sales  and 
the  stock  on  hand  for  the  payment  of 
these  debts.  It  was  held  thai  this 
statute  did  not  create  a  debt  against 
the  city,  as  persons  contracting  nrast 
look  to  these  sources  only  for  payment. 
Chamlee  v.  Davis,  115  Ga.  26&  The 
awarding  of  damages  for  laying  oat  a 
new  road  which  by  the  ezpreaa  ' 
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their  natural  and  logical  application  where  the  city  acts  as  the  in- 
termediary or  instrument  by  which  the  improvement  is  effected, 
merely  arranging  for  the  improvement,  contracting  for  the  work, 
and  collecting  from  the  parties  benefited  the  amount  of  the  special 
assessment.  It  is  eminently  proper  that  under  such  circumstances 
the  recourse  of  the  contractor  should  be  confined  to  the  special  assess- 
ments, because  the  private  and  local  interests  really  dominate  the 
general  public  interests  of  the  city.  But  where  the  improvement 
is  one  which  affects  the  welfare  of  the  city  at  large  and  is  not 
properly  payable  from  a  local  assessment,  different  considerations 
arise.  The  city  then  is  acting  for  the  whole  body  of  the  people,  and 
all  the  citizens  receive  the  benefit  of  the  improvement.  A  tax  made 
for  the  improvement  must,  in  justice,  be  laid  upon  the  whole  tax- 
payers of  the  body  corporate,  and  if  the  improvement  is  to  be  paid 
for  by  taxation,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  general  exercise  of  the 
power  of  taxation  of  the  municipality.  Even  in  an  improvement  of 
general  interest  to  the  city,  it  may,  under  some  conditions,  be  possi- 
ble to  create  a  special  fund  out  of  which  the  expense  of  the  improve- 
ment may  be  paid  without  creating  indebtedness  of  the  municipality. 
For  example,  it  has  been  held  that  a  contract  under  statutory  au- 
thcHity  with  a  person  advancing  money  to  complete  a  system  of 
water  works  by  which  a  special  fund  is  created  out  of  a  certain  per- 
centage of  the  receipts  of  the  water  works,  which  fund  is  set  apart 
for  the  liquidation  of  the  moneys  advanced  without  any  obligation 
being  assumed  by  the  city  except  to  make  payment  out  of  the  special 
fund  as  it  accrues,  does  not  create  indebtedness  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitutional  provisions.^    On  the  like  principle  it  was  held 

of  the  statute  are  payable  from  the  pro-  Btate  v.  Whatcom  County,  42  Wash. 
ceeflb  of  a  special  assessment  only,  is  not  521 ;  85  Pac.  Rep.  256,  that  where  an 
the  creation  of  any  debt,  either  present  ordinance  provided  for  a  special  assess- 
or contingent,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a  ment  for  the  raising  of  compensation 
sale  for  cash,  the  title  remaining  in  the  for  property  taken,  the  ordinance  did 
owner  until  payment  is  made.  Com'rs  not,  by  providing  also  that  "any  part 
of  Highways  v,  Jackson,  165  111.  17.  of  the  compensation,  damages,  or  costs 
See  wo  State  v.  Superior  Ct.  of  What-  that  is  not  fully  assessed  against  said 
com  County,  42  Wash.  521.  property  benefited  shall  be  paid  from 

'  Winston  v.  Spokane,  12  Wash,  the  general  fund  of  the  city,^'  put  the 
524;  post,  {§  199,  294.  See  also  taxpayers  in  a  position  to  raise  any 
Kenyon  v,  Spokane,  17  Wash.  57;  question  as  to  the  limit  of  the  mimicipal 
State  V.  Neosho,  203  Mo.  40;  101  S.  W.  debt,  especially  when  it  appeared  that, 
R^.  99.  The  fact  that  such  special  besides  the  provision  in  the  ordinance 
fund  is  not  in  existence  at  the  time  for  a  special  assessment,  the  city  had 
when  the  bonds  are  issued  and  the  also  taken  a  penal  bond  from  interested 
money  borrowed,  does  not  make  ex-  property  owners  conditioned  that  the 
penditures  incurred  on  the  credit  of  the  citv  should  not  be  called  upon  to  con- 
fund  and  which  are  only  payable  there-  tribute  any  funds  to  the  cost  of  the 
from  an  indebtedness  against  the  city,  improvement.  QuoBref  In  State  v. 
Faulkner  v.  Seattle,  19  Wash.  320.  Clausen,  40  Wash.  95,  it  was  held  that 
Following  these  cases,  it  was  held,  in  where  a  city  is  indebted  to  its  constitu- 
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that  an  issue  of  bonds  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  plant, 
franchises,  &c.  of  a  water  works  system  under  a  statute  providing 
that  the  bonds  should  be  paid  from  the  income  of  the  water  works, 
and  that  none  of  the  city's  funds  raised  by  taxation  should  be  ap- 
plied to  their  payment,  is  not  a  contracting  of  debt  by  the  city  within 
the  inhibition  of  the  Constitution.^  If  the  fund  from  which  the 
obligations  are  to  be  paid  is  to  be  created  by  the  levy  of  a  tax  under 
the  general  power  of  taxation  vested  in  the  municipality,  although 
the  contract  stipulates  that  no  general  indebtedness  for  the  stipulated 
amount  shall  be  created  against  the  city,  and  that  the  only  obligation 
undertaken  by  the  city  is  to  levy,  anticipate,  and  pledge  the  tax  agreed 
to  be  imposed,  indebtedness  is  created,  and  the  contract  is  void  if 
the  existing  indebtedness  of  the  municipality  has  reached  the  con- 
stitutional limit.' 

The  question  whether  under  the  Iowa  Constitution  the  l^islature 
may  by  statute  authorize  a  city  to  make  a  contract  payable  exdih 
sively  from  a  special  levy  for  the  purpose  of  defraying  the  cost  of  an 
improvement  of  general  interest,  such  as  water  works,  without 
creating  indebtedness,  has  been  before  the  State  and  Federal  courts 
in  two  cases,  involving  the  same  statute,  ordinance,  and  contract, 
and  decisions  were  rendered  by  these  courts  diametrically  opposed 
to  each  other.  The  State  court  held  that  the  legislature  mig^t 
properly  authorize  the  levy  of  such  a  tax ;  that  a  fund  created  thereby 
was  essentially  a  special  fund  in  the  same  sense  that  a  fund  created 
by  the  levy  of  a  special  assessment  is,  there  being  no  real  difference 
between  such  a  fund  and  a  special  assessment,  and  that  bonds 
issued  by  the  city  payable  only  from  such  tax  would  not  create  an 

tional  limit,  and  bonds  are  issued  for  izing  a  s^ial  levy  for  the  purpose  of 

the  payment  of  a  water  works  plant  constructing  the  plant.    The  contract 

under    the    express    authority    of    a  obliged  the  city  to  levy  taxes  to  pay 

statute  which  makes  them  payable  out  the  cost  of  construction  and  to  appro- 

of  a  special  fund,  composed  of  a  per-  priate  them  as  collected  to  the  pavinent 

centage  of  the  gross  receipts  of  the  thereof.     To  the  same  effect,  Voss  r. 

plant,  without  pledging  the  credit  of  Waterloo    Water   Co.,    163    Ind.  69: 

the   city,   they   are    not    "municipal  East  Moline  r.  Pope,  224  111.  386.    An 

bonds"  within  a  constitutional  provi-  obligation  incurred  by  a  county  under  a 

sion  permitting  the  investment  of  the  statute  authorizing  it  to  levy  an  annual 

school  fund  in  "State,  county,  munici-  tax  for  a  series  of  years  to  constntda 

pal,  or  school  district  bonds.'  court  house,  which  also  provides  that  h 

'  Brockenbrough  v.  Charlotte  Water  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  contractor 

Com'rSj  134  N.  Car.  1.     See  also  State  except  for  the  application  of  such  tax 

V.  Neosho,  203  Mo.  40;   101  S.  W.  when  collected,  creates  a  debt  within 

Rep.  99.  the  constitutional  provision,  because 

'  Windsor  v.  Des  Moines,  1 10  Iowa,  the  tax  necessarily  implies  a  resort  to 

175;  postf  §  200.    The  contract  in  this  a  general  power  of  taxation  over  all 

case  was  for  the  construction  of  an  the    people  of  the  county.     Briz  r. 

d&aric  light  plant.    At  the  time  when  it  Clatsop  County,  46  Ong.  223. 
was  made  there  was  no  statute  author- 
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indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision.^ 
The  same  statute,  contract,  and  ordinance  came  before  the  Federal 


^  In  Burlington  Water  Co.  v.  Wood- 
ward, 49   Iowa,  58,  the  city,  acting 
under    statutoiy    authority,    entered 
into  a  contract  with  a  private  corpora^ 
tion  to  construct  certain  water-  works, 
under  an  agreement  whereby  a  special 
tax  upon  property  within  the  city  was 
levied  from  year  to  year.    It  was  pro- 
\nded  that  the  moneys  thus  realized 
together  with  the  earnings  of  the  sys- 
tem should  constitute  a  water  fund. 
This  fund  was  created  for  the  payment 
of  the  interest  on  the  bonds  issued  by 
the    company,    for    the    purchase    or 
retirement    of   the    bonds  from   time 
to  time,  for  taxes  and  expenses,  for  a 
specified  (tividend  to  stockholders,  and 
for  the  creation  of  a  sinking  fund  for 
the  extension  and  improvement  of  the 
works.    The  special  tax  was  never  to 
be  so  far  diminished  as  to  prevent  the 
payment  of  the  specified  dividend  upon 
the  stock  of  the  company.    It  was  also 
agreed  that,  when  the  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  city  would  admit,  it  might 
purchase  the  works  by  assuming  the 
duties  and  liabilities  of  the  company. 
The  mayor  was  required  to  endorse  on 
each  bond  of  the  company  a  certificate 
showing  the  assessed  value  of  the  prop- 
erty on   which  this  special   tax  was 
annuflilly  to  be  levied,  together  with  a 
stipulation  that  from  the  water  fund 
the  city  would  pay  the  interest  and  pay 
the  further  sum  or  $2,000  annually  into 
the  sinldng  fund  before  any  money 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  water  fund 
for  any  other  purpose.     It  was  held 
that  the  agreement  by  the  city  to  pay 
the    interest    upon    the    bonds,    the 
instalments  to  the  sinking  fund,  and 
dividends    to    the    stockholders    was 
limited  to  the  special  tax  alone,  and 
therefore  did  not  create  a  municipal 
indebtedness. 

InSwanson  v.  Ottumwa,  118  Iowa, 
161,  the  city,  which  was  then  indebted 
beyond  the  constitutional  limit,  passed  * 
an  ordinance  to  issue  $400,000  of  bonds 
to  be  sold  by  the  city  and  the  proceeds 
used  in  constructing  water  works.  This 
action  was  subsequently  approved  by  a 
vote  of  the  electors.  The  bonds  were 
to  be  payable  at  stated  times,  to  bear 
interest  payable  semi-annually,  and  to 
be  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  water 
plant..  The  ordinance  also  levied  a 
sinking  fund  tax  of  two  mills  for  each 
year  until  the  cost  of  the  plant  should 


be  fully  paid,  and  appropriated  the  tax 
to  the  payment  of  the  bonds.  Pro- 
vision was  also  made  for  the  levv  in  each 
year  after  the  construction  of  the  works 
of  a  water  tax  of  five  mills,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  might  be  necessary,  together 
with  the  water  rents,  to  pay  the  cost 
of  maintenance,  and  to  pay  any  of  the 
purchase  price  or  bonds  which  should 
not  be  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
two-mill  tax.  Any  surplus  arising  from 
the  water  tax  or  water  rents  was 
pledged  to  the  payment  of  the  bonds. 
It  was  provided  tnat  no  part  of  the 
bonds  should  be  paid  out  of  any  fund, 
levy, or  tax  other  thanthoseso  provided. 
The  Court  held  that  this  contract  did 
not  create  municipal  indebtedness 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 
W^ver,  J.,  'after  a  very  full  examinar 
tion  of  the  authorities,  said :  ''  If  a  city 
enters  into  a  contract  for  an  extraordi- 
nary expenditure  within  the  scope  of  its 
power,  and  under  express  statutory 
authority  provides  a  special  or  extra- 
ordinary fund,  either  by  tax  contempo- 
raneously levied  for  that  purpose  alone 
and  for  the  full  amount  or  by  some 
fixed  or  definite  plan  of  taxation  ex- 
tending over  a  period  of  years,  is  not 
the  receipt  of  such  revenues  l^ally  cer- 
tain ana  subject  to  appropriation  in 
advance  of  its  actual  collection  with- 
out the  incurring  of  an  indebtedness? 
It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  limit 
provided  by  the  Constitution  is  upon 
the  power  to  contract  indebtedness  and 
not  upon  the  power  of  taxation.  It  will 
no  doubt  be  conceded  that  it  would  be 
competent  for  the  legislature  to  author- 
ize a  city  to  levy  in  a  single  year  a  spe- 
cial tax  sufficiently  large  to  construct 
a  suitable  system  of  water  works.  Sup- 
pose, then,  that  under  such  a  statute  tne 
city  levies  the  necessary  tax  and  pro- 
ceeds to  let  the  contract  in  anticipation 
of  the  revenues  thus  provided.  Can  it 
be  urged  in  the  light  of  the  authorities 
that  this  contract  creates  a  municipal 
debt?  We  think  not.  Nor  can  we 
conceive  that  the  fact  of  the  tax  beine 
extended  over  a  period  of  years  instead 
of  beine  all  levied  in  a  single  year 
affects  the  application  of  the  principle. 
The  plan  of  taxation  is  fixed  and  defi- 
nite, and  its  levy  and  collection  from 
year  to  year  is  subject  to  no  discretion, 
and  is  as  certain  m  every  legal  sense 
as  if  levied  in  a  single  instalment." 
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court  in  an  action  seeking  identically  the  same  relief.  That  court 
was  of  the  opinion  that  the  scheme  of  the  statute  and  the  proposed 
transaction  constituted  an  evident  evasion  of  the  purpose  and  in- 
tent of  the  constitutional  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  city,  and 
held  that  it  necessarily  involved  a  resort  to  the  general  power  of 
taxation  of  the  city,  and  that  the  ordinance  and  contract  created 
an  indebtedness  in  violation  of  the  Constitution.'  While  it  is  true 
that  in  terms  ''the  limit  provided  by  the  G>nstitution  is  upon  the 
power  to  contract  indebtedness  and  not  upon  the  power  of  taxa- 
tion," it  is  also  true  that  taxation  is  the  sting  of  indebtedness,  and 
that  the  constitutional  debt  limit  is  provided  because  becoming  in- 
debted involves  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation  if  the  muni- 
cipal faith  and  credit  are  to  be  kept  good.'  On  similar  principles, 
if  the  special  fund  out  of  which  the  obligation  is  to  be  paid  is  to 
be  created  by  the  pledge,  mortgage,  and  appropriation  of  an  exist- 
ing established  works  and  property  and  the  income  thereof  be- 
longing to  the  city,  of  which  it  is  or  might  thereby  be  deprived, 
an  indebtedness  is  created  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
limitation.^  If,  however,  bonds  issued  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money  to  make  special  improvements  contain  an  tmconditUmal 
promise  to  pay,  they  constitute  an  indebtedness  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitutional  provisions,  notwithstanding  recitals  that  they 
are  payable  out  of  the  proceeds  of  special  assessments  for  the  im- 
provement, are  issued  upon  the  faith  and  security  thereof,  and  their 
payment  is  chargeable  upon  the  property  benefited,  and  notwith- 
standing such  bonds  are  a  mere  substitute  for  the  assessments  which 
the  city  can  collect  as  a  resource  for  their  payment.^    If  means  are 

*  Ottumwa  V.  City  Water  Supply  water  fund.   The  act  provided  that  tii>e 

C5o.,  119  Fed.  Rep.  315.    This  case  was  city  might  convey,  by  way  of  mort- 

decided  about  a  month  after  Swanson  gage  or  deed  of  trust,  the  water  works 

V.  Ottumwa,  9upra,  and  the  Federal  svstem  acquired  or  enlaiged  to  secure 

Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  declared  that  the  payment  of  the  certificate.    By  the 

the  opinion  in  the  Sivanson  case  was  not  ordinance  all   the   recdpts  from  the 

persuasive,  and  it  declined  to  be  guided  water  works  were  to  be  paid  into  the 

by  it.    It  considered  that  the  transac-  water  fund,  and  the  bonds  were  also  to 

tion  involved  a  borrowing  of  money  by  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the 

the  city  upon  the  security  of  a  general  entire  water  system.    The  city  had  al- 

tax  upon  tne  property  within  the  muni-  ready  reached  the  limit  of  ind^iedneaB^ 

cipality,  and  that,  as  the  city  was  in-  and  it  was  held  that  the  ordinance  was 

debted  to  the  constitutional  limit,  the  void,  because  it  contemplated  the  pledg- 

contract  was  void.    Post,  §  199.  ing  of  the  existing  works  and  the  rere- 

'  Ante,  §  197.  nues  therefrom  by  mortgage  and  pr&- 

'  Joliet  V.  Alexander,  194  111.  457.  vious   appropriation,   as   a  result  oC 

In  this  case  a  city  had  a  system  of  which  the  city  might  be  deprived  of  ita 

water  works  yielding  a  large  net  in-  property.    See  also  East  Mcanie  v.  Pope, 

come.     Under  authority  of  the  legis-  224  111.  386 ;  post,  {  199. 
lature  it  adopted  an  ordinance  to  ex-        *  Fort   Madison   v.    Fort   Madiw^n 

tend  its  system  and  to  issue  bonds  there-  Water  Co.,  114  Fed.  Rep.  292,  aflTg  110 

for,    payable   exclusively    out    of   its  Fed.  Rep.  901 ;  Vickrey  v.  Skhix  City, 
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adopted  which  in  good  faith,  according  to  reasonable  expectation, 
will  produce  a  sufficient  fund  to  satisfy  the  obligation,  the  contract 
entered  into  on  the  faith  of  them  should  not  be  held  unlawful  on 
account  of  an  unintentional  miscalculation  or  an  accidental  and 
unexpected  failure  to  produce  the  full  result.  If  a  city  at  the  time 
of  making  a  contract  levies  a  special  tax  in  good  faith  supposed  to 
be  adequate  to  meet  it,  but  in  case  of  fire  or  flood  or  decline  in  values 
the  result  is  an  insufficient  fund,  it  cannot  be  held  that  the  contract, 
good  at  its  inception,  is  thereby  made  bad.  Consequently,  where 
a  dly  provides  that  the  contract  price  of  a  sewer  shall  be  paid  partly 
by  money  in  the  treasury  and  partly  by  assessments  on  abutting 
and  non-abutting  property,  and  subsequently  it  is  found  that  the 
non-abutting  property  is  not  liable  to  the  assessments,  the  loss  must 
fall  on  the  city,  although,  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  made, 
the  obligation  of  the  city  to  pay  for  the  non-abutting  properties  in- 
creased the  debt  beyond  the  constitutional  limitation.'  So,  too,  if 
a  city  in  good  faith  provides  that  bonds  issued  for  a  local  improve- 
ment shall  be  payable  out  of  assessments  on  the  property  benefited, 
and  the  assessments  prove  to  be  illegal  because  of  the  improper 
manner  in  which  the  ordinances  authorizing  them  were  enacted, 
the  city  is  liable  for,  or  in  respect  of,  the  bonds,  on  an  implied  as- 
sumpsit or  perhaps  ex  delicto,  although  at  the  time  of  their  issue  the 
amount  thereof  would  increase  the  debt  beyond  the  constitutional 
limitation.' 

§  199.     B(]rpothecation  of   Oity  Property  and  Purchase  of    Prop- 
Mty  Subject  to  Incumbrance.  —  Attempts  have  been  made  to  avoid 

115  Fed.  Rep.  437;    Allen  v.  Daven-   §   193  and  notes;    infra,  S  201.     In 

TOrt,  107  Iowa,  90 ;  Austin  v.  Seattle,  2   S[>ringfield  v.  Edwards.  84  111.  626,  it  is 

Wash.  667;  Fowler  r.  Superior,  85  Wis.   said  that  when  the  debt  is  made  pay- 

411.    See  also  United  States  v.  Fort  able  from  a  special  fund  or  an  appro- 

Soott,  99  U.  S.  152;   Burlington  Sav.   priation  of  current  taxes  already  levied, 

Bimk  V,  Clinton,  111  Fed.  Hep.  439;   the  remedy  for  a  failure  of  the  oflScers 

GLtisens  Bank  v.  Spencer,   126  Iowa,   to  collect  and  pay  over  the  taxes  to  the  i 

101;  po«<,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds,   creditor  must  bie  against  the  officers 

*  Addyston    Pipe    &   Steel    Co.    v.   and  not  against  the  city,  otherwise  a 
Cony,  197  Pa.  St.  41.  contingent  debt  would  be  incurred,  but 

*  Fort    Dodge    Electric    Light    &  quaref   Where  the  city  is  not  liable  to- 
PowerCo.  v.  Fort  Dodge,  115  Iowa,  568 ;   the  contractor  for  the  cost  of  pavins  a 

Gable  v.  Altoona,  200  Pa.  St.  15.    See  street  because  the  statutes  impose  that  ' 

also  Dennv  v,  Spokane,  79  Fed.  Rep.  cost  upon  the  abutting  proprietors  onlv  I 

719 ;   Mankato  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  and  declare  that  no  contractor  shall  | 

Co.,  142  Fed.  Rep.  329.   The  rule  stated  have  a  claim  against  the  city  for  ther 

in  the  text  deducible  from  the  cases  work  done,  the  city  is  liable  to  the  con>  | 

cited  is  consonant  certainly  with  one's  tractor  for  money  paid  to  it  for  suck  i 

sense  of  justice;    it  seems  not  to  be  improvement  by  a  railroad  company  { 

eaer^  to  reconcile  it  with  the  broad  defi-  which  has  agreed  to  pay  one-half  the  ! 

nitions    of    "indebtedness"    judicially  expenses  thereof.    Dallas  v.  Brown,  10  I 

declared  in  other  cases.     See  supra,  Tex.  Civ.  App.  612. 
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the  effect  of  the  constitutional  limitations  by  borrowing  money  on 
the  security  of  property  already  belonging  to  the  municipalily,  with- 
out giving  the  lender  any  recourse  against  the  body  corporate  or 
its  property  other  than  the  particular'  property  pledged  to  secure 
the  money  advanced.  But  the  courts  have  held  that  such  transac- 
tions create  indebtedness  within  the  prohibition  of  the  G)nstitution, 
because,  although  the  city  is  not  bound  in  personam  to  pay  the  debt, 
its  property  may  be  taken  therefor.  The  reasoning  on  which  the 
cases  proceed  is  that  the  personal  obligation  of  the  debtor  is  not 
essential  to  the  creation  of  the  debt;  the  borrowing  of  the  money 
and  its  reception  contemplate  that  it  shall  be  repaid,  and  the  mort- 
gaging or  pledging  of  the  existing  property  of  the  city  necessarily 
implies  an  indebtedness  for  which  the  property  of  the  city  pledged 
or  mortgaged  is  bound,  even  if  the  creditor  have  no  general  recourse 
against  the  dty  and  its  funds.  ^    If  the  city  purchases  water  works 


*  In  Mayor,  &c,  of  Baltimore  v.  Gill, 
31  Md.  375,  an  ordinance  was  passed 
for  the  raising  of  a  sum  of  money  oy  the 
h^mothecation  of  certain  railroad  stock 
belonging  to  the  city.  It  provided  that 
the  creditors  shoulcl  look  exclusively  to 
the  stock  pledged  for  repayment,  and 
that  in  no  event  should  the  city  be 
li^le  or  responsible  for  the  return  or 
repayment  thereof.  The  court  held 
that  the  ordinance  contemplated  the 
creation  of  indebtedness  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion prohibiting  the  city  from  creating 
debt  within  the  assent  of  the  voters. 
In  Joliet  V.  Alexander,  194  IlL  457,  the 
city  owned  a  system  of  water  works. 
Desiring  to  extend  its  water  works,  the 
city  (which  was  indebted  in  excess  of 
the  constitutional  limit)  passed  an  or- 
dinance authorizing  a  contract  there- 
for, which  proArided  that  all  the  income 
from  the  system  should  constitute  a 
w^ater  fund ;  that  water  fund  certificates 
bearing  interest  should  be  issued  to  pay 
the  cost  of  the  extension;  that  no 
money  should  be  paid  out  of  the  water 
fund  except  for  necessary  operating  ex- 
penses, and  the  principal  and  interest  of 
the  certificates;  that  the  certificates 
should  be  secured  by  mortgage  on  the 
water  i^stem  and  its  proposed  exten- 
sion. This  ordinance  was  within  the 
statutory  authority  of  the  city.  The 
holder  of  the  certificates  was  not  to 
have  any  cause  of  action  against  the 
city  except  to  compel  it  to  appropriate 
the  water  fund  to  their  payment,  and 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage.    It  was  held 


that  as  the  proposed  transaction  con- 
templated the  pledging  or  mortgaging 
of  the  existing  water  works,  and  the 
revenues  therefrom  for  the  pasrment  of 
th^  certificates,  it  created  indebtedness 
of  the  city  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tional limitation.  Supra,  §  198.  See 
also  East  Moline  v.  Pope,  224  HI.  386. 
In  Lobdell  v.  Chicago,  227  IlL  218, 
the  city,  being  already  indebted  to  a 
large  amount,  proposed,  pursuant  to 
statutory  authority,  to  issue  "street 
railway  certificates"  to  the  amount  of 
$75,000,000,  to  purchase  and  eauip 
street  railways  owned  and  operated  by 
railway  corporalaons  under  franchises 
from  the  State  and  city.  If  this  issue 
constituted  "indebtedness"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  limita- 
tion, it  would  be  in  excess  of  the  amount 
permitted  thereby,  and  hence  unlawful 
The  statute  declared  that  these  certifi- 
cates, with  the  interest  thereon,  should 
under  no  circumstances  become  an  obli- 
gation or  liability  of  the  city,  or  payable 
out  of  any  general  fund  thereof,  but 
should  be  payable  solely  out  of  a  speci- 
fied portion  of  the  revenues  or  income  to 
be  derived  from  the  railwav  property  for 
the  acquisition  of  which  they  were 
issued.  To  secure  the  payment  of  the 
certificates,  the  city  was  authorised  to 
mortgage  all  railway  property  acquired 
or  to  be  acquired  tnrough  the  issue 
thereof.  Anv  such  mortgage  carried 
the  grant  of  a  privilege  or  right  to 
maintain  and  operate  the  street  rail- 
way property  covered  thereby  for  a 
penoa  not  exceeding  twenty  years  from 


{199 


PURCHASES   SUBJECT   TO   INCUMBRANCE 


375 


or  other  valuable  property  subject  to  a  mortgage,  the  amount  se- 
cured by  the  mortgage  is  indebtedness  of  the  city,  even  if  it  do  not 
assume  it,  or  become  liable  for  it  in  any  way.  In  order  to  keep  the 
property  purchased  the  city  will  have  to  pay  the  mortgage,  and, 
if  the  amount  due  thereon  exceeds  the  limit  of  the  debt  which  the 
city  is  authorized  to  incur,  the  purchase  is  beyond  its  power  and 
void.*  But  where  no  mortgage  or  other  lien  on  the  city's  property 
was  created,  but  under  express  legislative  authority  the  city  bor- 
rowed money  to  complete  its  water  works,  agreeing  and  stipulating 
that  the  loan  should  be  paid  solely  out  of  a  special  fund  created  by 
the  receipts  from  the  water  works,  without  any  liability  against  the 
city  or  against  the  general  funds  of  the  city,  the  court  held  that  no 
indebtedness  was  created  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provisions.'  And  where  the  city  purchased  lands,  paying  a  part  of 
the  price,  under  a  contract  which  stipulated  that  the  city  should  not 
be^iable  for  the  price  in  any  corporate  capacity,  but  gave  the  vendor 
a  lien  on  the  property  sold  for  the  balance  of  the  price,  which  might 


the  date  when  the  street  railway  prop- 
erty should  come  into  the  possession  of 
any  person  as  the  result  of  foreclosure 
proceedinj^.  The  court  held  that  the 
proposed  issue  constituted  indebtedness 
of  tne  city,  and  was  forbidden  by  the 
€k)n8titution.  In  reaching  this  conclu- 
sion it  declared  that  the  transaction  was 
not  a  mere  pledge  of  the  property  (and 
the  income  therefrom)  which  was  to  be 
purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  the  cer- 
tificates ;  that  the  streets  were  the  prop- 
erty of  the  city;  that  the  grant  of  a 
franchise  therein  to  secure  the  mortgage 
was  a  pledging  of  property  ownea  by 
the  city  outside  of  that  to  be  acquired 
by  the  use  of  the  certificates ;  and  that, 
under  the  {>rinciples  laid  down  in  the 
eariier  decisions  of  the  same  court,  the 
transaction  could  not  be  treated  as  cre- 
ating obligations  payable  only  out  of  a 
special  fund. 

In  Reynolds  v,  Waterville,  92  Me. 
292,  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing a  city  hall,  at  a  time  when 
its  indebtedness  exceeded  the  constitu- 
tional limit,  conveyed  the  site  and  the 
buildings  then  erected  to  a  commission 
created  by  statute,  which  pursuant  to 
the  statute  proceeded  to  contract  for  a 
new  building.  The  commission  was 
authorised  to  issue  bonds  to  pay  the 
cost,  secured  b]r  the  conveyance  to  it  of 
the  site  and  buildings  upon  which  they 
constituted  a  first  Hen.  The  city  was 
authorized  to  ruse  annually  by  taxa- 
tion the  money  necessary  for  the  main- 


tenance of  the  building  and  the  annual 
interest  on  the  bonds.  The  city  there- 
upon was  to  become  the  tenant  of  the 
building,  and  provision  was  made  for  a 
sinking  fund  to  pay  the  bonds.  It  was 
held  that  the  transaction  was  merely  a 
borrowing  of  money  upon  the  security 
of  city  property  through  the  interven- 
tion of  a  trustee,  and  that  it  was  void 
because  it  created  indebtedness  on  the 
part  of  the  city  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision.  See  tn/ra,  {§  200, 
294. 

»  Fidelity  Tr.  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  Fowler 
Water  Co.,  113  Fed.  Rep.  660;  Voss  v. 
Waterloo  Water  Co.,  163  Ind.  69 ;  Eddy 
Valve  Co.  v.  Crown  Point,  166  Ind.  613 ; 
Browne  v.  Boston,  179  Mass.  321 ;  Iron- 
wood  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Iron  wood,  99 
Mich.  454;  Earles  v.  Wells,  94  Wis. 
285.  See  also  Painter  v,  Norfolk,  62 
Neb.  330. 

'  Winston  v.  Spokane,  12  Wash. 
524.  This  case  is  distinguished  in 
Joliet  V.  Alexander,  194  III.  457,  as  dif- 
fering from  the  case  of  a  mortgage  or 


lien  on  city  property,  in  that  the  only 
obligation  assumed  by  the  city  of  Spo- 
kane was  the  performance  of  a  duty  in 
the  creation  and  management  of  the 
speciid  fund,  without  any  further  lia- 
bility on  the  cit;y  or  its  property.  There 
was  no  obligation  or  duty  on  Spokane 
to  exercise  tne  power  of  taxation  to  pay 
the  money  thus  borrowed.  See  also 
East  Moline  v.  Pope,  224  III.  386 ;  Lob* 
deU  V.  Chicago,  227  lU.  218. 
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be  foreclosed  for  a  default  in  the  payment  of  the  balance,  no  in- 
debtedness was  created  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.^ 


§  200.  OontraetB  to  pniehaM  at  the  Option  of  the  Oity.  —  A 
debt  implies  a  right  on  the  part  of  a  creditor  to  enforce  or  require 
payment.  Hence,  if  the  municipality  is  not  under  an  obligation  to 
pay  from  its  funds,  taxes,  or  property,  there  can  be  no  indebtedness, 
and  a  contract  or  ordinance  by  which  the  municipality  gtipulaies 
for  an  option  to  purchase  property  on  specified  terms  as  it  may  find 
it  prudent  or  advantageous  for  it  to  do  so  or  not,  does  not  create 
any  indtbtedness.  It  may  decline  to  buy  when  the  proper  time 
comes,  and  until  it  determines  to  buy,  no  obligation  or  debt  is  as- 
sumed by  it.'    On  similar  principles,  a  city  may  contract  for  land 


^  Perrigov.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  236; 
Milwaukee  v.  Milwaukee  €k>unty,  95 
Wis.  424;  Bumham  v,  Milwaukee,  98 
Wis.  128;  Connor  v.  Marshfield,  128 
Wis.  280.  See  also  Kelly  v.  Minneap- 
olis, 63  Minn.  125.  In  Swanson  v.  City 
of  Ottomwa,  118  Iowa,  161,  it  was  held 
that  if  the  mortgage  made  by  the  city  is 
essentially  a  purchase  money  mortgage 
and  covers  no  property  alr^y  owned 
by  the  citjr.  and  does  not  involve  the 
city  in  liability  to  lose  any  property  or 
any  income  owned  or  held  by  it  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage, 
and  if  the  recourse  of  the  mortgagor  is 
limited  to  the  property  mortgaged  with- 
out any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  city, 
the  mortgage  does  not  necessarily  imply 
a  debt  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor,  and 
does  not  violate  the  constitutional  limi- 
tation, although  the  city  is  already  in- 
debted to  its  limit.  But  in  Ottumwa 
V.  City  Water  Supply  Co.,  119  Fed. 
Rep.  315,  the  Federal  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  expressed  an  opposite  view 
witn  reference  to  the  same  mort^^age, 
and  declared  that  a  mortgage  which  is 
to  be  discharged  by  the  payment  of  a 
money  secures  an  indeotedness  and 
cannot  exist  without  the  existence  of 
a  debt,  even  if  the  creditor's  remedy  is 
limited  by  the  contract  to  the  property 
of  the  debtor,  which  is  covered  by  the 
mortgage.    ».  c.  ante,  §  198. 

'  An  ordinance  authorizinjg  the  erec- 
tion of  water  works  by  a  private  com- 
pany, with  the  provision  that  the  cUy 
may,  at  Us  option,  purchase  them,  in  the 
future  on  stated  terms,  does  not  create 
indebtedness.  Fidelity  Tr.  &  Guar. 
Co.  V,  Fowler  Water  Co.,  113  Fed.  Rep. 
560 ;  Centerville  v.  Fidelity  Tr.  A  Guar. 
Co.,  118  Fed.  Rep.  332;    Burlington 


Water  Co.  v.  Woodward,  49  Iowa,  58; 
Stedman  v.  Berlin,  97  Wi&  505.  See 
also  Doland  v.  Clark,  143  CaL  176  <lc^ 
egraph  system).  A  dtjr,  by  ordinance 
duly  accepted,  entered  into  a  ooDtract 
with  one  Oliver  by  which  he  a^eed  to 
erect  a  suitable  building  for  a  city  hall 
at  a  cost  not  exceeding  S75XXX),  upon  a 
lot  owned  by  the  city.  The  bunding 
when  completed  was  to  be  leased  to  the 
city  for  twelve  years,  with  a  right  of 
renewal,  at  an  annual  rental  of  $7,200. 
which  the  city  agreed  to  pay  annually. 
Oliver  gave,  and  the  city  reserved  an 
option  to  purchase  the  buildup  at  any 
time  during  the  term,  or  at  its  exfMra- 
tion.  Held,  that  the  option  so  reserved 
did  not  create  indebtedness.  Sooth 
Bend  v.  Reynolds,  155  Ind.  70.  Bui 
see  Reynolds  v,  Waterville,  92  He.  292 ; 
referred  to  supra,  §  199.  When  it  ap- 
peared that  a  city  proposed  to  enter 
mto  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  boil- 
ers with  which  to  operate  its  existtzig 
electric  light  plant,  agreeing  by  resohi- 
tion  or  orainance  that  an  appropriataon 
shall  be  made  therefor  at  a  future  date. 
and  that  the  boilers  should  not  be  naid 
for  until  the  appropriation  should  be 
made  and  warrants  drawn  on  the  spe- 
cial fund,  'and  that  no  agreement  or 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  boilen 
would  be  made  whereby  the  seller 
would  ask  or  receive  of  the  city  any 
warrants  or  money  for  said  boilers  until 
the  appropriation  is  made  by  the  city 
to  meet  tne  same,  and  that  the  city 
would  in  no  way  obligate  itself  to  pay 
for  said  boilers  imtil  tne  appropriatioo 
is  made  and  warrants  issued  on  said 
appropriation,  it  was  held  that  such  a 
proceeding  would  not  create  a  debt 
within  the  meaning  of  the  coDstitii- 
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for  a  public  purpose,  and  pay  part  of  the  price,  reserving  .the  right 
or  option  to  cease  paying  at  any  time  and  to  take  title  to  such  of  the 
property  as  it  has  paid  for,  without  creating  debt  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitutional  limitation.^  A  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
land  by  a  city,  which  provides  that  the  city  should  be  entitled  to 
possession  on  making  the  first  payment,  and  to  a  conveyance  on 
payment  withm  ten  years  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  with 
interest;  that  in  the  meantime  the  city  should  pay  all  taxes  on  the 
land;  that  upon  default  in  any  payment  of  purchase  money,  interest, 
or  taxes,  the  vendors  might  foreclose  the  rights  of  the  city  in  the 
land;  and  that  there  should  be  no  corporate  liability  against  the^ 
city  in  any  manner  or  form  by  reason  of  the  contract,  has  also  been 
held  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  optional  right  to  the  city,  and  to  create 
no  indebtedness.' 

§  201  (137).  UaUUty  ex  deUeto.— The  language  of  the  Con- 
stitution imposing  a  limit  upon  the  power  of  a  municipality  to  incur 
indebtedness  deals  with  indebtedness  that  is  reasonably  anticipated 
as  a  result  of  voluntary  action  by  the  legislature  or  municipal  au- 
thorities, —  such  indebtedness  as  springs  from  express  or  implied 
contracts*  Involuntary  liability  arising  ex  delicto  b  a  subject  that 
is  not  within  the  contemplation  of  these  provisions.  Accordingly, 
it  has  been  held  that  if  a  municipality  is  sued  for  damages  for  a  tort, 
such  as  personal  injuries  sustained  through  its  negligence  in  main- 
taining its  streets,  the  constitutional  limitation  and  the  fact  that  the 
municipality  has  already  reached  its  limit  of  indebtedness  cannot  be 
interposed  as  a  defence.'    Upon  similar  principles,  if  a  tax  is  illegally 

tional  limitation  of  indebtedness.  Bai-  *  Bumham  v,  Bfilwaukee,  98  Wis. 
W  V.  Sioux  Falls,  19  S.  Dak.  231;  103  128.  See  also  Perrigo  v,  Biilwaukee,  92 
N.W.  Rep.  16.  Wis.  236;  Milwaukee  v,  Biilwaukee 
'  Windaor  v,  Des  Moines,  1 10  Iowa,  Ck>unty,  95  Wis.  424.  See  also  Connor 
175.  See  supra,  {  198.  In  Klamath  v.  Marshfield,  128  Wis.  280.  A  pur- 
Falls  V.  Sachs,  35  Oreg.  325,  the  power  chase  of  real  estate  by  a  city  on  a 
of  the  municipality  to  contract  indebt-  credit  of  ten  years  is  not  a  loan  within 
edness  for  water  was  limited  to  $10,000.  the  meaning  of  a  statute  regulating 
It  made  an  agreement  whereby  the  the  n^mner  in  which  money  may  be 
contractor  was  to  erect  water  works,  borrowed,  and  limiting  the  amount. 
receiving  injMit  payment  therefor  the  Richmond  v.  McGirr,  78  Ind.  192. 
sum  of  $10,000.  it  was  given  an  inter-  *  People  v.  Biay.  9  Colo.  404  ; 
est  in  the  property  commensurate  with  Bloomington  v.  Perdue,  99  III.  329 ; 
this  payment,  and  the  municipality  had  Chicago  v.  Sexton,  115  111.  230;  Chi- 
the  right  to  acquire  the  i)roperty  at  cago  v.  Norton  Milling  Co.,  97  111.  App. 
specified  periods  upon  paying  a  price  651;  aff'd  196  111.  5S);  Bartle  v.  Des 
estimated  upon  the  rate  yielded  by  the  Moines,  38  Iowa,  414 ;  Rice  v,  Des 
net  annual  moome.  It  was  held  that  Moines,  40  Iowa,  638;  Connor  v.  Ne- 
this  agreement  did  not  violate  the  vada,  188  Mo.  148 ;  McAleer  v.  Angell, 
statutory  limitation  of  indebtedness,  19  R.  I.  688;  Lorence  v.  Bean,  18 
the  right  to  purchase  the  water  works  Wash.  36.  A  restrictive  provision  in  a 
being  only  optional  to  the  municipality,  charter  that  the  "coimdl  shall  not  ere- 
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exacted  by  a  city  and  paid  by  the  property  owner  under  protest,  at 
a  time  when  the  city's  indebtedness  exceeds  the  constitutional  limit, 
the  debt  thereupon  arising  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  the  property 
owner  is  not  within  the  operation  of  the  constitutional  limitation, 
and  the  amount  paid  may  be  recovered.*  So,  too,  a  liability  of  a  city 
arising  from  its  failure  to  discharge  a  duty  which  it  could  constitu- 
tionally discharge,  and  growing  out  of  a  particular  relation  between 
the  parties,  such  as  failure  or  neglect  to  levy  and  collect  a  valid  assesi- 
Tfient  against  abutting  property  owners  within  a  reasonable  time  does 
not  come  within  the  operation  of  the  constitutional  limitation.'  So, 
too,  if  a  city  wrongfully  appropriates  land  without  first  paying  there- 
for, the  damages  for  which  it  is  liable  are  an  obligaiion  arising  from 
tort  and  not  from  contract,  and  do  not  fall  witbiin  the  operation  of 
the  constitutional  provisions,  which  require  the  municipal  authorities 
at  the  time  of  creating  a  debt  to  levy  and  collect  a  tax  to  pay  interest 
and  provide  a  sinking  fund.'    But  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsyl- 


ate  or  permit  to  accrue  any  debts  or 
liabilities  which  shall  exceed"  a  spe- 
cified sum,  unless  a  certain  course  be 
Cursued  by  the  council  and  approved 
y  a  vote  of  the  people,  has  been  con- 
sidered to  have  no  relation  to  liabilities 
arising  ex  delicto,  or  to  those  which  the 
law  mav  cast  upon  the  corporation,  and 
to  apply  at  most  only  to  contracts  or 
liabilities  voluntarily  created.  The 
court,  indeed,  seemed  to  consider  this 
provision  as  directory  simply  and  not 
as  a  limitation  on  the  power  of  the 
council  to  create  indebtedness.  Mc- 
Cracken  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  591. 
^  Thomas  v.  Burlington,  69  Iowa, 
140;  Phelps  v.  Tacoma,  15  Wash.  367. 
See  also  Richards  v,  Klickitat  County, 
13  Wash.  509.  In  Thomas  v,  Burline- 
ton,  69  Iowa,  140,  the  court  said :  "In 
the  present  case,  the  city  did  an  act  it 
had  no  right  to  do,  and  by  wrongful 
action  received  or  seized  money,  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff.  It  did  not 
oecome  the  money  of  the  city  by  such 
wrongful  seizure  or  enforced  payment. 
The  money  belongs  to  the  plamtiff  now 
as  fuUv  as  it  did  prior  to  the  payment. 
The  plaintiff  is  seekine  to  recover  his 
own  property  which  is  held  by  the  city 
for  his  use.  There  cannot  be  a  debt  or 
debtor  unless  there  is  a  creditor;  and 
while  in  a  certain  sense  the  plaintiff 
may  be  regarded  as  the  creditor  of  the 
city,  we  do  not  think  he  is  such  in  con- 
templation of  the  Constitution.  He  is 
not  a  voluntary,  but  an  involuntary, 
creditor.    He  became  such  by  compul- 


sion. The  Constitution  provides  thtt 
the  city  cannot  become  indebted  in  any 
manner.  This  implies  an  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  creditor,  and  thus  it  is  that 
the  prohibited  indebtedness  is  inclined ; 
that  is,  it  is  created  by  the  voluntaiy 
act  of  both  imrties." 

A  sum  wtdch  has  been  paid  toadty 
as  a  paving  assessment  according  to  the 
front  foot  rule,  and  which  is  autnoriied 
by  the  le^slature  to  be  refunded,  is  not 
a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con* 
stitution,  as  it  does  not  grow  out  of  any 
contract  between  the  parties,  but  origi- 
nated from  the  collection  of  an  aasesB- 
ment  made  by  the  city  upon  the  pny- 
erty  of  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  to  he 
returned,  and  which  for  good  reason  the 
city  is  authorized  by  the  State  to  retuiTL 
Houston  V.  Stewart,  99  Tex.  67;  87 
S.  W.  Rep.  663  (where  a  street  assess- 
ment on  the  front  foot  rule  was  aban- 
doned, and  the  plan  of  improving  the 
streets  by  taxation  adopted). 

•  Denny  v.  Spokane,  79  Fed.  Rep. 
719 ;  Mankato  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav- 
ing Co.,  142  Fed.  Rep.  329;  Ft.  Dodge 
Electric,  Ac.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Dodge,  115  Iowa, 
568;  Little  v.  Portland,  26  Oreg.  235. 
See  9upra,  §  198.  A  debt  arising  from 
a  breach  of  contract,  such  as  a  defadt 
in  making  a  cash  payment  at  the  time 
the  city  ought  to  have  made  it,  the  cash 
sufficient  for  the  purpose  bein^  then  in 
the  city's  treasury,  is  not  within  the 
constitutional  limitation.  Conyen  *. 
Kirk,  78  Ga.  480.    See  «uprc,  §  197. 

»  Dallas  V.  Miller,  7  Tex.  Qv.  App. 
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vania  has  declared  that  the  taking  or  injury  to  land  by  eminent 
domain  is  not  a  tort  in  the  sense  of  a  wrongful  act,  and  therefore 
should  be  included  within  the  operation  of  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the  case  where  this  decision  was 
rendered,  the  suit  was  in  equity  to  restrain  the  threatened  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  a  public  improvement  whereby  a  city  (which 
was  indebted  to  the  constitutional  limit)  contracted  for  the  building 
of  a  viaduct  without  expense  to  it,  but  which  would  make  it  liable  for 
damages  to  the  owners  of  abutting  land.  The  act  which  was  called 
a  tort  was  to  be  done  under  contract,  and  the  assumption  of  the  con- 
sequent damages  was  an  express  term  of  the  contract,  and  the  court 
declared  that  it  was  a  perfectly  clear  case,  and  outside  of  the  principle 
that  makes  municipalities  liable  for  their  wrongful  acts  without 
regard  to  their  indebtedness.^ 

§  202.  Funding  and  Refunding  OperationB.  —  The  provision  of 
the  Constitution  is  that  no  municipality  shall  be  allowed  to  incur 
any  debt  which  shall  exceed  the  constitutional  limit.  It  is  obviously 
directed  against  those  operations  which  result  in  the  creation  of 
indebtedness  on  the  part  of  a  municipality  and  not  against  transac- 
tions which  relate  merely  to  the  form  of  the  obligation  or  the  nature 
or  character  of  the  evidences  of  indebtedness.  If,  therefore,  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  has  already  issued  bonds,  warrants,  certificates, 
or  other  evidences  of  indebtedness,  which  were  valid  when  issued, 
or  if  it  has  incurred  valid  floating  debt  for  current  or  other  expenses, 
or  if  it  is  indebted  on  a  valid  judgment,  the  municipality  may  under 
3tatute  authority,  as  a  general  rule,  fund  or  refund  such  indebtedness 
by  the  issue  of  its  bonds  without  incurring  indebtedness  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provisions.  These  funding  or  refund- 
ing  bonds,  issued  for  a  valid  pre-existing  indebtedness,  neither  create 
debt  nor  increase  the  debt  of  the  municipality  which  issues  them.  They 
merely  change  the  form  and  terms  of  payment  of  an  existing  indebted- 
ness.'   If  they  are  issued  for  a  valid  indebtedness,  the  fact  that  the 

SOS.    The  awarding  of  damages  to  land  nison  County  Gorn're,  80  Fed.  Rep.  692, 

oumers  for  laying  out  a  new  road  which  698 ;  Taylor  v.  School  District,  97  Fed. 

by  statute  are  payable  out  of  a  special  Rep.  753 ;    Pierre  v.  Dunscomb,   106 

assessment,  is  not  the  creation  of  a  Fea.  Rep.  611;  Huron  v.  Second  Ward 

debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  consti-  Savings  Bank,  86  Fed.  Rep.  272,  278 ; 

tutional  limitation,  when  the  title  to  Independent  School  Dist.  v,  Rew,  111 

the  lands  does  not  pass  until  payment.  Fed.  Rep.  1 ;    Lake  County  v.  Keene 

Com'rs  of  Highways  v,  Jackson,  165  Five  Cent  Sav.  Bank,  108  Fed.  Rep. 

111.  17.    See  also  State  v.  Superior  Ct.  505 ;    Lawrence  Coim^  v.  Jewell,  100 

of  Whatcom  County,  42  Wash.  521.  Fed.  Rep.  905;    County  of  Jasper  v. 

>  KeUer  v.  Scranton,  200  Pa.  130.  BaUou,  103  U.  S.  745, 753 ;  infra,  §  204 

*  Lake  County  Com'rs  v.  Piatt,  79  Los  Angeles  v.  Teed.   112  Cal.  319 

Fed.  Rep.  567,  569;   Rollins  v.  Gun-  Lake  County  v,  Standley,  24  Colo.  1 
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debt  of  the  municipality  exceeded  its  constitutional  limit  when  the 
refunding  bonds  were  issued  does  not  invalidate  them.'    But  bonds 


Burr  V.  Carbondale,  76  111.  455;  Kane 
V,  Charleston,  161  111.  179 ;  Powell  v. 
Madison,  107  Ind.  106;  Sioux  City  v. 
Weare,  59  Iowa,  95;  Edmundson  v. 
School  Dist.,  98  Iowa,  639 ;  Thompson 
V.  School  Dist.,  102  Iowa,  94 ;  Heins  v, 
Lincoln,  102  Iowa,  69 ;  Cedar  Rapids  v. 
Bechtel,  110  Iowa,  196;  Blarion  County 
V.  Harvey  County,  26  Kan.  181,  201 ; 
Gaulbert  v.  Louisville  (Ky.),  97  8.  W. 
Rep.  342 ;  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  81 
Me.  602;  Hotchkiss  v.  Marion,  12 
Mont.  218 ;  Palmer  v.  Helena,  19  Mont. 
61;  Poughkeepsie  v.  Quintard,  136 
N.  Y.  275 ;  Bamum  v,  Sullivan  County, 
137  N.  Y.  179;  Blanton  v.  McDowell 
County,  101  N.  Car.  532;  Morris  v, 
Taylor,  31  Orec.  62;  Hirt  v,  Erie,  200 
Pa.  St.  223 ;  McCreight  v.  Camden,  49 
S.  Car.  78;  In  re  State  Warrants,  6  S. 
Dak.  518;  Western  Town  Lot  Co.  v. 
Lane.  7  S.  Dak.  599 ;  Shannon  v,  Hu- 
ron, 9  S.  Dak.  356 ;  Lawrence  County 
V,  Meade  County,  10  S.  Dak.  175; 
Mitchell  V.  Smith,  12  S.  Dak.  241; 
Nat.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mead,  13  S.  Dak. 
37 ;  Hyde  v.  Ewert,  16  S.  Dak.  133 ; 
Ewert  V,  Mallery,  16  S.  Dak.  151; 
Williamson  v.  Aldrich,  21  S.  Dak.  13; 
108  N.  W.  Rep.  1063:  Tyler  ».  Jester 
(Tex.  av.  App.),  74  S.  W.  Rep.  359; 
aff'd  97  Tex.  344;  Tyler  v,  Tyler  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assoc.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  82 
S.  W.  Rep.  1066;  Miller  v.  School  Dist., 
5  Wyo.  217.  See  also  Maish  v,  Arizona, 
164U.  S.  599. 

The  case  of  County  of  Hamilton 
V.  M^ntpelier  Savings  Bank  and  Trust 
Co.,  157  Fed.  Rep.  19,  decided  by  the 
United  States  Circuit  (}ourt  of  Appeals 
for  the  Seventh  Circuit,  April,  1907 
(before  GroacuVf  Baker,  ana  Seaman, 
J  J.),  is  one  of  tne  most  recent  affirma^ 
tions  and  applications  of  the  principle 
stated  in  the  text,  that  an  authorized 
issue  of  funding  bonds  for  existing  legal 
liabilities  does  not  create  or  increase 
the  aggr^ate  of  indebtedness,  but  only 
changes  its  form,  and  does  not  there- 
fore violate  the  constitutional  debt- 
limit  provision,  even  though  the  fund- 
ing bonds  exceed  the  constitutional 
limit.  Seaman,  J.,  says:  "The  consti- 
tutional limitation  relates  solely  to  the 
creation  of  indebtedness  thereafter, 
and  neither  authorizes  repudiation  nor 
affects  the  making  of  terms  for  the 
payment  of  existing  legal  liabilities. 
The  funding  of  such  liabilities,  there- 


fore, authorized  by  statute,  and  the 
vote,  was  unaffected  by  the  [constitu- 
tionall  limitation,  and  the  fact  alone 
that  tne  issue  of  funding  bonds  there^ 
upon  exceeded  that  limit  nathco'  im- 
plies nor  amounts  to  violation  of  the 
constitutional  provision.  So,  without 
impeachinff  the  recitals  [in  the  bonds], 
that  'binoinf,  subsisting  legal  obli|p- 
tions  of  said  county'  were  tbem^ 
funded,  no  infringement  of  the  Consti- 
tution appears  in  this  issue  of  bends.'* 

More  fully  as  to  refunding  bonds  and 
of  estopjod  by  recital  as  to  the  valsdi^ 
of  the  aebt  refunded,  see  tn/rs,  {  204, 
and  also  post,  chapter  on  Municipal 
Bonds.  ' '  Issuing  new  bonds  to  provide 
at  their  par  value  for  the  payment  of 
an  old  debt,  or  the  substitution  of  new 
evidences  of  a  pre-existing  d^t,  is  not 
in  any  legal  or  proper  sense  the  creaHam 
of  a  new  indebtednees.  Nor  is  the 
funding  of  interest  already  due,  or  the 
executing  of  coupons  for  the  payment 
of  interest  which  will  thereafter  accrue 
upon  a  pre-existing  indebtedness,  either 
the  creation  of  a  new  debt  or  in  lesal 
contemplation  an  increase  of  such  pie- 
existing  indebtedness."  Powdl  v. 
Madison,  107  Ind.  106,  114.  In  Cam'wm 
of  Sinking  Fund  of  Louisville  v.  Ziaa- 
merman,  101  Ky.  432,  the  dty  i»ro- 
posed  to  issue  bonds  dated  and  besnor 
mterest  from  April  1,  1897,  to  refuzKC 
by  exchange  direct  or  by  sale  of  the 
new  bonds  and  pajrment  of  the  eld 
bonds,  certain  bonds  that  were  not  dhae 
imtil  July  1, 1897,  and  August  1, 1807. 
The  city  was  without  power  to  eon- 
tract  new  debt.  It  was  held  tluit  the 
refunding  bonds  could  not  be  made  to 
bear  interest  from  any  date  prior  to  the 
inaturity  of  the  old  bonds,  as  others 
wise  the  indebtedness  of  the  city  would, 
to  that  extent,  be  increased. 

^  Hughes  County  v.  Livingston,  104 
Fed.  Rep.  306 ;  Lake  County  v.  Staiid- 
ley,  24  Colo.  1.  Where  munieipai  war- 
rants were  issued  for  ordinaiy.  neeee- 
sary,  and  current  expenses,  which. 
together  with  other  like  expenses,  were 
within  the  limit  of  the  current  reremjee 
and  such  special  taxes  as  the  city  nncht 
legally  ana  in  good  faith  have  intended 
to  levy  therefor,  the  issue  of  bonds  for 
the  funding  of  such  warrants  does  not 
create  indebtedness  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  provision* 
since  such  bonds  do  not  increase  the 
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or  debts  which  are  void  for  the  lack  of  the  power  of  the  city  to  issue 
or  incur  them  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  estoppel,  constitute  the  basis 
of  valid  refunding  bonds.^ 

In  refunding  existing  obligations  it  is  apparent  that  the  refunding 
may  be  effected  either  by  the  direct  exchange  of  the  refunding  bonds 
for  the  antecedent  obligation  or  by  the  scde  of  the  refunding  bonds 
and  the  application  of  the  cash  received  in  satisfaction  of  the  pre- 
cedent debt.  A  distinction  has  been  drawn  between  these  two 
transactions  in  applying  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  limiting 
the  power  to  incur  debt.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
has  adopted  the  view  that  if  refunding  bonds  are  not  exchanged  for 
existing  evidences  of  indebtedness  but  are  sold  on  the  open  market, 
and  the  proceeds  paid  into  the  municipal  treasury  for  the  purpose 
of  being  applied  in  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  original  obliga- 
tions, and  such  proceeds  are  not  so  applied,  indebtedness  is  incurred 
thereby  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision,  and  if 
in  such  case  the  amount  of  the  refunding  bonds,  added  to  the  already 
existing  debt,  outstanding  and  uncancelled,  exceeds  the  limit  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution,  the  issue  of  the  refunding  bonds  under 
the  facts  stated  in  the  note  is  unauthorized.'    It  is  probable  that  the 


indebtedness  of  the  city.  Cedar  Rapids 
V.  Bechtel,  110  Iowa,  196.  The  court 
says :  "  It  is .  true  there  was  a  mis- 
appropriation of  a  part  of  the  current 
revenue  of  the  years  1894  to  1898  in- 
clusive ;  but  such  wrongful  act  on  the 
part  of  the  officers  of  the  city  cannot, 
under  the  agreed  facts  in  this  case, 
affect  the  validity  of  these  warrants. 
They  were  issued  and  received  in  good 
faith  for  the  ordinaiy,  necessary,  and 
cunent  expenses  of  the  city,  for  pur- 
poses authorized  and  required,  and 
within  the  limit  of  the  revenue  of  the 
city  for  each  year  respectively.  The 
warrants  were  valid  when  issued,  and 
hence  the  bonds  which  the  city  pro- 
poses to  issue  to  fund  them  will  not  in- 
crease the  indebtedness  of  the  city  and 
will  be  valid."  Under  the  provision  of 
the  Constitution  of  Texas  prohibiting 
the  creation  of  debt  unless  provision  is 
made  for  a  tax  to  pav  interest  and  cre- 
ate a  sinking  fund,  the  city  cannot,  on 
the  renewal  of  an  existing  debt,  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  attorneys'  fees, 
increase  the  rate  of  interest,  or  renew 
a  del>t  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, without  a  previous  vote.  Tyler 
V.  Jester  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W. 
R«p.  359 ;  aerd  97  Tex.  344. 

'  lyier  V.  Tyler  Bldg.  &  Loan  Asso. 


(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  82  8.  W.  Rep. 
1066;  Millerstown  V.  Frederick,  114  Pa. 
St.  435.  But  the  validity  of  a  bond 
issued  under  a  funding  act  in  exchange 
for  a  valid  county  warrant  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  fact  that  other  bonds  of 
the  same  series  were  issued  in  exchange 
for  invalid  warrants.  Lake  County  v. 
Standley,  24  Ck>lo.  1. 

'  Doon  Township  v,  Cummins,  142 
U.  S.  366.  In  this  case  the  refunding 
bonds  were  issued  under  a  statute 
which  authorized  the  treasurer  of  a 
school  district  to  sell  the  refunding 
bonds,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the 
payment  of  the  outstanding  bonded  in- 
debtedness  or  to  exchange  the  bonds 
for  outstanding  bonds  at  par.  Bonds 
to  the  amount  of  $25,000  were  issued, 
and  the  agent  of  the  school  district  sold 
twenty  of  the  bonds  at  their  par  value 
to  the  plaintiff  for  money.  The  re- 
maining five  bonds  were  sold  to  another 
party.  Of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  less 
than  $6,000  was  applied  to  the  payment 
of  outstanding  bonds  and  coupons,  the 
balance  being  used  for  the  payment  of 
other  indebt^ness  of  the  district.  The 
court  held  that  this  transaction  was  the 
incurring  of  indebtedness  on  the  part  of 
the  municipality,  and  that  as  the  re- 
funding deot  wnen  added  to  the  pre- 
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general  proposition  that  the  funding  or  refunding  of  an  existing 
indebtedness  does  not  incur  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, was  applied  in  many  cases  involving  a  refunding  through  a  sale 
of  the  refunding  bonds  and  the  application  of  the  proceeds  in  satis- 
faction of  the  original  debt  without  considering  the  distinction 
adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.'  Under  the 
rule  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  it  does 
not  follow,  we  think,  that  if  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  refunding 


viouBly  existing  debt  exceeded  the 
oonstitutional  limit,  the  refunding 
bonds  in  the  absence  of  estoppel  were 
void.  In  its  opinion  the  court  says: 
''  The  prohibition  extending  to  debts 
contracted  'in  any  manner,  or  for  any 
puqxise/  it  matters  not  whether  they 
are  in  every  sense  new  debts,  or  are 
debts  contracted  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  old  ones,  so  long  as  the  aggre- 
gate of  all  debts,  old  and  new,  outstand- 
mg  at  one  time,  and  on  which  the  cor- 
poration is  liable  to  be  sued,  exceeds 
the  constitutional  limit.  The  power  of 
the  legislature  in  this  respect  being  r&- 
strictMi  and  controlled  by  the  Consti- 
tution, any  statute  which  purports  to 
authorize  a  municipal  corporation  to 
contract  debts  in  any  manner,  or  for 
anjr  purpose  whatever,  in  excess  of  that 
limit,  is  to  that  extent  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  By  the  terms  of  the 
statute  of  Iowa  of  1880,  chap.  132, 
under  which  the  bonds  in  question 
were  issued,  any  independent  school 
district  or  district  township,  having  a 
bonded  indebtedness  outstanding,  is 
authorized  to  issue  negotiable  bonds 
for  the  purpose  of  funding  that  indebt- 
edness; and  'the  treasurer  of  such  dis- 
trict is  hereby  authorized  to  sell  the 
bonds  provided  for  in  this  act  at  not 
less  than  their  par  value,  and  apply  the 
proceeds  thereof  to  the  payment  of  the 
outstanding  bonded  indebtedness  of 
the  district,  or  he  may  exchange  such 
bonds  for  outstanding  bonds,  par  for 
par.' 

"There  is  a  wide  difference  in  the 
two  alternatives  which  this  statute  un- 
dertakes to  authorize.  The  second 
alternative,  of  exchanging  bonds  issued 
under  the  statute  for  outstanding  bonds, 
by  which  the  new  bonds,  as  soon  as 
issued  to  the  holders  of  the  old  ones, 
would  be  a  substitute  for  and  an  extin- 
guishment of  them,  so  that  the  aggre- 
gate outstanding  indebtedness  ofthe 
corporation  womd  not  be  increased, 
might  be  consistent  with  the  Constitu- 


tion. But  under  the  first  alternative^ 
by  which  the  treasurer  is  authorized  U> 
sell  the  new  bonds  and  to  apply  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  to  the  payment  of 
the  outstanding  ones,  it  is  evident  that 
if  (as  in  the  case  at  bar)  new  bonds  are 
issued  without  a  cancellation  or  surren- 
der of  the  old  ones,  the  aggregate  debt 
outstanding,  and  on  which  the  corpora- 
tion is  liabte  to  be  sued,  is  at  once  aod 
necessarily  increased,  and,  if  new  bonds 
equal  in  amount  to  the  old  ones  are  so 
issued  at  one  time,  is  doubled ;  aod  that 
it  will  remain  at  the  increased  amount 
until  the  proceeds  of  the  new  bonds  are- 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  old  ones. 
or  until  some  of  the  obligations  are 
otherwise  dischaiged.  It  is  true  that  if 
the  {)roceeds  of  the  sale  are  used  by  tlie 
municipal  officers,  as  directed  by  the 
statute,  in  pa3ring  off  the  old  debt. 
the  aggregate  inaebtedness  will  ulti- 
mately be  reduced  to  the  former  limit. 
But  it  is  none  the  less  true  that  it  has 
been  increased  in  the  inter\''al,  and 
that  imless  those  officers  do  their  duty, 
the  increase  will  be  permanent  It 
would  be  inconsistent  alike  with  the 
words  and  with  the  object  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision,  framed  to  protect 
municipal  corporations  from  beias 
loaded  with  aebt  beyond  a  certain 
limit,  to  make  their  liabilitv  to  be 
charged  with  debts  contracted  beyond 
that  limit  depend  solely  upon  the  dis- 
cretion or  the  honesty  of  their  i^cera.'* 
See  also  Holliday  v.  Hildebfandt,  97 
Iowa,  177 ;  Reynolds  v.  Lyon  County. 
121  Iowa,  733 ;  Birkholts  v.  Dinnie,  6 
N.  Dak.  511 ;  Shaw  v.  Riverside  School 
Dist.,  62  Fed.  Rep.  911;  Coffin  v.  In- 
dianapolis, 59  Fed.  Rep.  221;  iEtna 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyon  County,  44  Fed- 
Rep.  529.  In  Taylor  r.  School  District. 
97  Fed.  Rep.  753,  the  court  applied  the 
principle  stated  in  the  text  to  a  esse  of 
exchange  of  bonds. 

>  See  Miller  v.  School  Dist.,  5  Wyo. 
217;  Palmer  v,  Helena,  19  Mont.  61. 
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bonds  had  been  actually  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  outstanding 
bonds  and  coupons,  although  not  simultaneously  with  the  issue  of 
the  refunding  bonds,  the  refunding  bonds'  would  have  been,  or 
ought  to  have  been,  held  invalid.^  The  practical  effect  of  the  distinc- 
tion is  that  careful  investors  in  refunding  bonds  will  take  the  pre- 
caution to  see  to  the  acttud  application  of  the  proceeds  of  the  refunding 
bands  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  to  be  refunded,  and  in  this  way 
prevent  the  outstanding  of  two  evidences  of  indebtedness  for  the 
same  debt.  The  distinction  itself  has  been  criticise  as  more  nice 
than  real.'  And  in  some  cases  the  State  courts  have  refused  to  follow 
the  alleged  distinction,  and  have  held  that  if  the  original  indebtedness 
b  valid  refunding  bonds  do  not  create  indebtedness  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution,  whether  they  are  exchanged  for  the  exbting 
debt  or  are  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  satisfaction  thereof.' 


'  In  Heins  v.  Lincoln,  102  Iowa,  69, 
the  city  council  passed  an  ordinance 
providing  for  the  exchange  of  new 
bonds  for  old  bonds  and  of  warrant 
bonds  for  outstanding  warrants.  To 
effectuate  the  exchange  the  council  ap- 
pointed a  bank  as  the  agent  of  the  city, 
and  placed  all  the  bonds  duly  executed 
in  the  hands  of  its  agent  in  trust,  with 
power  to  deliver  new  bonds  when  the 
old  bonds  had  been  delivered  to  it  and 
cancelled,  and  to  deliver  warrant  bonds 
when  the  warrants  had  been  delivered 
to  it.  The  trust  was  accepted  by  the 
bank.  It  was  rightly  held  that  under 
this  arrangement  no  obli^tion  was 
created  sjgainst  the  city  untu  the  bonds 
were  delivered  by  the  trustee,  which 
,  delivery  was  not  to  take  place  until  the 
old  bonds  or  warrants  were  received  by 
it  and  cancelled,  and  that  the  plan 
adopted  created  no  additional  debt. 

a  "The  distinction  seems  to  be  more 
nice  than  real,  and  in  view  of  the  vig- 
orous dissent  recorded  with  the  opin- 
ion we  may  be  permitted  to  doubt 
whether  it  will  ever  be  made  again." 
Huron  v.  Second  Ward  Savings  Bank, 
86  Fed.  Rep.  272.  The  distinction  has 
the  merit  or  effect  of  tending  to  prevent 
fraudulent  or  careless  duplication  or 
over-issues  of  securities.  See  also 
Pierre  v.  Dunscomb,  106  Fed.  Rep.  611, 
615. 

»  Taylor  v.  School  District,  97  Fed. 
753 ;  Los  Angeles  «.  Teed,  112  Cal.  319, 
327;  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mead,  13 
S.  I>ak.  37 ;  Poughkeepsie  v.  Quintard, 
136  N.  Y.  275.  In  National  Life  Ins. 
Go.  n.  Mead,  13  8.  Dak.  37,  the  court 
■aid:     f' Doubtless  the  constitutional 


provision  under  discussion  was  designed 
to  confine  municipal  indebtedness 
within  prescribed  limits,  but  it  could 
hardly  have  been  intended  or  expected 
to  prevent  embezzlement  or  misappro- 
priation of  public  funds.  In  extending 
its  scope  and  purpose,  courts  are  not 
required  to  assume  that  municipal  offi- 
cers are  always  or  even  usually  dis- 
honest. The  contrary  should  be  pre- 
sumed. Where  the  proceeds  of  funoing 
bonds  are  properly  applied,  the  trans- 
action may  in  form  be  a  borrowing  of 
money,  but  in  substance  it  is  not  differ- 
ent from  what  it  wou  d  be  had  there 
been  an  exchange  of  bonds  or  other 
evidences  of  inoebtedness.  The  con- 
templated purpose  and  actual  result 
are  the  same.  The  municipal  liability  is 
not  increased,  but  merely  suffered  to 
remain." 

In  Poughkeepsie  v.  Quintard,  136 
N.  Y.  275,  the  city's  power  to  incur 
debt  was  limited  by  its  charter.  It 
was  authorized  by  statute  to  refund 
existing  indebtedness.  The  refunding 
might  be  effected  either  bv  an  exchange 
of  old  for  new  bonds  or  by  the  sale  of 
new  bonds  applying  the  proceeds  to  the 
cancellation  of  the  old  ones.  It  was 
held,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  contract 
with  the  city  for  the  sale  of  refunding 
bonds,  that  either  form  of  refunding 
did  not  violate  the  charter  limitation 
upon  the  power  to  incur  debt.  Finch, 
J.,  said:  "It  must  be  conceded  that 
the  transaction  in  form  may  be  a  bor- 
rowing of  money,  but  in  substance  it  is 
the  very  different  case  of  refunding  an 
existing  debt.  There  is  a  new  creditor 
and  a  reduced  rate  of  interest,  but  the 
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§  203.  Partial  Validity  of  Obligation.  —  If  the  city  has  not 
reached  the  constitutional  limit  of  its  indebtedness  at  the  time  when 
the  obligation  is  incurred,  but  has  so  nearly  approached  the  limit  that 
only  a  part  of  the  amount  agreed  to  he  paid  is  within  the  limit  and  the 
remainder  beyond,  the  question  arises  to  what  extent  the  obligation 
is  valid.  If  the  debt  b  evidenced  by  bonds  which  are  issued  and 
delivered  at  different  daieSy  the  bonds  first  issued  and  delivered  are 
valid,  although  the  remainder  of  the  issue  may  exceed  the  constitu- 
tional limit.  ^    If,  however,  the  bonds  are  issued  at  the  same  time,  or 


same  old  debt.  The  municipal  liability 
is  not  increased,  but  merely  suffered  to 
remain,  and  not  a  dollar  of  new  or 
added  indebtedness  raised.  The  trans- 
action is  no  different  from  what  it 
would  have  been  if  there  had  been  an 
exchange  of  bonds.  There  it  is  oon- 
oeded  there  would  have  been  no  bor- 
rowing of  money  and  merely  an  exten- 
sion of  credit."  In  Opimon  of  the 
Justices,  81  Me.  602,  tne  court  said 
with  respect  to  the  power  of  the  State 
to  refund  a  valid  indebtedness  exceed- 
ing its  constitutional  limit :  '*  If  the  new 
bonds  be  exchanged  for  the  old,  bond 
for  bond,  it  would  literallv  be  a  renewal 
and  extension  of  the  debt,  and  if  the 
new  bonds  are  sold  to  obtain  means 
with  which  to  liquidate  the  old  it  will 
in  all  essential  respects  amount  to 
the  same  thing.  The  same  result  will 
be  reached  as  far  as  the  State  is 
concerned." 

In  Lawrence  County  v.  Jewell,  100 
Fed.  Rep.  905,  the  court  had  under 
consideration  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  Ck>ngress  of  1886,  known  as  the  "  Har- 
rison Act, "  limiting  the  amount  of  mu- 
nicipal indebtedness  in  the  Territories. 
By  section  3  of  that  act  after  specif^r- 
ing  the  purposes  for  which  any  terri- 
torial legislature  mav  authorize  debt  to 
be  contracted,  it  is  cleclared :  "Nothinjg 
in  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit 
the  refunding  of  any  existing  indebted- 
ness of  such  territory  or  of  any  political 
or  municipal  corporation,  county,  or 
other  subcuvision  therein."  By  section 
4  municipalities  are  prohibited  from  be- 
coming indebted  in  any  manner  or  for 
any  purpose  in  excess  of  four  per  cent 
of  the  value  of  taxable  property  within 
the  municipality.  It  was  contended 
that  in  refunding  operations  all  that 
the  act  permitted  was  the  exchange 
of  new  Donds  for  the  old,  dollar  for 
dollar,  and  that  under  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  4  the  county  could 
not  sell  refunding  bonds  for  the  purpose 


of  obtaining  cash  vdth  which  to  pav 
existing  obligations.  The  court  held, 
however,  that  it  must  be  inferred  that 
it  was  the  intention  <tf  Coneress  to 
leave  the  municipalities  the  full  fiberty 
to  refund  their  debts  in  any  of  tM 
customary  ways  in  which  such  an 
operation  might  be  accomplished,  and 
to  place  no  restrictions  upon  acta  done 
in  that  behalf  save  the  restriction  that 
the  operation  should  be  undertaken  and 
pursued  in  ^ood  faith  for  the  sole  pur* 
pose  of  retiring  existing  debt.  Hence 
it  held  that  i^undin^  bonds  sold  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  cash  to  pur- 
chase and  retire  existing  obligatioDB  of 
a  county  were  valid,  although  only  a 
small  part  of  the  proceeds  bad  been 
applied  to  that  purpose,  the  coontj 
being  unsuccessful  in  its  efforts  to  pur- 
chase  all  the  outstanding  bondsL  In 
this  case  the  proceeds  of  the  refundiiy 
bonds  so  far  as  not  applied  to  tiie  origi- 
nal issue  W4S  appli^  to  the  porclaaa 
and  retirement  of^a  portion  of  the  ianue 
of  refunding  bonds. 

'  In  Daviess  County  v.  DJokinaon^ 
117  U.  S.  657,  bonds  in  aid  of  a  railrond 
company  to  the  amount  of  9250J0OO 
were  authorized  payable  in  bkieks  in 
five,  ten,  fifteen,  and  twenty  jrean. 
Bonds  were  issued  in  each  class  m  ex* 
cess  of  the  ri^ht  to  issue  and  detivetwl 
at  different  Umes.  Each  class  had  dis- 
tinct letters  and  were  numbered  in 
series.  The  over^iasue  was  dednved 
void,  and  in  determining  which 
valid  and  which  invalid  the  court  ; 
that  the  test  was  "Which  were  the  first 
delivered?"  The  bonds  first  deliv> 
ered  up  to  the  amount  authorised  witb- 
out  r^rd  to  classification  were  held  to 
be  valid.  The  remainder  weie  bdd 
to  be  void.  In  Crogster  v.  Bayfield 
County,  99  Wis.  1,  the  action  was  by  a 
taxpayer  to  set  aside  an  issue  of  booda 
by  the  county  in  aid  of  a  railrond 
amounting  to  $240,000.  The  nmtmai 
tion  submitted  to  and  aoeeptea  hj  tkt 
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as  part  of  one  transaction,  or  if  the  contract  calls  for  the  payment 
of  a  gross  sum,  which  in  part  only  exceeds  the  constitutional  limit 
of  indebtedness,  the  just  and  equitable  rule  as  we  regard  it  has  been 
adopted  that  each  obligation  should  be  void  in  a  sum  in  proportion 
to  the  excess  and  valid  as  to  the  remainder.^    In  an  actian  at  law  in 


county  was  for  the  construction  of  the 
road  m  six  different  sections,  and  the 
bonds  were  apportioned  to  and  deliv- 
ered as  each  section  was  completed. 
The  entire  issue  of  bonds  exceeded  the 
constitutional  limit  by  something  over 
115,000,  the  bonds  to  be  used  for  the 
completion  of  the  last  section  of  the 
roaa  amounting  to  $25,000.  On  the 
ground  that  the  proposition  was  in  a 
aegree  separable  and  apportionable,  the 
court  held  that  the  issue  of  the  bonds 
upon  the  completion  of  the  first  five 
sections  of  the  road  was  valid,  and  for 
the  last  section  invalid.  In  Catron  v. 
La  Fayette  County,  106  Mo.  659,  the 
court  held  that  when  bonds  were  issued 
at  different  times  under  an  act  limiting 
the  total  amount  to  be/issued,  the  fact 
that  bonds  were  afterward  issued  be- 
vottd  the  limit  did  not  invalidate  such 
bonds  as  were  issued  before  the  limit 
was  exceeded. 

^  £tna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyon  County, 
44  Fed.  Rep.  329;  Mass.  &  S.  Const. 
Co.  V.  Cane  Creek  Township,  45  Fed. 
Rep.  336;  ^tna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyon 
County,  95  Fed.  Rep.  325;  Keene  Five 
Cent  sav.  Bank  v.  Lyon  County,  97 
Fed.  Rep.  159;  Columbus  v.  Woon- 
socket  Inst,  for  Sav.,  114  Fed.  Rep. 
162;  Chicago  v.  McDonald,  176  111. 
404 ;  Griswoid  v.  East  St.  Louis,  47  111. 
App.  480;  School  Town  of  Winamac 
V.  Hess,  151  Ind.  229;  Stockdale  v, 
Wayland  School  Dist.,  47  Mich.  226; 
Schmitz  V.  Zeh,  91  Minn.  290 ;  Citizens 
Bank  v,  Terrell  78  Tex.  450 ;  Nolan 
County  V,  State,  83  Tex.  182.  See 
Hedges  v.  Dixon  County,  150  U.  S.  182, 
referred  to  infra.  See  also  Finlayson 
r.  Vaughn,  54  Minn.  331 ;  Seymour  v. 
Tacoma,  6  Wash.  427.  See  infra,  §  212. 
In  McPherson  v.  Foster,  43  Iowa,  48, 
the  defendants  contracted  to  build  a 
school  house  and  to  receive  in  pay- 
ment bonds  of  the  district  to  the 
amount  of  $15,000,  but  by  reason  of 
prior  existing  indebtedness  the  dis- 
trict could  only  contract  additional 
debt  amounting  to  $2,057.50.  The 
bonds  ail  bore  the  same  date  and  were 
issued,  though  at  different  times,  as  a 
part  of  one  transaction.  The  court 
held  that  each  bond  was  void  as  to  its 


proportionate  amount  of  the  excess  and 
vahd  as  to  the  remainder.  In  Francis 
V.  Howard  County,  54  Fed.  Rep.  487, 
13  U.  S.  App.  126,  aff'g  50  Fed.  Rep. 
44,  the  county  had  authority  to  issue 
its  bonds  to  the  amount  of  about 
$15,000.  It  issued  bonds  aggregating 
$35,000,  and  delivered  them  at  one 
time.  The  court  held  that  the  propor- 
tion of  the  bonds  exceeding  its  i>ower 
to  issue  was  invalid,  but  the  remainder 
valid. 

In  Culbertson  v.  Fulton,  127  III. 
30,  the  city  contracted  to  pay  $11,619 
for  the  construction  of  water  works. 
At  the  time  when  it  made  the  contract 
it  could  only  incur  debt  to  the  amount 
of  $10,453.  It  was  held  that  the  con- 
tract was  valid  and  enforceable  up  to 
$10,453,  but  invalid  as  to  the  excess  of 
$1,166.  It  was  also  held  in  this  case 
that  the  levy  of  a  tax  to  pay  the  un- 
lawful excess  would  be  enjomed,  but 
that  the  tax  to  pa^r  the  lawful  amount 
would  not  be  restrained.  In  Herman  v. 
Oconto,  110  Wis.  660,  the  city  con- 
tracted for  a  sewer  system.  The  con- 
tract price  partly  exceeded  the  consti- 
tutional limit.  The  contract  was  in  a 
sense  entire,  but  it  divided  the  sewers 
into  several  districts.  The  contractor 
was  to  build  the  sewer  at  so  much  {)er 
foot,  depending  upon  the  material 
used.  It  was  held  that  the  contract 
was  of  such  a  nature  that  it  might  be 
severed  and  held  valid  up  to  the  limit 
within  which  the  city  was  authorized 
under  the  Constitution  to  contract,  and 
that,  the  city  having  failed  to  furnish 
the  proper  data  on  which  to  apportion 
the  invalid  part,  it  would  be  scaled 
down  to  the  limit  within  which  the 
city  had  power  to  contract  and  held 
valid  withm  that  limit.  A  contract  by 
a  town  to  pay  more  than  it  has  the 
power  to  collect  by  taxes  is  not  void  in 
totOf  but  obligates  the  town  to  exhaust 
its  power  if  necessary,  and  to  collect 
such  tax  as  it  may  within  the  limit. 
Raton  Water  Works  Co.  v.  Raton,  9 
New  Mex.  70. 

In  Hedges  v.  Dixon  County,  150  U.  S. 
182,  bondis  were  issued  by  the  county 
in  aid  of  a  railroad  in  excess  of  the  ten 
per  cent  limit  contained  in  the  Nebraska 
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the  Federal  Court  brought  by  the  owner  of  a  part  of  an  issue  of  hoods 
to  recover  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  bonds  or  for  past  due 
interest,  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  court  to  hear  and  detemuDe 
the  question  of  the  order  in  which  the  series  of  bonds  was  sold,  or 
the  application  of  the  proceeds  realized  from  the  sales  thereof,  and 
whether  the  facts  are  such  that  a  certain  number  of  bonds  can  be 
held  valid  in  law  or  whether  it  should  not  be  held  that  each  owner 
of  a  bond  is  equitably  entitled  to  demand  a  share  of  the  total  sum 
which  may  be  adjudged  to  be  collectible  from  the  municipality.  In 
these  circumstances  a  resort  must  be  had  to  equity  to  detennine 
that  question.^  When  the  action  has  been  brought  at  law  to  recover 
the  amount  of  certain  bonds  or  coupons,  it  has  been  held  that  if  aO 
the  bonds  are  a  part  of  a  single  issue  or  are  based  upon  an  indivisible 
contract,  exceeding  the  constitutional  limit,  no  recovery  can  be  had 
in  such  action,  and  the  statement  has  been  made  that  the  bonds  are 
void  as  to  the  whole  issue.'  Thb  declaration  that  the  bonds  must 
be  deemed  void  as  to  the  whole  issue  probably  arose  from  the  form 
of  the  action,  and  from  the  fact  that  a  court  of  law  had  no  jurisdiction 


Constitution  upon  donations  to  rail- 
road companies.  The  only  considera- 
tion received  by  the  county  in  the 
transaction  was  the  incidental  benefit 
derived  from  the  construction  of  the 
railroad,  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds 
when  negotiated  being  received  directly 
by  the  railroad  company.  Payment  of 
the  bonds  was  refused  by  the  county 
officials,  who  alleged  that  they  were 
invalid.  The  holders  of  nearly  the 
entire  issue  filed  a  bill  in  which  they 
offered  to  surrender  up  for  cancellation 
such  amounts  of  bonds  as  exceeded  ten 
per  cent  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
property,  each  holder  surrendering  his 
proportionate  share  of  the  excess,  and 
prayed  that  an  account  be  taken  to 
ascertain  the  excess,  that  such  excess 
might  be  distributed  amonff  the  hold- 
ers of  the  bonds  or  applied  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  each  bond  taxable,  and 
that  the  residue  be  declared  good  and 
valid,  and  the  county  decreed  to  pay 
the  same.  It  was  held  that  this  offer  to 
surrender  and  cancel  the  excessive 
bonds  did  not  vest  a  court  of  equity 
with  jurisdiction  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  excess,  to  declare  the 
residue  of  the  bonds  valid,  and  en- 
force the  pavment  thereof,  against  the 
county.  The  opinion  distmgubhed 
the  cases  where  the  municipality  re- 
ceived the  pecuniary  or  money  consid- 
eration of  the  indebtedness,  and  the 


city  was  held  to  be  liable  as  for  the 
money  had  and  received.  It  also  distin- 
guished the  case  of  the  Daviess  County 
V.  Dickinson  (117  U.  S.  657),  tupra.  In 
deciding  the  case  the  court,  arauendo, 
said:  "What  the  county  autbonied 
and  carried  into  execution  in  the  pres- 
ent case  both  by  the  vote  and  the 
donation  was  one  entire  transaction, 
and  if  it  should  be  so  reformed  as  to 
curtail  the  entire  excess  of  bonds  to 
such  an  amount  as  was  within  the  con- 
stitutional limitations  of  the  county 
to  donate,  it  would  be  something  differ- 
ent from  that  which  was  voted  by  the 
county,  and  carried  into  effect  by  the 
issue  of  the  bonds.  This  would  involve 
the  making  of  a  different  donstioo 
from  what  the  county  voted,  and  in- 
tended to  make  to  the  lailroad  com- 
pany." See  supra  for  cases  in  which, 
where  there  was  a  pectmiaiy  consider- 
ation received,  an  apportionment  has 
been  made  where  the  transaction  ha5 
been  carried  into  execution  and  where 
part  of  the  bonds  only  is  in  exeea  of 
the  debt  limit. 

>  iEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lyon  County, 
44  Fed.  Rep.  329. 

*  Prickett  V.  Marceline,  65  Fed.  Rep. 
469 ;  Thombuig  v.  School  Dist  Na  3, 
175  Mo.  12;  Mfllerstown  «.  Frederick. 
114  Pa.  St.  435.  See  also  Lake  County 
V.  Standley,  24  Cola  1. 
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to  detetmine  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  part.  Where  suit  is 
brought  in  advance  of  the  issue  of  the  bonds  to  restrain  an  issue  which 
is  partly  in  excess  of  the  amount  authorized  by  law,  the  proceedings 
authorizing  the  issue  by  the  vote  of  the  electors  must  be  regarded 
as  an  act  in  excess  of  the  authority,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  restrain  the  whole  issue.* 

§  204.  Estoppel  by  Becltali  as  to  Debt  Limit.'  —  It  is  apparent^ 
from  the  discussion  of  the  principles  involved  in  applying  the  con- 
stitutional limitation  upon  the  power  of  a  municipality  to  incur 
mdebtedness,  that  there  is  no  absolvte  test,  unless  one  has  been  ex- 
pressly provided,  by  which  a  person  purchasing  a  bond  issued  by 
the  municipality  may  ascertain  whether  it  is  within  the  powers  of  the 
municipality.  Even  if  bonds  be  issued  in  an  amount  exceeding  the 
constitutional  limit,  they  may  still  be  valid  if  issued  for  some  of 
the  purposes  or  under  some  of  the  circumstances  which  do  not 
create  indebtedness  under  the  decisions  of  the  courts.  It  is  true 
that  the  Constitution  creates  a  standard  of  validity  in  which  two  facts 
are  to  be  considered,  —  one  the  amount  of  the  assessed  value,  and  the 
other  the  ratio  between  that  assessed  value  and  the  debt  proposed, 
including  all  other  indebtedness;'  but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  applica- 
bility of  these  standards  b  only  relative,  and  much  is  left  to  the  good 
faith  and  discretion  of  the  municipal  authorities.  If  a  State  Con- 
stitution in  fixing  a  limit  for  municipal  indebtedness,  or  the  legisla- 
tive enabling  act  in  authorizing  the  debt,  should  prescribe  a  definite 
rule  or  test  for  determining  whether  that  limit  has  already  been 
exceeded,  or  is  being  exceeded  by  any  particular  issue  of  bonds,  all 
who  purchase  such  bonds  would  do  so  subject  to  that  rule  or  test, 
whatever  might  be  the  hardship  in  the  case  of  those  who  purchased 
them  in  the  open  market  in  good  faith.^    But  the  usual  provisions  of 

*  Reinem&nv.  Ck)viDgton,  &c.  R.  Co.,  that  no  municipality  shall  incur  any 
7  Neb.  310.  new  debt  exceeding  two  per  cent  with- 

'  Ab  to  estoppel  by  recitals  in  bonds,  out  a  previous  vote  of  the  electors. 

see  post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds,  By    statute,    municipal    officers    were 

where  this  important  subject  is  fully  required,  before  issuing  bonds  and  as 

treated,  the  cases  examined  at  length,  part  of  the   procedure  for  the  issue, 

and   the  general  result  of   the  cases  to  mcJce  and  file  in  a  court  of  record  a 

stated.  ttatement  of  indehtedneas.     In  an  action 

'  Lake  County  v,  Graham,  130  U.  S.  on  a  municipal  bond,  it  was  held  that 

074,  684.  even  a  bona  fide  holder  was  bound  not 

*  Gunnison  County  v.  Rollins,  173  only  by  the  statement  so  made  and 
U.  S.  255f  275,  8.  c.  more  fully  con-  filed,  but  also  was  affected  with  notice 
sidered  in  the  chapter  on  Municipal  of  that  which  the  statute  required  the 
Bonds,  posl.  The  Constitution  of  Penn-  statement  to  disclose.  Millerstown  v. 
sUvania  declares  that  municipal  debt  Frederick,  114  Pa.  St.  435.  But  if  no 
shall  not  exceed  seven  per  cent  of  the  record  of  existing  indebtedness  is  kept 

\  value  of  taxable  property,  and  as  required  by  a  general  statute,  there 
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the  Constitutions  as  to  debt  limit  do  not  prescribe  any  such  definite 
rule  or  test.  Municipalities  long  ago  discovered  that  the  means  by 
which  they  can  best  procure  money  for  their  needs  is  to  issue  negoti- 
able bonds  running  for  a  term  of  years,  bearing  a  definite  rate  of 
interest,  and  which  are  attractive  to  investors  by  reason  of  the  cer- 
tainty of  the  annual  return  and  of  the  payment  of  the  principal 
at  maturity,  and  comparative  freedom  from  attack.  They  resort 
to  methods  similar  to  those  adopted  by  the  general  government, 
by  the  States  and  railroads  and  other  corporations,  and  under 
legislative  authority  issue  their  bonds  and  securities  and  sell 
them  on  the  market  at  the  best  price  which  can  be  procured. 
To  make  their  bonds  inviting  and  thereby  secure  a  greater  price, 
they  cast  them  in  the  form  of  negotiable  instruments;  insert 
recitals  that  they  are  issued  under  the  authority  of  a  statute;  that 
all  the  provisions  and  requirements  of  the  statute  have  been  fully 
complied  with  by  the  proper  officers;  and  if  a  vote  be  required 
that  the  issuance  of  the  bonds  is  authorized  by  a  proper  vote,  and 
that  the  debt  limit  fixed  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  has  not  been 
exceeded,  etc. 

These  recitals  are  in  general  use,  and  are  inserted  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  securities  more  marketable  and  removing  any  hesi- 
tation which  may  arise  in  the  minds  of  investors  by  reason  of  the 
constitutional  or  statutory  limitations  upon  the  power  to  incur  debt, 
and  to  this  end  recitals  are  frequently  made  that  the  total  amount 
of  the  issue  does  not  exceed  any  constitutional  or  statutory  limit,  or 
that  the  bonds  are  issued  for  the  purpose  of  funding  or  refunding 
valid  outstanding  indebtedness  of  the  municipality,  etc.  It  is  ap- 
parent that  if  these  recitals  be  given  effect  as  estoppel,  bonds  con- 
taining them  are  not  subject  to  any  defence  by  the  municipality  as 
respects  matters  covered  by  the  recitals,  and  constitute  one  of  the 
most  certain  and  desirable  forms  of  public  investment  Municipali- 
ties are  frequently  authorized  to  acquire  or  construct  water  works, 
electric  or  other  light  plants,  and  to  make  expensive  and  permanent 
public  improvements,  the  cost  of  which  is  too  large  to  be  paid  out 
of  current  revenues  and  which  ought  to  be  distributed  over  a  series 
of  years.  Municipal  credit  in  the  shape  of  negotiable  bonds  is  the 
usual  means  resorted  to,  and  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  municipality 
to  get  the  highest  price  for  its  bonds,  and  this  can  only  be  done  by 
investing  them  with  the  qualities  of  negotiable  paper.  Upon  con- 
is  no  notice  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  rely  on  the  recitab  in  the  bonds. 
bonds  of  the  aggr^te  indebtedness  of  Dudl^  v.  Lake  Gounty  Oom'n,  80  Fed. 
the  municipality  when  the  bonds  were  Rep.  672. 
issued  and  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
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siderations  such  as  these  rests  the  doctrine  of  recitals  in  such  bonds 
which  has  been  declared  and  established  by  the  courts. 

Underlying  the  question  of  estoppel  is  the  question  of  the  atUhor- 
itjf  of  the  municipal  officers  to  make  the  recitals.    These  officers  are 
by  the  enabling  acts  the  representatives  of  the  municipality  en- 
trusted  with  the  duty  of  passing  upon   its  needs  and  powers, 
of  determining   whether   the    issue  of    bonds  should   be  made, 
snd  of  making  the  issue.    In  making  the  issue,  and  as  a  part 
of  their  official  duty,  they  must  determine  whether  all  the  steps  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution  and  statute  preliminary  to  the  issue  have 
been  taken.    Being  the  agents  of  the  municipality  for  the  purpose 
of  disposing  of  the  bonds,  it  is  their  duty  to  furnish  to  all  parties 
dealing  with  the  municipality  full  information  as  to  all  facts  affect- 
ing the  validity  of  the  bonds,  and  it  is  only  equitable  and  just  that 
if  these  officers  in  the  exercise  of  their  official  duties  make  representar- 
turns  by  recitals  in  the  bonds  as  to  the  existence  of  facts  which  are  a 
prerequisite  to  their  own  authority,  which  they  must  have  determined 
to  exist  before  they  could  issue  the  bonds,  the  municipality  should 
he  hound  by  these  representations.^    Arising  from   considerations 


*  Dudley  v.   Board  of  Com'rs,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  672 ;  Waite  v.  Santa  Cruz. 
184  U.  ».  302, 314 ;  Gunnison  County  v. 
Rollina,  173  U.  8.  255;  Hughes  County 
V.  Livingston,  104  Fed.  Rep.  306,  311 ; 
Chaffee  County  v.  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355 ; 
County  of  Hamilton  v.  Montpelier  Sav. 
Bank,  Ac,  157  Fed.  Rep.  19,  referred 
to  iupra.  {  202,  7th  Cir.,  April,  1907; 
more  Tully  po9l,  chapter  on  Municipal 
Bonds.     In   Independent  School  Dis> 
trict  v..Rew,  111  Fed.  Rep.  1,  the  action 
was  brought  on  certain  refunding  bonds, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  district  town- 
ship issuing  the  bonds  was  estopped  by 
a  recital  therein.     The  statute  under 
which  the  bonds  were  issued  provided 
that   any    district    township,    against 
which  unsatisfied  judgments  had  been 
rendered  prior  to  its  passage,  might 
issue  negotiable  bonds  tor  the  purpose 
of  paying  off  such  judgment,  and  that 
thi^  should  be  in  substantially  the 
same  form  prescribed  for  county  bonds. 
The  form  prescribed  for  county  bonds 
contained  a  certificate  that  they  were 
issued  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
the  county  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  law  authorizing  their  issue  and 
in  conformity  to  the  resolution  of  the 
board.     It  was  held  that  this  statute 
authorized  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
township  to  determine  whether  there 


were  valid  judgment  debts  against  the 
township,  and  upon  such  determination 
to  issue  funding  bonds.  The  court  said : 
"  It  is  well  settled  that,  if  the  laws  are 
such  that  there  might,  under  any  state 
of  facts  or  circumstances,  be  lawful 
power  in  a  municipality  or  ^ucisi  mu- 
nicipality to  issue  its  bonds,  it  may  by 
recitals  therein  estop  itself  from  deny- 
ing that  those  facts  or  circumstances 
exist,  unless  the  Constitution  or  the  act 
under  which  the  bonds  are  issued  pre- 
scribes some  public  record  as  the  test  of 
the  existence  of  some  of  those  facts  or 
ci  rcumstances.  In  this  case  there  mi^ht 
have  been  a  state  of  facts  under  which 
the  district  township  would  have  had 
the  power  to  issue  these  bonds  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  constitutional 
limit  of  Its  indebtedness  had  been  passed 
when  they  were  issued.  There  might 
have  been  unsatisfied  judgments  ren- 
dered before  the  passage  of  chapter  51, 
which  evidenced  unimpeachable  obli- 
gations of  the  district  township  in- 
curred before  its  indebtedness  reached 
its  constitutional  limitation.  Neither 
the  Constitution  nor  the  act  under 
which  the  bonds  were  issued  pointed 
out  any  public  record  as  the  test  of  the 
existence  of  this  state  of  facts.  The 
district  township,  therefore,  had  the 
power  to  issue  the  bonds,  if  such  judg- 
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such  as  these,  in  actions  upon  municipal  bonds  or  their  coupons,  the 
claim  is  frequently  advanced  that  the  municipality  is  estopped  to 
assert  the  invalidi^  by  reason  of  the  recitals,  and  this  estoppel  has 
been  urged  against  the  constUtUional  limitation.  In  one  of  the  first 
cases  which  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
under  the  constitutional  debt  limitation,  that  court  declared  that  as 
neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  statutes  prescribed  any  rule  or  test 
by  which  persons  contracting  with  municipal  corporations  should 
ascertain  the  extent  of  their  existing  indebtedness,  it  would  seem  that 
if  the  bonds  in  question  had  contained  recitals  which,  upon  any  fair 
construction,  amounted  to  a  representation  upon  the  part  of  the  con- 


ments  existed  when  they  were  issued ; 
and  it  had  the  power  to  estop  itself 
from  denying  their  existence  by  recit- 
ing in  the  face  of  the  bonds  the  fact 
that  they  did  exist.  The  officers  of 
the  distnct  township  were  expressly 
authorized  to  ascertain  and  certify 
the  existence  of  these  facts.  They  were 
empowered  by  chapter  51  to  pass  a  res- 
olution for  the  issue  of  the  bonds  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  such  judgments,  and 
such  judgments  only,  and  to  certify 
in  the  face  of  the  bonds  that  tliey  were 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
The  ledslature  thereby  entrusted  to 
them  the  power,  and  imposed  upon 
them  the  duty,  to  ascertain,  determine, 
and  certify  whether  or  not  every  act 
had  been  done  and  every  fact  existed 
which  conditioned  a  lawful  issue  of  the 
bonds  before  they  sent  them  forth." 
8.  c.  referred  to  infra. 

A  statute  which  gives  power  to 
issue  bonds  to  refund  existing  indebted- 
ness has  been  held  to  refer  the  Question 
whether  there  was  such  tndehtedness 
to  the  proper  local  board.  Gunnison 
County  V.  Rollins,  173  U.  S.  255,  where 
the  subject  of  recitals  was  fully  consid- 
ered ;  Cadillac  v.  Woonsocket  Inst,  for 
Sav.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  935, 955;  Independ- 
ent School  Dist.  V.  Rew,  111  Fed.  Rep. 
1 ;  Municipal  Trust  Co.  v.  Johnson 
City,  116  Fed.  Rep.  458.  When  the 
Constitution  expressly  forbids  the 
issuance  of  obligations  beyond  a  certain 
stated  limit  and  no  test  is  prescribed, 
a  reference  to  the  municipal  authorities 
of  the  question  whether  the  issue 
transcends  the  limit  is  implied.  Com- 
missioners V.  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355; 
Municipal  Trust  Co.  v.  Johnson  City, 
116  Fed.  Rep.  458. 

In  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mead, 
13  S.  Dak.  37,  the  bonds  recited  that 


they  were  issued  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
funding the  outstanding  indebtedness  of 
the  city,  pursuant  to  certain  statutes  of 
the  State.  The  statutes  referred  to  con- 
tained a  limitation  upon  the  power  of 
the  city  to  issue  the  bonds  which  was 
similar  to  that  contained  in  the  Consti- 
tution. The  bonds  contained  no  refer- 
ence to  the  Constitution,  but  the  court 
regarded  the  recitals  as  in  I^al  effect 
equivalent  to  a  representation  on  the 
part  of  the  city  officers  that  the  indebt- 
edness incurred,  including  that  then 
existing  debt,  did  not  exceed  the  con- 
stitutional limit  prescribed  both  by  the 
statute  and  the  Constitution.  The 
court,  however,  seems  to  have  expressed 
doubt  under  the  legislation  in  question 
as  to  the  authority  of  the  officers  signing 
the  bonds  to  make  any  certificate  or 
representation  which  would  operate  as 
an  estoppel.  The  statute  under  which 
the  bonds  were  issued  provided  that 
the  city  auditor  should  keep  books  of 
account  in  which  he  should  enter  all 
debts  of  the  city,  and  which  should  at 
all  times  show  the  financial  condition 
of  the  city,  the  amount  of  bonds, 
warrants,  certificates,  and  other  evi- 
dences of  its  indebtedness.  The  court 
seems  to  have  been  of  the  opinion  that 
by  statute  this  record  was  the  only 
record  which  under  the  ciicumstaooes 
was  authorised  to  be  kept  of  the  in- 
debtedness, and  that  the  purchaser  of 
the  bonds  must  satisfy  himself  as  U> 
that  amount  by  an  examination  of  this 
record.  This  point,  however,  was  not 
necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case, 
as  the  court  held  that  inasmuch  as  the 
bonds  were  refunding  bonds  it  must  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to 
the  contrary,  that  they  were  issued  for 
valid  indebteolness  and  cUd  not  increase 
the  debt  of  the  city. 
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stituted  authorities  of  the  city  that  the  requirements  of  the  Constitu- 
tion were  met,  i.  e.,  that  the  city's  indebtedness,  increased  by  the 
amount  of  the  bonds  in  question,  was  within  the  constitutional 
limitation,  then  the  city,  under  prior  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
might  have  been  estopped  from  disputing  the  truth  of  such  repre- 
sentations as  against  a  bona  fide  holder  of  its  bonds.  ^  But  that  court 
has  also  held  that  a  general  recital  that  the  bonds  were  issued  under 
the  authority  of  a  statute,  and  pursuant  to  a  city  ordinance,  does 
not  necessarily  import  a  compUance  with  the  debt-limit  provision 
of  the  ConMitutumf  and  does  not  estop  the  city  from  relying  on  the 
constitutional  limitation.'      But  if  the  bonds  contain  an  express 


^  Buchanan  v,  Litohfield,  102  U.  S. 
278  290. 

*  Buchanan  v.  Litchfield,  102  U.  S. 
278, 262 ;  Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130 
U.  8.  674 ;  Sutlifif  v.  Lake  County,  147 
U.  S.  230;  Francis  v,  Howard  County, 
13  U.  S.  App.  126;  54  Fed.  Rep.  487. 

In  Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  U.  S. 
674,  the  question  was  as  to  the  validity 
of  certain  Donds  issued  by  Lake  County, 
Colorado,  under  a  statute  of  that  State 
authorizing  the  several  counties  of  the 
State  to  find  their  floating  indebted- 
ness. It  was  recited  in  each  of  the 
bonds  sued  on  that  they  were  issued 
under  and  by  virtue  of  and  in  full  com- 
pliance with  that  act,  and  that  ''all  the 
provisions  and  requirements  of  said 
act  have  been  fully  complied  with  b^ 
the  proper  officers  m  the  issuing  of  this 
bond."  It  was  held  that  this  recital 
did  not  create  any  estoppel  as  to  the 
constitutional  debt-limit  requirement. 
The  court  said:  ''Nothing  is  better 
settled  than  this  rule  —  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  bonds,  such  as  these,  is  field 
to  know  the  constitutional  provisions 
and  the  statutory  restrictions  bearing 
on  the  question  of  authority  to  issue 
them;  also  the  recitals  of  bonds  he 
buys;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he 
act  in  good  faith  and  pay  value,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  protection  of  such  reci- 
tals of  facts  as  the  bonds  may  contain. 
In  this  case  the  Constitution  charges 
each  purchaser  with  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that,  as  to  all  counties  whose 
assessed  valuation  equals  one  million  of 
dollars,  there  is  a  maximum  limit  be- 
vond  which  those  counties  can  incur  no 
further  indebtedness  under  any  possible 
conditions,  provided  that,  in  calculat- 
ing that  limit,  debts  contracted  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  are 
not  to  be  counted.  The  statute,  on  the 


other  hand,  charges  the  purchaser  with 
knowledge  of  the  fact  tnat  the  county 
commissioners  were  to  issue  bonds,  at 
par,  in  exchange  for  such  warrants  of 
the  county  as  were  themselves  issued 
prior  to  tne  first  publication  of  the 
notice  provided  for;  that  the  only 
limitation  on  the  issue  of  bonds  in  the 
statute  was,  that  the  bonds  should  not 
exceed  in  amount  the  sum  of  the  county 
indebtedness  on  the  day  of  notice  afore- 
said; that  while  the  commissionerB 
were  empowered  to  determine  the 
amount  of  such  indebtedness,  yet  the 
statute  does  not  refer  that  board,  for 
the  elements  of  its  computation,  to 
the  Constitution  or  to  the  standards 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  but 
leaves  it  open  to  them,  without  depart- 
ing from  any  direction  of  the  statute, 
to  adopt  solely  the  basis  of  the  county 
warrants.  The  recitals  in  the  bonds 
were  merely  to  the  effect  that  the  issue 
was  'under  and  bv  virtue  of,  and  in 
full  compliance  witn '  the  statute ;  '  that 
all  the  provisions  and  requirements  of 
said  act  have  been  fully  complied  with 
by  the  proper  officers  m  the  issuing  of 
this  bond';  and  that  the  issuing  was 
'authorized  by  a  vote  of  a  majonty  of 
the  duly  aualified  electors,'  &c. ;  no 
express  reference  being  made  to  the 
Constitution,  nor  any  statement  made 
that  the  constitutional  requirements 
had  been  observed.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  estoppel  as  to  the  constitu- 
tional question,  because  there  is  no 
recital  in  regard  to  it."  See  particu- 
larly Gunnison  County  v,  RoUins,  173 
U.  S.  255,  where  Lake  County  v. 
Graham  and  prior  cases  are  reviewed 
and  explained. 

In  Sutliff  v.  Lake  County,  147  U.  S. 
230,  the  action  was  upon  coupons  of 
bonds  issued  by  a  county  of  Colorado, 
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recital  that  the  total  amount  of  the  issue  does  not  exceed  the  limit 
prescribed  by  the  ConatUvtion  and  the  bonds  themselves  do  not  show 
such  recital  to  be  untrue,  under  the  law,  such  recital  estops  the  mu- 
nicipality as  against  a  bona  fide  holder  from  saying  that  it  is  untrue/ 


each  bond  reciting  that  it  was  issued 
under  and  by  virtue  of  and  in  com- 
pliance with  the  act  of  assembly  entitled 
^'An  act  concerning  counties,  county 
officers,  and  county  government,  and 
repealing  laws  on  these  subjects,"  ap- 
proved March  24,  1877,  and  it  was 
certified  in  each  bond  that  "all  the  pro- 
visions of  said  act  have  been  fully  com- 
plied with  by  the  proper  officers  in  the 
issuing  of  this  bond."  There  was  no 
recital  in  the  bonds  that  the  indebted- 
ness thus  created  was  not  in  excess  of 
the  constitutional  limit.  The  court  held 
that  the  plaintiff,  although  a  purchaser 
for  value  and  before  maturity  of  the 
bonds,  was  charged  with  the  dutv  of 
eyamining  the  records  of  indebteaneaa 
'provided  for  in  the  statute  of  Colorado, 
m  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  bonds 
increased  the  indebtedness  of  the 
county  beyond  the  constitutional  limit, 
and  that  the  recitals  in  the  bonds  in 
suit  did  not  estop  the  county  to  prove 
by  the  records  of  the  assessment  and 
the  indebtedness  that  the  bonds  were 
issued  in  violation  of  the  Constitution. 
The  court  said :  "  In  those  cases  in  which 
this  court  has  held  a  mimicipal  corpora- 
tion to  be  estopped  bv  recitals  m  its 
bonds  to  assert  that  they  were  issued 
in  excess  of  the  limit  imposed  by  the 
Constitution  or  statutes  of  the  State, 
the  statutes,  as  construed  by  the  court, 
left  it  to  the  officers  issuing  the  bonds 
to  determine  whether  the  facts  existed 
which  constituted  the  statutory  or 
constitutional  condition  precedent,  and 
did  not  require  those  facts  to  he  made  a 
matter  of  pMic  record.  But  if  the 
statute  expressly  requires  those  facts 
to  be  made  a  matter  of  public  record, 
open  to  the  inspection  of  every  one, 
there  can  be  no  unplication  that  it  was 
intended  to  leave  that  matter  to  be 
determined  and  concluded,  contrary  to 
the  facts  so  recorded,  by  the  officers 
chaned  with  the  duty  of  issuing  the 
bonds."  The  point  to  be  observed  in 
the  case  last  cited  is  that  (as  the  court 
held)  a  statute  of  Colorado  expressly 
provided  for  the  majdng  and  keeping 
of  a  public  record  of  indebtedness,  and 
this  Deing  so,  the  court  in  effect  held 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  inyestors  to 
take  notice  of  this  public  record,  if 


there  was  no  recital  in  the  bonds  as  to 
debt  limit,  bot  only  the  general  recitals 
appearing  in  the  foregoing  statement 
>  Gunnison  County  v.  Rollins,  173 
U.  S.  255;  Chaffee  County  v.  Potter, 
142  U.  8.  355;  Waite  v.  Santa  Cnti, 
184  U.  8.  302 ;  Beatrice  v.  EdminsoQ, 
117  Fed.  Rep.  427.  In  Chaffee  County 
V,  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355,  the  action  was 
upon  coupons  of  bonds  issued  by 
Chaffee  County,  Colorado,  under  aa 
Act  of  February  21,  1881.  The  bonds 
contained  a  recital  that  they  were  ''is- 
sued by  the  Board  of  County  Commis- 
sioners of  the  said  Chinee  County  in 
exchange  at  par  for  valid  floating  in- 
debtedness of  the  said  county  outstand- 
ing prior  to  August  31 ,  1882,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  and  in  full  conformity  inth 
toe  provisions  of  an  Act  of  the  Genenl 
Assembly  oi  the  State  of  Colorado,  en- 
titled 'An  Act  to  enable  the  aevenl 
counties  of  the  State  to  fund  their 
floating  debt,'  approved  F^ruaiy  21. 
1881 " ;  "that  all  the  requirements  of 
law  have  been  fully  complied  with  hj 
the  proper  officers  m  the  issuing  of  this 
bond";  "that  the  total  amount  of  thn 
issue  does  not  exc^d  the  limit  pre- 
scribed by  the  ConstUutian  tA  the  State 
of  Coloraao,  and  that  this  issue  of  bonds 
has  been  authorized  by  a  vote  of  a 
majority  of  the  duly  qualified  electon 
of  the  said  county  of  Cnaffee,"  Ac.  It 
was  held  that  these  express  recitals 
estopped  the  county  from  asserting 
against  a  6o7ia  fide  holder  for  value  that 
the  bonds  so  issued  created  an  indebt^ 
edness  in  excess  of  the  limit  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution  of  Colorado.  After 
referring  to  Lake  County  v.  Graham. 
130  U.  S.  674  (the  bonds  in  which  did 
not  contain  any  express  recitals  as  to 
the  constitutional  limit  of  indebted- 
ness), and  stating  that  it  was  based 
laively  on  the  ruling  in  Dixon  County 
9.  Field,  111  U.  8.  83,  the  court  said: 
"To  the  views  expressed  in  that  case 
we  still  adhere,  and  the  only  ouestioo 
for  us  now  to  consider,  thmtore,  is: 
Do  the  additional  recital  in  these  bonds, 
above  set  out,  and  the  absence  from 
their  face  of  anything  showing  the  total 
number  issued  of  each  series  and  the 
total  amount  in  all,  estop  the  coun^ 
from  pleading  the  constitutional  fiiiU' 
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Where  the  requirement  of  the  Constitution  is  that  no  indebted- 
ness shall  be  incurred  exceeding  the  income  and  revenue  provided  for 
the  year  without  the  assent  of  a  vote  of  the  electors,  a  recital  in  bonds 
issued  by  a  city  that  they  were  issued  pursuant  to  the  statute  as  well 
as  in  conformity  with  the  Constitution  and  in  conformity  with  a  vote 

tationT    In  our  opinion  these  two  feat- 
ures are  of  vital  unportance  in  distin- 
guishing this  case  from  Lake  Countv 
V.  Gnham,  and  Dixon  County  v.  Field, 
and  are  sufficient  to  operate  as  an  es- 
toppel against  the  county.    Of  course, 
the  purchaser  of  bonds  in  open  market 
was  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  consti- 
tutional limitation  on  the  county  with 
raqpect  to  indebtedness  which  it  might 
incur.    But  when  upon  the  face  of  the 
bonds  there  was  an  express  recital  that 
that  limitation  had  not  been  passed, 
and  the  bonds  themselves  did  not  show 
that  it  had,  he  was  bound  to  look  no 
further.    An  examination  of  any  par- 
ticular bond  would  not  disclose,  as  it 
would  in  the  Lake  County  case,  and  in 
Dixon  County  v.  Field,  that  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  toe  constitutional  limitation 
had  been  exceeded  in  the  issue  of  the 
series  of  bonds.    The  purchaser  might 
even  know,  indeed,  it  mav  be  admitted 
that  he  would  be  reouired  to  know,  the 
asBBSsed  valuation  oi  the  taxable  prop- 
erty of  the  county,  and  yet  he  could  not 
ascertain  by  reference  to  one  of  the 
hoods  and  the  assessment  roll  whether 
the  county  had  exceeded  its  power, 
under  the  Constitution,  in  the  prem- 
ises.   True,  if  a  purchaser  had  seen  the 
whole  issue  of  each  series  of  bonds  and 
then  compared  it  with  the  assessment 
roU,  he  might  have  been  able  to  dis- 
cover whetner  the  issue  exceeded  the 
amount  of  indebtedness  limited  by  the 
Constitution.    But  that  is  not  the  test 
to  apply  to  a  transaction  of  this  nature. 
It  b  not  supposed  that  any  one  person 
would  purcnase  all  of  the  Bonds  at  one 
time,  as  that  is  not  the  usual  course  of 
business  of   this   kind.      The   test  is, 
What  does  each  individual  bond  dis- 
close?   If  the  face  of  one  of  the  bonds 
had  disclosed  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  recital  in  jt,  with  respect  to  the 
constitutional  limitation,  was  false,  of 
course  the  county  would  not  be  bound 
by  that  recital,  and  would  not  be  es- 
topped from  pleading  the  invalidity  of 
the  Donds  in  this  particular.    Such  was 
the  caae  in  Liake  County  v.  Graham 
and  Dixon  County  v.  Field.     But  that 
is  not  this  case.    Here,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  under  which  the  bonds  were 


issued,  the  county  conmussioners  were 
to  determine  the  amount  to  be  issued, 
which  was  not  to  exceed  the  total 
amount  of  the  indebtedness  at  the  date 
of  the  first  publication  of  the  notice 
requesting  the  holders  of  county  war- 
rants to  exchange  their  warrants  for 
bonds,  at  par.  The  statute  in  terms 
gave  to  the  oommissioners  the  deter- 
mination of  a  fact,  that  is,  whether  the 
issue  of  bonds  was  in  accordance  with 
the  Constitution  of  the  State  and  the 
statute  under  which  they  were  issued, 
and  required  them  to  spread  a  certifi- 
cate of  that  determination  upon  the 
records  of  the  county.  The  recital  in 
the  bond  to  the  effect  that  such  de- 
termination has  been  made,  and  that 
the  constitutional  limitation  had  not 
been  exceeded  in  the  issue  of  the  bonds, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  that 
the  bonds  themselves  did  not  show 
such  recital  to  be  untrue,  under  the  law, 
estops  the  county  from  saying  that  it 
is  untrue."  Reaffirmed  in  Gunnison 
County  V.  RolUns,  173  U.  S.  255,  after 
full  aigument.  And  this  may  now  be 
taken  to  be  the  settled  jud^ent  of  the 
Supreme  Court  on  the  point. 

When  a  statute  linuts  the  amount 
of  railroad  bonds  which  may  be  issued 
by  a  city  to  a  certain  per  cent  of  its 
taxable  property,  a  recital  in  the  bonds 
by  the  officers  entrusted  with  the  duty 
of  determiniDg  the  question  that  the 
statute  has  been  fully  complied  with 
is  conclusive  upon  the  city  in  favor  of  a 
bona  fide  holder  that  they  do  not  ex- 
ceed in  amount  the  statutory  limit. 
Mimicipal  Trust  Co.  v,  Johnson,  116 
Fed.  Rep.  458.  If  bonds  contain  a  re- 
cital that  all  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  authorizing  their  issue  have 
been  fully  complied  with  by  the  proper 
officers  in  issmng  them,  and  if  a  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  limits  the  issue  of 
the  bonds  in  terms  identical  with  the 
constitutional  provision  on  the  same 
subject,  the  recital  is  equivalent  to  a 
certificate  that  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  has  been  complied  with, 
and  the  municipality  is  estopped  as 
against  a  bona  fide  holder  to  set  up  a 
violation  thereof.  Dudley  v.  Board  of 
Conmiissioners,  80  Fed.  Rep.  672. 
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of  the  qualified  electors,  and  that  all  acts,  conditions,  and  things 
required  by  law  to  be  done  precedent  to  the  issuing  of  the  bonds  had 
been  properly  done  and  performed  in  due  and  lawful  form  as  rt- 
quired  by  law,  estops  the  city  in  favor  of  a  bona  fide  holder  from 
claiming  that  the  requirements  of  the  Constitution  were  not  in  fact 
complied  with.*  A  recital  that  a  bond  is  one  of  a  series  of  like  date, 
tenor,  and  effect  issued  by  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  refunding  the 
bonded  indebtedness  of  the  city  and  providing  for  the  payment  of  the 
same  under  and  in  pursuance  of  and  in  conformity  with  the  statutes, 
justifies  the  purchasers  in  relying  on  the  truthfulness  of  the  recitals 
in  the  bonds  that  they  were  in  fact  issued  in  discharging  the  outstand- 
ing indebtedness  of  the  city  of  the  kind  specified  in  the  statute,  and 
that  they  were  what  they  purported  to  be,  refunding  bonds.'  A  ctfr- 
tificaie  or  recital  upon  the  face  of  municipal  bonds  that  they  have  been 
issued  pursuant  to  statutory  authority  for  the  purpose  of  funding 
the  indebtedness  of  the  municipality  is  a  declaration  that  they  have 
been  issued  for  the  purpose  of  funding  a  valid  debt  in  the  method 
prescribed  by  the  law,  and  that,  as  such,  they  neither  created  nor 


»  Waite  V,  Santa  C?ni«,  184  U.  & 
302. 

>  In  Waite  v.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S. 
302,  the  action  was  brought  to  recover 
the  principal  and  interpst  of  certain  ne- 
gotiable bonds  issued  by  the  city  which 
contained  a  recital  in  the  following 
terms :  "This  bond  is  one  of  a  series  (n 
bonds  of  Uke  date,  tenor,  and  effect,  is- 
sued by  the  said  city  of  Santa  Cruz  for 
the  purpose  of  refunding  the  bonded 
indebtedness  of  said  cit^  and  issuing 
bonds  therefor,  and  providing  for  the 
payment  of  the  same  under  and  in  pur- 
suance of  and  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  State  of  California,  entitled  '  An 
act  to  amend  an  act  entitled  "An  act 
authorizing  the  common  council,  board 
of  trustees,  or  other  governing  body  of 
any  incorporated  city  and  town,  other 
than  cities  of  the  firat  class,  to  refund 
its  indebtedness,  issue  bonds  therefor, 
and  provide  for  the  payment  of  the 
same^'  (approved  March  15,  1883),' 
approved  March  1,  1893."  It  was  held 
that  this  recital  bound  the  city  as  to  the 
character  of  the  bonds  refunded,  and 
estopped  it  from  claiming  that  the 
bonds  in  suit  were  not  in  fact  refunding 
bonds  issued  in  compliance  with  the 
statutes  and  Constitution.  The  court 
said:    "The  city   of   Santa  Cruz  had 

C>wer,   under   the    Constitution    and 
ws  of  California,  to  refund  its  out- 


standing indebtedness,  evidenced  by 
bonds  and  warrants.  The  nature  and 
extent  of  such  indebtedness  were  mat- 
ters peculiariy  within  the  knowledgs  of 
its  constitutional  authorities.  Wlien, 
therefore,  the  refunding  bonds  in  snit 
were  issued  with  the  recitals  therein 
contained,  the  v,ity  thereby  represented 
that  it  issued  them  under  and  in  pur- 
suance of  and  in  conformity  with  the 
Act  of  1893  and  the  Constitution  of  the 
State.  As  nothing  on  the  face  of  the 
bonds  suggested  that  such  representa- 
tions were  false,  purehasere  had  the 
light  to  assume  that  they  were  tnie, 
especially  in  view  of  the  broad  recital 
that  everything  required  by  law  to  be 
done  and  performed  before  ezecotinc 
the  bonds  had  been  done  and  peif  oimea 
by  the  city.  As  there  was  power  in  the 
city  to  issue  refunding  bonas  to  be  used 
in  discharging  its  outstanding  indebt- 
edness of  a  specified  kind,  puichasen 
were  entitled  to  rely  upon  the  truth  of 
the  recitals  in  the  bonds  that  they  were 
of  the  class  which  the  Act  of  1^  au- 
thorized to  be  refimded.  They  were 
under  no  duty  to  go  further  vod  ex- 
amine the  ordinances  oi  the  dty  to 
ascertain  whether  the  recitals  were 
false.  On  the  contrary,  purehasen 
could  assume  that  the  ordinances  would 
disclose  nothing  in  conflict  with  the  re- 
citals in  the  bonds."  s.  c.  more  fuQyf 
postf  chapter  on  Mimicipal  Bonds. 
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increased  the  indebtedness  of  the  municipality.^  A  fortiori,  if  the 
funding  bonds  expressly  recite  that  they  are  issued  to  fund  existing 
and  valid  debts,  will  such  recital  estop  the  municipality  in  favor  of  a 
bona  fide  holder  of  such  refunding  bonds.^    And  a  general  recital  in 


<  Cadillac  v.  Woonsocket  Sav.  Inst., 
58  Fed.  Rep.  935;  National  Life  Ins. 
Go.  V,  Huron  Board  of  Education,  62 
Fed.  Rep.  778;  West  Plains  Township 
V.  Sage,  69  Fed.  Rep.  943 ;  Huron  v. 
Second  Ward  Savings  Bank,  86  Fed. 
Rep.  272 ;  Board  of  Com'rs  v.  Nat.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  90  Fed.  Rep.  228;  Board  of 
Com'rs  V.  JBtna  life  Ins.  Co.,  90  Fed. 
Rep.  237;  Geer  v.  Board  of  Commis- 
lioners  of  Ouray  County,  97  Fed.  Rep. 
435;  Brattleboro  Savings  Bank  v. 
Board  of  Trustees,  98  Fed.  Rep.  524 ; 
afirdl06Fed.  Rep.  986;  Kent  o.  Dana, 
100  Fed.  Rep.  56;  Lyon  County  v. 
Keene  Five  Cent  Sav.  Bank,  100  Fed. 
Rep.  337;  Hughes  County  v,  Living- 
ston, 104  Fed.  Rep.  306;  Pierre  v. 
Dunsoomb,  106  Feci.  Rep.  611;  Inde- 
pendent School  Dist.  9.  Rew,  111  Fed. 
Rep,  1 ;  Fairfield  v.  Rural  Independent 
School  Dist.,  116  Fed.  Rep.  838;  State 
V.  Wichita  County,  62  Kan.  494 ;  9U]^a, 
f202;  post,  chapter  on  Municipal 
Bonds. 

'  Independent  School  Dist.  v.  Rew, 
111  Fed.  Rep.  1,  was  an  action  upon 
ten  school  district  bonds  and  the  cou- 
pons attached  thereto.  The  bonds  and 
coupons  were  issued  under  a  statute  of 
Iowa  (Laws  of  1880,  chap.  51),  which 
provided  that  any  distnct  township 
against  which  unsatisfied  iudgments 
had  been  rendered  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act  might  issue  negotiable  bonds 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  such  judg- 
ment indeotedness,  upon  a  resolution 
of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  town- 
ship, and  that  they  should  Jl>e  in  sub- 
stantially the  same  form  as  was  pre- 
scribed by  law  for  county  bonds.  The 
form  prescribed  for  county  bonds  con- 
tained a  certificate  that  they  were  is- 
sued  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the 
county  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  law  authorizing  their  issue  and  in 
conformity  to  a  resolution  of  the  board. 
The  bonds  and  coupons  in  suit  were 
issued  pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  the 
directors  of  the  township  which  recited 
that  judgments  had  been  rendered 
against  the  township  which  were  em- 
braced within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  and  it  was  resolved  that  all 
judgments  rendered  against  the  dis- 
trict township  be  bonded  or  paid  off  by 


the  issue  of  negotiable  bonds.  Each 
bond  contained  this  recital:  "This 
bond  is  issued  by  the  board  of  directors 
of  said  district  township  under  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  fifty-one  of  the  Acts 
of  the  Eighteenth  General  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  Iowa,  and  in  conformity 
¥rith  a  resolution  of  said  board  dated 
the  30th  day  of  October,  1880."  The 
court  held  that  this  recital  estopped 
the  township  from  asserting  that  the 
bonds  were  not  issued  to  refund  valid 
debts,  and  that  as  refunding  bonds 
neither  increased  nor  incurred  indebt- 
edness within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision,  the  township  was 
estopped  from  claiming  that  the  con- 
stitutional limitation  was  violated. 
The  court  said:  "The  recitals  in  the 
bonds  that  they  were  issued  under  the 
provisions  of  chapter  51  estopped  the 
district  township  from  denying  (1) 
that  there  were  just  debts  of  the  town- 
ship, evidenced  by  unsatisfied  judg- 
ments against  it  rendered  before 
chapter  51  was  enacted,  which  war- 
ranted the  issue  of  the  bonds,  because 
a  municipal  corporation  is  estopped 
from  defeating  an  action  by  an  mno- 
cent  purchaser  to  collect  its  negotiable 
bonds,  which  recite  that  they  were 
issued  for  the  purpose  of  funding  the 
judgments,  bonds,  warrants,  or  float- 
ing debt  of  the  corporation,  on  the 
ground  that  the  apparent  debt  they 
were  issued  to  satisfy  was  invalid  or 
fictitious;  (2)  that  the  corporation 
and  its  officers  have  applied  the  bonds 
to  the  lawful  purpose  for  which  they 
appear  on  their  face  to  have  been  is- 
sued; and  (3)  that  the  bonds  were 
exchanged  for  the  fundable  debt  in  the 
method  prescribed  by  the  law,  so  that 
they^  neither  increased  nor  diminished  . 
the  indebtedness  of  the  municipality. 
In  other  words,  the  plaintiff  in  error  is 
conclusively  estopped  by  the  recitals 
in  the  bonds  from  denying  that  they 
neither  created  nor  increased  the  in- 
debtedness of  the  district  township, 
and  that  the  judgment  debts  for  which 
they  were  exchanged  were  just  debts 
of  the  township  incurred  before  its  in- 
debtedness reached  the  constitutional 
limit.  The  truth  is  that  when  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  buys  of  others  than  the 
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bonds  issued  by  a  city  that  all  acts,  conditions,  and  things  required 
to  be  done  precedent  to  and  in  the  issuing  of  the  bond  have  duhr 
happened  and  been  performed  in  regular  and  due  form  as  required 
by  law,  estops  the  municipcdiiy  from  pleading  in  defence  that  no  pro- 
vision VMS  made  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  bonds  for  the 
collection  of  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  thereof 
as  required  by  the  Constitution  of  the  State.^  So  far  has  the  principle 
of  estoppel  by  recital  been  carried  that  it  has  been  said  that  no  dis- 
tinction is  to  be  made  as  to  the  conclusiveness  of  a  recital  whether 
it  is  of  a  fact  required  by  constitutional  law  or  by  force  of  a 
statute.' 

The  well-known  decisions  of  the  United  States  Supreme  G>urt 
in  respect  of  negotiable  municipal  bonds  are  in  our  judgment  not 
more  just  to  the  bona  fide  investor  in  such  securities  than  they  are 
beneficial  to  municipalities  in  general  by  enabling  them  to  use  their 
credit  for  needed  expensive  and  permanent  improvements,  buildings, 
and  works  to  the  best  advantage  by  getting  a  hi^er  price  for  their 
bonds  in  the  market  than  if  they  were  open  to  all  the  doubts  as  to 
their  validity  which  a  different  line  of  decisions  would  have  pro- 
duced. A  non-negotiable  municipal  bond  is  an  unmarketable 
security. 

§  205.  Oomputation  of  Indebtedness.  —  In  computing  the  con- 
stitutional debt  limit  all  outstanding  obligations  or  liabilities  which 
are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  constitute  indebtedness  within  the  de- 
cisions, floating  as  well  as  bonded,  must  be  included.  But  questions 
arise  as  to  obligations  not  ordinarily  constituting  indebtedness  under 
the  decisions,  and  as  to  deductions  on  account  of  assets  of  various 
kinds  in  the  city  treasury,  available  for  the  liquidation  and  satisfac- 
tion of  obligations.  For  instance,  is  a  general  balance  of  cash  in  the 
treasury  to  be  deducted  from  the  aggregate  indebtedness,  or  is  it 
only  to  be  set  off  against  those  current  expenses  which  are  payable 
from  the  year's  revenues  ?  Do  current  expenses  under  any  circum- 
stances become  debts,  and  if  so,  when?'  Accrued  interest  must 
be  included,  in  computing  the  amount  of  the  existing  indebtedness, 
but  not  unearned  interest,  although  the  obligations  may  not  be  paj- 

municipalitv  or  its  agents  mimidpal        '  King  v.  Superior,  117  Fed.  Rep. 

bonds,  or  the  coupons  of  such  bonds,  113;  tn/ra,  §  211. 

which  recite  that  they  were  issued  to        '  Gunnison  County  v.  Rollins,^  173 

fund  the  debt  of  the  municipality,  the  U.  8.  255,  referred  to  swora;  NsoodbI 

question  of  exoeseive  indebtedness  does  Life  Ins.  Co.  v,  Hunm  Board  d  Edu- 

not  arise,  and  the  purchaser  is  not  re-  cation,  62  Fed.  Rep.  778 ;   King  v.  Su- 

quired  to  consider  or  inquire  concerning  perior,  1 17  Fed.  Rep.  1 13. 

it."    s.  c.  referred  to,  supra.  *  Ante,  §  195,  Curreni  Expenses, 
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able  for  a  long  period  of  time.^  In  determining  the  amount  payable 
under  a  contract  which  creates  debt,  the  amount  payable  by  its  terms 
must  be  included  without  deduction  for  unliquidated  damages  to 
the  city  for  delay  or  imperfect  performance.'  Debts  for  current 
expenses,  such  as  teachers'  wages,  the  cost  of  lighting,  water  supply, 
&c.,  are  not  to  be  included  when  they  are  reasonably  within  the 
estimated  revenues 'of  the  city.'  But  the  moment  an  indebtedness 
is  voluntarily  created,  even  ijp  it  be  for  current  expenses,  with  no 
money  or  assets  in  the  treasury  or  current  revenues  collected  or  in 
process  of  collection  or  leviable  for  the  payment  of  the  same,  that 
moment  the  debt  must  be  considered  in  determining  whether  the 
liabOity  has  or  has  not  exceeded  the  constitutional  limit  of  indebted- 
ness.^ If  a  debt  be  for  cvrretU  expenses  of  an  ordinary  and  neces- 
saiy  nature  such  as  is  always  provided  for  out  of  the  regular  annual 
levy,  and  it  is  intended  to  be  and  is  thus  provided  for,  such  a  case 
would  seem  to  fall  within  the  principle  that  a  debt  for  such  current 
expenses  is  not  to  be  computed  in  ascertaining  the  constitutional 
debt  limit,  although  the  period  for  the  annual  tax  levy  has  not  yet 
arrived.  If  the  city  claims  that  debts  of  this  character  are  payable 
as  current  expenses  from  the  year's  revenues  and  should  not  be  in- 
cluded, the  burden  is  upon  it  to  show  that  they  can  be  so  paid ;  and 
if  it  fails  to  establish  that  fact,  they  will  be  included  in  the  city's 
debt* 

We  have  seen  that  a  municipaliQr  may  arUicipate  Us  current 
revenues  in  course  of  collection,  by  issuing  a  warrant  or  other  in- 
strument which,  by  some  courts,  is  considered,  as  in  effect,  an 
assignment  of  the  taxes  without  recourse  against  the  city  in  the 
event  of  a  failure  to  collect.*  Warrants  and  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness of  this  nature  do  not  constitute  indebtedness  and  are  not  to  be 
included  in  computing  the  amount  of  indebtedness.^  If  the  city  has 
issued  any  obligations  which  are  invalid  and  cannot  be  enforced 
against  it  in  the  hands  of  the  owners,  these  obligations  are  not  to  be 
considered.'    But  debt  of  the  dty  which  a  corporation  has  assumed 

>  Durant  v.  Iowa  Ck>unty,  1  Wcx^w.  State  v.  Tomahawk,  96  Wis.  73;  ante, 

69:   Fed.  Gas.  No.  4189;   Epping   v.  U  195  et  8eq. 

CotumbuB,    117   Ga.    263;    Stone   v.  *  T^ndsor  v.  Des  MoineB,  110  Iowa, 

Chicago,  207  IlL  492;    Blanchard  v.  175;    Ck)uncil   Bluffs   v.    Stewart,  51 

Beaton,  109  lU.  App.  569;  Finlayson  Iowa,  385. 

V.  Vaughn,  54  Minn.  331 ;  Herman  v,  '  ArUe,  §  194,  AntidpatUm  of  Rev- 

Oeonto,  110  Wis.  660.  enuea, 

*  Herman  v.  Oconto,  110  Wis.  660.  ^  Stone  v.  Chicago,  207  HI.  492,  510. 

*  76.  See  ante,  §  195,  as  to  Current  •  Ashuelot  Nat.  Bank  v,  Lyon 
Expenses.  County.  81  Fed.  Rep.  127;  Clarksdale 

«  Duryee  v.  Friars,  18  Wash.  55;  v.  Pacrnc  Imp.  Co.,  81  Fed.  Rep.  329; 
Eailes  V.  Wells,  94  Wb.  285.    See  also  Keene  Five  Cent  Sav.  Bank  v.  Lyon 
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and  agreed  to  pay,  is  not  extinguished  by  such  assumption  and  must 
be  included  ill  computing  the  existing  debt.^  We  have  seen '  that 
the  iistud  and  ordinary  expenses  of  the  municipality  which  are  pay- 
able from  and  within  its  current  revenues  are  not  to  be  regard^  as 
debts  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  limitation,  because 
they  are  practically  payable  out  of  cash  in  the  treasury  or  imme- 
diately available.  As  cash  in  the  treasury  is  regarded  as  the  source 
or  fund  from  which  these  current  expenses  are  to  be  paid»  some 
courts  have  held  that  there  should  be  no  deduction  from  the  general 
indebtedness  of  the  city  on  account  of  cash  on  hand.'  In  some  courts, 
on  the  other  hand,  a  general  cash  balance  has  been  deducted  from 
the  aggregate  indebtedness.^  In  Illinois,  the  courts  hold  that  a 
balance  of  cash  in  the  treasury  cannot  be  deducted  from  the  aggre- 
gate indebtedness.^  In  New  York,  the  court,  apparently  without 
considering  any  natural  and  usual  appropriation  of  the  cash  in  the 
treasury  to  current  expenses  or  the  duty  of  the  city  in  such  case,  has 
held  that  cash  resources  of  the  city  which  may  lawfully  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  any  obligation,  whether  present  or  future,  cannot 


County,  97  Fed.  Rep.  159;  afif'd  100 
Fed.  Rep.  337;  Heinl  v.  Tene  Haute, 
161  Ind  44. 

>  Gold  V.  Peoria,  65  111.  App.  602. 

'  Supra.  {  195,  Current  Expenses, 

»  Council  Bluffs  v..  Stewart,  61 
Iowa,  385,  explainingFrench  v.  Burling- 
ton, 42  Iowa,  614 ;  Rice  v.  Milwaukee, 
100  Wis.  516.  In  Illinois,  where  the 
general  tendency  is  to  regard  as  debt 
every  obligation  calling  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  either  presently  or  m 
the  future,  floating  indebtedness^  for  the 
payment  of  which  there  is  money  in  the 
city  treasury,  is  not  to  be  included  in 
computii^  the  existing  indebtedness. 
Stone  V.  Chicago,  207  m.  492.  But  in 
that  State  it  has  been  held  that  imcol- 
lected  taxes  in  course  of  collection  can- 
not be  deducted  from  the  floating  debt 
until  actually  collected  and  applied 
in  payment.  Chicago  v.  McDonald,  176 
111.  404.  The  value  of  property  owned 
by  a  city  cannot  be  deducted  from  its 
aggregate  indebtedness.  Walsh  v. 
Augusta,  67  Ga.  293. 

*  Dively  v.  Cedar  Falls,  27  Iowa, 
227;  Johnson  v.  Pawnee  County,  7 
Okla.  686;  State  v.  Hopkins.  14  Wash. 
59 ;  Graham  v.  Spokane,  19  Wash.  447 ; 
Crogster  v.  Bayfield  County,  99  Wis.  1. 
See  also  anU,  $  197,  Cash  in  the  CUy 
Treasury.  In  Windsor  v.  Des  Moines, 
110  Iowa,  175,  the  city  had  cash  in  its 
treasury  to  the  amoimtof  about  $68,000, 


but  a  pait  of  this  represented  mcial 
funds  which  were  available  onfy  for 
specific  purposes.  After  deducting 
tnese  special  funds  there  was  a  genm 
cash  balance  of  $47,000,  and  the  oouzi 
held  that  this  amount  should  be 
deducted.  In  Appeal  of  Wilkesbarre, 
116  Pa.  St.  246,  it  was  proposed  to  issue 
bonds  to  the  amount  of  $62,000.  The 
complaint  set  forth  the  bonded  debt 
and  the  fioating  debt,  and  then  de- 
ducted therefrom  "the  moneys  in  the 
treasury,  outstanding  solvent  debts, 
and  revenues  applicable  within  the 
fiscal  year  in  the  payment  of  said  debt" 
The  court  held  that  only  a  portion  of 
the  proposed  issue  was  within  the 
power  of  the  city,  and  in  arriving  at 
this  conclusionj  deducted  the  moneys 
in  the  treasury  and  outstanding  debU 
and  revenues. 

*  In  Chicago  v.  McDonald,  176  \t 
404,  the  court  says .  "  Upon  what  princi- 
ple it  is  contended  that  an  outstanding 
debt  is  not  a  debt  by  reason  of  stoat 
cash  in  the  public  treasury,  it  \b  diffi- 
cult to  perceive.  As  long  as  the  cash  is 
not  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt 
the  aebt  must  remain.**  But  if,  id 
ascertaining  the  indebtedness,  debti 
for  current  expenses  are  included  ss  s 
liability,  it  seems  to  be  ri^ht  to  deduct 
cash  in  the  treasury  available  to  pay 
such  expenses  as  a  credit. 
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be  taken  into  consideration  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  the  indebtedness,  but  that  cash  resources  of  the 
city  which  can  only  be  applied  upon  specific  outstanding  obligations 
of  the  city  may  be  deducted  from  these  obligations.^    We  have  also 


»  KroDfibein  r.  Rochester,  76  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  494,  where  it  is  said :  '^  These 
funds  are  set  apart  pursuant  to  statu- 
tory authority  in  each  instance,  and  as 
a  nile  to  meet  some  lingering  specific 
indebtedness  against  the  city.  If  a 
fund  is  to  be  used  to  reduce  the  princi- 
pal of  a  definite  existing  liability  of 
the  city,  we  think  to  that  extent  it 
should  be  deducted  in  estimating  the 
city's  liabilities.  The  outstanding  lia- 
bihtv  toward  the  payment  of  which  the 
funci  is  to  be  applied  in  any  given  case 
is  included  among  the  debts  of  the  city 
for  the  puipose  of  ascertaining  if  it 
has  reached  its  debt  limit.  The  sinking 
fund,  therefore,  which  is  to  be  used  in 
diminishing  it  should  be  credited  to 
the  city  upon  the  other  side  of  the 
ledger.  We  realize  that  when  the  in- 
debtedness of  an  individual  is  men- 
tioncd,  the  sum  of  his  obligations, 
irrespective  of  the  value  of  his  assets, 
is  intended.  The  individual  may  use 
his  assets  for  any  purpose  he  sees  fit. 
The  officials  of  the  city  entrusted  with 
the  control  and  application  of  a  fund 
created  for  a  dennite  purpose  are 
charged  with  the  duty  of  using  it  only 
for  that  purpose.  A  sinking  fimd  in- 
vested for  the  purpose  of  paying  water 
bonds  must  not  be  diverted  Tor  the 
payment  of  the  salaries  of  officials  of 
the  city.  It  is  to  be  used  to  reduce 
that  particular  debt  which  it  came 
into  existence  to  deplete,  and  hence 
in  fact  will  lessen  that  liability  to  the 
full  extent  of  the  fimd.  If  the  United 
States  had  in  its  treasury  $100,000,000 
to  be  devoted  to  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain bonds  maturing  ten  years  hence 
and  representing  part  of  its  national 
debt,  m  every  statement  of  the  na- 
tion's indebtedness  the  amount  would 
be  lessened  by  said  fund,  for  the  reason 
that- it  could  DC  used  for  no  other  pur- 
pose. We  must  assume  this  rule  will 
be  rigidly  adhered  to  by  those  en- 
trusted with  the  management  of  the 
city's  finances  in  dispodnj^  of  these 
various  funds  set  apart  for  specific 
purposes.  We  apprehend,  however^ 
this  construction  will  not  obtain  where 
the  cash  rapources  may  be  used  for  any 
legiUmate  purpose,  whether  the  obliga- 
tion be  already  incurred  or  to  be  here- 


after contracted.  To  illustrate,  there 
is  a  fimd  among  the  cash  resources 
denominated  the  local  improvement 
fund.  This  money  may  be  used  for  any 
local  improvements,  as  there  is  no 
restriction  upon  its  application  by  the 
municipality.  A  sum  on  hand  to  be 
devoted  to  general  purposes  in  that 
way  ought  not  to  he  cieducted  from 
the  liabiuty  of  the  city  in  estimating  its 
indebtedness,  for  it  may  not,  in  tact, 
be  used  to  reduce  the  same.  Therein, 
we  conceive,  lies  the  distinction."  In 
Williamson  v.  Aldrich,  21  S.  Dak.  13; 
108  N.  W.  Rep.  1063,  quotmg  and 
approving  ICronsbein  v.  Rochester,  76 
N,Y,  App.  Div.  494.  it  was  held  that  the 
amount  m  the  hands  of  a  city  treasurer 
belonging  to  the  city's  sinking  fund  and 
applicable  only  to  the  payment  of  a 
present  bonded  indebtecmess  not  yet 
matured,  should  be  deducted  from  the 
aggregate  indebtedness  of  the  city  in 
determining  whether  the  citv's  umit 
of  indebtedness  as  prescribed  by  the 
Constitution  has  been  reached. 

In  Washington,  the  general  limit  of 
indebtedness  is  five  per  cent  of  the 
taxable  property  of  tne  municipality, 
but  it  is  further  provided  "that  any 
city  or  town  with  such  assent  [i.  e.  by 
vote]  may  become  indebted  to  a  laiger 
amoimt  but  not  exceeding  five  per  cent 
additional  for  supplying  such  city  or 
town  with  water,  artificial  light,  and 
sewers,  when  the  works  for  supplving 
such  water,  light,  and  sewer  shiEkU  be 
owned  and  controlled  by  the  munici- 
pality." In  ascertaining  the  Umit  of 
five  per  cent  applicable  to  a  proposed 
debt  for  water  and  light  the  court 
refused  to  permit  the  deduction  of 
$148,000  of  cosh  in  the  general  fund  in 
the  cUjf  treasury,  saying  that  the  water 
and  light  bonds  were  not  payable  out 
of  the  general  fimd,  but  out  of  special 
taxes.  Seymour  v.  Tacoma,  6  Wash. 
427.  In  Hermann  v.  Oconto,  110  Wis. 
660,  the  city  had  borrowed  $35,000 
from  the  State  for  a  school  builcfing. 
At  the  time  when  the  contract  was 
made  with  the  plaintiff  $21,000  of  the 
borrowed  money  was  in  the  city  treas- 
ury and  the  school  building  was  in 
process  of  erection,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  any  contract  had  been  made  in 
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seen  in  dealing  with  obligations  for  ordinaiy  current  expenses  of 
the  municipality/  that  obligations  which  are  payable  from  the 
revenues  of  the  current  year  do  not  constitute  debt  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution,  and  it  would  naturally  follow  that  these 
revenues  are  to  be  regarded  as  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  cur- 
rent expenses,  and  as  the  current  expenses  do  not  constitute  debt, 
the  current  revenues  from  taxes  actually  levied  should  not  be  con- 
sidered or  allowed  as  a  deduction  from  the  aggregate  indebtedness; 
but  the  courts  in  Washington  have  held  the  very  liberal  rule  that 
cash  assets,  which  include  not  only  cash  in  the  treasury  and  taxes 
for  the  current  year,  but  unpaid  delinquent  taxes,  are  to  be  regarded 
as  available  until  the  lien  of  the  tax  has  been  merged  in  the  sale  of 
the  property,  and  until  that  time  they  are  to  be  deducted  in  comput- 
ing the  indebtedness.^  We  have  seen  elsewhere  that  damages  for 
torts  do  not  constitute  indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stitutional limitation  in  such  sense  as  to  prevent  the  recovery  of  a 
judgment  therefor  and  collection  from  the  municipality.  But  ichen 
these  damages  have  been  reduced  to  judgment,  such  judgment  becomes 
a  debt  of  the  city,  and  must  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determin- 
ing the  amount  of  its  existing  indebtedness.' 

Special  provisions  of  certain  Constitutions  require  the  applicatum 
of  special  rules  in  computing  the  indebtedness  for  the  purpose  of  these 
provisions.  Thus  the  Constitution  of  Pennsylvania,  besides  declaring 
that  the  debt  of  any  municipality  shall  never  exceed  seven  per  cent 
upon  the  assessed  value  of  the  property  therein,  provides  that  no 
municipality  shall  "incur  any  new  debt  or  increase  its  indebtednesB 

eonnection  with  the  school  building.  December.  It  was  held  that  Uwj  could 
It  was  held  that  it  must  be  assumd  not  be  considered  as  in  process  of 
that  the  balance  of  this  fund  would  be  immediate  collection  so  as  to  be  de- 
required  for  the  erection  of  the  building,  ductible  cash  assets  in-  detennining 
and  that  it  could  not  be  deducted  m  the  validity  of  the  contract.  Hermann 
any  form  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain-  v.  Oconto,  110  Wis.  660.  See  also 
ing  the  debt  of  the  city.  Balch   v.  Beach,  119  Wis.  77.    EgH- 

*  Supra,  {  196,  Current  Expenses.  mated^  revenues  to  be  derived  from 
'  State  V.  Hopkins,  14  Wash.  59;  liquor  licenses,  from  a  street  railway 
Mullen  V,  Sackett,  14  Wash.  100 ;  Eide-  tax,  or  licenses  based  on  earnings,  and 
miller  v.  Tacoma,  14  Wash.  376,  382;  some  other  like  sources,  but  uncertain 
Graham  v.  Sjx>kane,  19  Wash.  447.  in  amount,  not  in  process  of  eoUection 
But  outstanding  taxes  will  not  be  de-  and  collectible  only  at  the  will  of  the 
ducted  unless  the  assessment  was  com-  parties  who  seek  the  privikges  for 
plete  and  the  taxes  actually  collectible  which  the  licenses  were  made,  are  not 
at  the  time  when  the  debt  in  question  to  be  regarded  as  cash  assets  in  such 
was  contracted.  A  contract  was  made  sense  as  to  be  deductible.  Bice  t. 
in  October.  Taxes  had  been  appor^  Milwaukee,  100  Wis.  516. 
tioned  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  pay  *  Chicago  v.  McDonaki,  176  DL  401, 
amounts  due  by  the  city  to  the  State  418.  See  also  Stone  v.  C^cago,  207  DL 
in  January  following.  They  did  not  492,  509. 
go  into  the  hands  of  the  collector  until 
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to  an  amount  exceeding  two  per  centum  on  such  assessed  valuation 
of  property  without  the  assent  of  the  electors  thereof  at  a  public 
election."  Under  tfaiis  provision,  debts  created  by  vote  are  to  be 
treated  and  considered  separately  from  debts  created  without  a 
vote;  and  in  determining  whether  the  two  per  cent  limitation  has 
been  exceeded,  debts  created  by  vote  are  to  be  deducted  from  the 
aggr^ate  indebtedness  of  the  municipality/ 

§  206  (136  6).  Olty  Stock  and  Bonds  in  CUnUng  Fund.— The 
Constitution  of  New  York  (art.  viii.  sec.  11)  was  in  1884  amended, 
inter  cUia,  by  ordaining  that  ''No  county  containing  a  city  of  over 
one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or  any  such  city,  shall  be  allowed 
to  become  indebted  for  any  purpose  or  in  any  manner  to  an  amount 
which,  including  existing  indebtedness,  shall  exceed  ten  per  centum 
of  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  real  estate  of  such  county  or  city  sub- 
ject to  taxation,  as  it  appeared  by  the  assessment  rolls  of  the  said 
county  or  city  on  the  last  assessment  for  State  or  county  taxes  prior 
to  the  incurring  of  such  indebtedness;  and  all  indebtedness  in  excess 
of  such  limitation,  except  such  as  may  now  exist,  shall  be  absolutely 
void,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided.  No  such  county  or  such 
dty  whose  present  indebtedness  exceeds  ten  per  centum  of  the  as- 
sessed valuation  of  its  real  estate  subject  to  taxation  shall  be  allowed 
to  become  indebted  in  any  further  amount  until  such  indebtedness 
shall  be  reduced  within  such  limit."  Construing  this  provision,  it 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  that  **city  stock  ^'  (in  effect  bonds) 
of  the  city  of  New  York  held  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Sinking 
Fund  for  that  city  is  not  an  indAiedness  of  the  city  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constiivtional  provision^  since  such  city  stocks  are  not  debts 
which  the  municipality  can  be  called  upon  to  pay,  and  that  the  in- 
debtedness referred  to  in  the  Constitution  is  an  indebtedness  to  be 
met  in  the  future  by  taxation.^    Similar  decisions  have  been  made 

*  Coleman  v.  New  Kensington,  140  tional  prohibition.  That  is  aimed  at 
Fed.  Rep.  684 ;  Keller  v.  Scranton,  202  an  actual,  not  a  theoretical,  indebted- 
Pa.  586.  Debts  assumed  by  a  city  in  ness,  —  at  a  substantial  liability  which 
the  purchase  of  property  constitute  can  be  discharged  only  by  the  enforce- 
part  of  the  city's  indeotedness.  Waite  ment  of  a  tax  or  an  assessment  which, 
9.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S.  302.  when  levied,  will  be  a  charge  upon  the 

*  Bank  for  Savings  v,  Grace,  102  taxpayer  and  a  burden  for  him  to  re- 
N.  Y.  313.  After  referring  to  the  con-  move;  not  a  formal  obligation  which 
stitutional  amendment  and  reviewing  may  nemain  as  evidence  of  a  once  exist- 
the  legislation  respecting  the  sinking  ing  debt,  but  which  can  in  no  way  be 
fund  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  court  regarded  as  a  present  debt  to  be  en- 
said:  "This  construction  cannot  lead  forced,  and  which,  if  not  before  can- 
to a  diversion  of  the  sinking  fund,  but  celled  in  the  discretion  of  the  commis- 
to  i^o  accomplishment  of  its  object.  It  sioners,  becomes  waste  paper  by  the 
«nti«;^c8  also  the  intent  of  the  constitu-  mere  efQux  of  time." 
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by  the  courts  of  other  States  under  similar  constitutional  provisions.^ 
In  some  cases  it  has  also  been  held  that  cash  belonging  to  the  sink- 
ing fund  should  be  deducted  from  the  aggregate  amount  of  indebted- 
ness in  determining  whether  the  constitutional  limit  has  been 
reached.'  But  it  has  been  decided  in  Pennsylvania  that  securities 
in  the  sinking  fund  which  are  not  the  city's  own  obligations  are 
merely  assets  available  to  reduce  the  debt  at  some  future  period 
and  cannot  be  deducted.' 


§  207.  The  Asseiued  Value  of  Property  and  its  Relation  to  In- 
debtedness.—  The  usual  constitutional  debt-limit  provisions  have 
created  a  standard  by  which  the  validity  of  municipal  indebtedness 
is  to  be  determined.  In  that  standard  two  factors  are  to  be  con- 
sidered :  one,  the  amount  of  the  assessed  value  of  property  within 
the  mimicipality;  the  other,  the  ratio  between  that  assessed  value 
and  the  debt  already  contracted  or  proposed  to  be  contracted.* 
These  provisions  are  limitations  and  not  grants  of  power,  and  the 
power  to  incur  debt  exists,  if  at  all,  independently  of  them.  There- 
fore the  limitation  does  not  become  operative  until  there  has  been 
an  assessment  of  the  property  in  the  municipality;  and  the  facts 
that  the  municipality  is  newly  organized  and  that  there  has  not  been 


>  Kelly  V,  MhmeapotiB.  63  Minn.  125 ; 
Rice  V.  Milwaukee,  100  Wis.  516;  Stone 
V.  Chicago,  207  111.  492;  Brooke  v. 
Philadelphia,  162  Pa.  123;  Bruce  v. 
Pittsburg,  166  Pa.  152. 

»  Stone  V.  Chicago,  207  111.  492 ; 
Rice  V.  Milwaukee,  100  Wis.  516 ;  Kelly 
V,  Minneapolis,  63  Minn.  125 ;  Willimn- 
son  V.  .\ldridi,  21  S.  Dak.  13;  108 
N.  W.  Rep.  1063. 

*  Brooke  v.  Philadelphia,  162  Pa. 
123,  where  the  court  said:  ''There  are. 
besides  these,  other  securities,  not 
those  of  the  city,  in  the  fund.  As  to 
these  last,  obviously,  they  remain  in 
the  fund,  bound  by  the  inviolable 
pledge  which  attached  to  them  when 
they  first  became  part  of  it.  So  far  as 
concerns  them,  they  have  not  yet  been 
applied  in  payment  or  redemption  of 
any  part  of  the  fimded  debt.  An  asset 
of  the  city,  easily  convertible  into  cash, 
they  undoubtedly  are,  but  as  yet  they 
have  not  operated  to  the  reduction  of 
the  funded  debt,  to  which  purpose  they 
were  pledged.  In  efifect,  they  only  rep- 
resent the  savings  of  the  city,  set  aside 
in  anticipation  of  payment  of  the  debt ; 
as  to  any  actual  reduction  of  the  debt 
by  them,  there  has  been  none;    the 


debt  is  still  an  outstanding  liability  un- 
affected by  the  savings,  with  only  an 
increased  ability  on  thei^rtof  the  cttj 
to  pay ;  an  increase  in  ability  measured 
by  the  cash  value  of  the  savings.  When 
used  in  piirchase  of  the  debt,  there  is  s 
release  of  the  pledge,  and  a  discharge  of 
the  obligation,  to  the  amount  of  the 
purchase.''  If  there  is  no  power  to  sell 
such  securities,  and  if  they  mutt  be  held 
and  applied  to  the  debt,  the  rale  in 
Brooke  v.  Philadelphia,  is  so  strict  thtt 
it  may  not  everjrwhere  be  adoptei 
Whether  for  the  same  reason  which 
excludes  other  securities  from  consid- 
eration in  arriving  at  the  net  amount  of 
the  debt,  cash  belonging  to  the  anldng 
fimd  can  be  taken  into  account,  qwrnf 
See  supra,  i  205. 

*  Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  U.  & 
674;  s.  c.  ante,  §  193:  supra,  §  204;  and 
compare  Gunnison  County  v.  RoUina, 
173  U.  S.  255;  Guthrie  r.New  Vienna 
Bank,  4  Okla.  194 ;  Roger  Mills  County 
V.  Hall  Lith.  Co.,  8  Okla,  378.  See  on 
general  subject  of  debt  limitations  in 
connection  with  municipal  bonds  and 
recitals  therein,  post,  cnapter  on  Mu- 
nicipal Bonds. 
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any  assessment  of  the  property  within  its  limits  do  not  prevent  it 
from  incurring  debt  for  the  ordinary  and  necessary  expenses  of  its 
organization.^  It  is,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  the  Constitution, 
the  assessment  which  was  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  debt  was 
incurred  that  controls,  z.  e.,  the  assessment  immediately  preceding 
the  incurring  of  the  debt.^  It  is  not  the  assessment  made  within  the 
same  fiscal  year,  if  it  is  not  completed  until  after  the  debt  is  con- 
tracted.' If  the  debt  was  within  the  limit  at  the  time  when  it  was 
incurred,  warrants  issued  by  the  city  for  its  payment  are  valid  al- 
though the  city  had  exceeded  the  limit  when  the  warrants  were 
issued.^  Where  a  vote  is  required,  the  validity  of  bonds  issued  pur- 
suant to  such  vote  is  to  be  determined  by  the  last  assessed  valuation 
of  the  property  before  the  bonds  are  issued,  not  the  last  assessment 
before  they  are  voted  or  directed  to  be  issued.*    The 

>  Roger  Mills  County  v.  Hall  Lith. 
Co.,  8  Okla.  378,  overruling  Guthrie  v. 
New  Vienna  Bank,  4  Okla.  194.  See 
also  Cofi&n  v.  Kearney  County,  114 
Fed.  Rep.  518;  Hoffman  v.  Commis- 
sioners, 3  Okla.  325 ;  Sauer  v,  McMur- 
try,  4  Okla.  447;  McMurtry  v.  Com- 
missioners, 6  Okla.  60;  Roger  Mills 
County  V.  Rowden,  8  Okla.  406.  In 
Childs  V.  Anacortes,  5  Wash.  452,  it  was 
held  that  if  a  city  has  been  recently 
incorporated,  it  may,  until  a  regular 
assessment  for  city  purposes  can  be 
made,  take  the  last  assessment  roll  of 
the  county  as  the  basis  of  the  valua- 
tion of  property  by  which  to  measure 
its  power  to  incur  debt.  Although  a 
villa^  forms  part  of  a  taxing  district 
consisting  of  a  town,  and  there  is  no 
separate  assessment  roll  for  the  village, 
a  statutory  limitation  on  the  power  of 
the  village  is  effective,  and  the  value  of 
the  property  within  its  limits  is  to  be 
ascertained  from  an  examination  of  the 
assessment  roll  of  the  town.  Du  Toit 
V.  Belview,  94  Minn.  128. 

»  Lake  County  v.  Standley,  24  Colo. 
1;  Culbertson  V.  Fulton,  127  111.  30; 
Lussem  v.  Sanitary  District  of  Chicago, 
192  in.  404 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Van  Orman, 
70  Iowa,  230.  If  the  indebtedness  is 
created  by  an  issue  of  bonds,  which  are 
to  be  held  in  escrow  and  not  delivered 
utUU  certain  work  is  done,  c.  </.,  a  rail- 
road completed,  the  indebtedness  is 
only  incurred  at  the  time  stipulated  for 
the  delivery  of  the  bonds,  and  their 
validity  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
assessment  next  before  the  completion 
of  the  railroad  and  the  delivery  of  the 
bonds.    Colbum  v.  McDonald,  72  Neb. 


431;  State  v.  Tomahawk,  96  Wis.  73. 
There  may  be  cases,  we  think,  where 
this  rule  would  not  apply  and  where 
the  delivery  would  relate  back  to  the 
date  of  the  escrow.  For  example,  a 
city  under  statute  authority  executes 
bonds,  advertises  them  for  sale  to  be 
delivered  in  instalments  as  the  city 
needs  the  money  to  pay  for  public  im- 
provemente  then  in  progress,  and  for 
that  purpose  pursuant  to  contract  with 
the  purchaser  places  the  bonds  in 
escrow  to  be  delivered  from  time  to 
time  to  the  purchaser  under  the  con- 
tract upon  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  In  such  a  case  we  see  no 
reason  why  the  delivery  upon  payment 
would  not  relate  back  under  the 
doctrine  of  relation  to  the  time  when 
the  bonds  were  put  in  escrow. 

The  assessment  will  be  considered  as 
valid  for  the  purpose  of  the  constitu- 
tional limitation^  although  the  assessors 
did  not  make  their  report  wUhin  the  time 
fixed  by  the  charter,  if  it  is  filed  soon 
after  that  time,  accepted  and  acted  on, 
and  taxes  collected  thereunder.  At- 
lantic Trust  Co.  V.  Darlington,  63  Fed. 
Rep.  76. 

»  Culbertson  v.  Fulton,  127  lU.  30; 
Wilkinson  v.  Van  Orman,  70  Iowa,  230 ; 
State  V,  Comwell,  40  S.  Car.  26;  Ger- 
mania  Sav.  Bank  v,  Darlington,  50  S. 
Car.  337. 

*  Childs  V.  Anacortes,  5  Wash.  452 ; 
Western  Town  Lot  Co.  v.  Lane.  7  S. 
Dak.  599. 

*  Thomson-Houston  El.  Co.  v.  New- 
ton, 42  Fed.  Rep.  723 ;  Dudley  v.  Lake 
County  Com'rs,  80  Fed.  Rep.  672,  677; 
Rathbone  v.  Board  of  Comers,  83  Fed- 
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value"  means  the  value  placed  upon  property  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation  by  officials  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  not  the  actual 
or  real  or  market  value  of  the  property.^    The  terms  "assessment" 


Rep.  125 ;  Board  of  Education  v.  Nat. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  94  Fed.  Rep.  324;  Lake 
CJounty  V.  Sutliff,  97  Fed.  Rep.  270, 281 ; 
Coming  v.  Meade  County,  102  Fed- 
Rep.  57.  But  see  State  v.  Babcock,  24 
Neb.  640;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wilber,  63  Neb.  624.  Where  a  statute 
declares  that  before  any  bond  issued 
by  a  city  shall  be  valid,  it  shall  be  pre- 
sented to  and  registered  by  the  State 
auditor,  the  indeUedness  is  incurred, 
not  as  of  the  date  of  such  recording,  but 
at  the  date  of  the  execution  and  issue, 
from  which  time  by  their  terms  they 
bear  interest.  Prickett  v.  Marceline, 
65  Fed.  Rep.  469.  Where  bonds  were 
invalid  when  issued  by  reason  of  defects 
having  no  connection  with  the  consti- 
tutioiud  Umit,  and  a  statute  vxis  passed 
validating  them  and  imposing  the  debt 
upon  the  municipalitiif  the  assessed 
value  was  held  to  be  tnat  immediately 
preceding  the  enactment  of  the  statute 
and  not  that  preceding  the  issue  of  the 
bonds.  Massachusetts  &  S.  Const.  Co. 
V.  Cane  Creek  Tp.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  336. 
But  where  warrants  are  invalid  because 
thev  were  issued  for  a  debt  incurred 
witnout  a  previous  vote  of  the  electors 
as  requiiea  by  the  Constitution  of  Washr- 
ington,  a  vote  in  ratification  thereof  re- 
lates back  to  and  validates  them  as  of 
the  date  of  their  issue,  and  the  question 
whether  they  are  within  the  constitu- 
tional limit  of  indebtedness  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  assessment  roll  im- 
mediatelv  preceding  the  date  of  issue, 
and  not  by  that  immediately  preceding 
the  election  to  ratify  and  vahdate  them. 
West  V.  Chehalis,  12  Wash.  369.  See 
also  Williams  v.  Shoudy,  12  Wash.  362. 
*  Massachusetts  &  S.  Const.  Co.  v. 
Cane  Creek  Tp.,  45  Fed.  Rep.  336; 
City  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Ottumwa,  120 
Fed.  Rep.  309 ;  State  v.  Tolly,  37  S.  Car. 
551.  At  the  time  when  the  provision  of 
the  lUinois  Constitution  was  adopted, 
the  statute  required  the  assessment  of 
property  at  its  actual  value,  though  as 
matter  of  fact,  by  a  custom  sanctioned 
by  the  courts  and  every  department  of 
the  government,  the  assessed  value 
appearing  in  the  rolls  was  far  below  the 
actual  or  full  value.  A  statute  subse- 
quently enacted  required  the  assessor 
to  determine  the  fair  cash  value,  and 
insert  it  in  a  column  headed  "full 
value."     One-fifth  of  this  amount  the 


assessors  were  directed  to  insert  in  a 
column  marked  "assessed  value."  All 
taxes  were  to  be  computed  tm  the  lat- 
ter. It  was  held  that  under  Uie  latter 
statute  the  "assessed  value"  and  not 
the  "full  value"  was  the  criterion  for 
determining  the  limit  of  ind^tednesB. 
Chicago  V.  Fishbum,  189  IlL  367;  but 
qucere,  whether  such  a  view  does  not 
reduce  the  debt  limit  below  the  limit 
intended  by  the  Constitution? 

Construing  the  provision  of  the  Iowa 
Constitution  prohibiting  municijMd  in- 
debtedness to  an  amount  exceeding  five 
per  cent  "on  the  value  of  the  taxftUe 
property  "  within  the  municipality,  and 
a  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature  pro- 
hibiting municipal  corporations  rrom 
becomingindebtedto  an  amount  exceed- 
ing one  and  one-fourth  per  centum  "on 
the  actual  value  of  the  property"  withm 
the  municipality,  it  was  contended 
that  these  provisions  must  be  construed 
along  with  a  statute  which  provided 
that  "All  property  subject  to  taxatkm 
shall  be  valued  at  its  actual  value  .  .  . 
and  shall  be  assessed  at  twenty-five  per 
centum  of  such  value.  Such  asaesnd 
value  shall  be  taken  and  considered  as 
the  taxable  value  of  such  praperty  upon 
which  the  levv  shall  be  made."  But 
the  court  held  such  a  provision  could 
not  give  a  new  meaning  to  the  expres- 
sion "the  value  of  the  taxable  ^p- 
erty"  as  found  in  the  Constitution; 
that  "taxable  value"  could  not  be  bekl 
to  be  synonymous  with  "  value  of  the 
taxable  property,"  and  that  in  aniving 
at  the  measure  of  the  power  to  incur 
debt  the  actual  value  as  asoertamed 
and  appearing  on  the  assessment  roll, 
and  not  the  taxable  value,  must  be 
taken.  Halsey  v.  Belle  Plaine,  128 
Iowa,  467.  The  Federal  court  had  |»e- 
viously  put  a  dififerent  constniction 
upon  these  statutes,  and  held  that  the 
assessed  value  on  which  taxes  are  levied 
is  the  measure  of  the  power  to  incur 
debt,  and  not  the  actual  value.  City 
Water  Supply  Co.  v,  Ottumwa,  120  Fed. 
Rep.  309.  In  answer  to  the  defence 
that  certain  school-district  orders  ex- 
ceed the  constitutional  limit,  the  cred- 
itors may  prove  the  value  o€  lands  upon 
the  tax  list  upon  which  taxes  vere  paid, 
but  to  which  no  valuation  was  asigned. 
Wormley  v.  Carroll  District  Tp.,  45 
Iowa,    666.      The    court    remaiked: 
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83  used  in  the  Constitution  and  ''assessment  roll"  as  used  in  the 
statutes  are  correlative,  and  mean  the  aggregate  of  all  taxable  prop- 
erty as  finally  determined  by  official  ascertainment.^  The  assessed 
value  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  completed  act  of  all  the  agencies  em- 
ployed in  determining  the  amount  and  value  of  the  property  avail- 
able for  taxation,  and  not  merely  by  the  determination  of  the  local 
assessor  where  his  acts  are  subject  to  revision  and  correction.^  When 
the  Constitution  declares  that  the  debt  of  any  county,  city,  borough, 

''The  omifision  of  the  value  only  should  State  and  county  purposes,  previous  to 

not  deprive  a  creditor  of  having  such  the  incurring  of  sucn  indebtedness/' 

property  estimated."  and  an  assessment  cannot  be  considered 

*  S^rmour  v.  Tacoma,  6  Wash.  138,  until  it  has  passed  the  State  board  of 

427.   The  property  of  a  manufacturing  equalization.    Prickett  v.  Marceline,  65 

company  was  required  by  the  Gonstitu-  Fed.  Rep.  469. 

tion  and  by  statute  to  be  included  in  In  ^ew  York,  where  the  limit  of 
the  assessment.  It  was  entered  on  the  municipal  debt  is  based  uoon  'Hhe 
assessment  roll  with  its  value,  and  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  resJ  estate," 
tax  carried  out.  By  another  statute  the  assessed  value  of  ''special  fran- 
the  municipality  was  permitted  to  re-  chises,"  i.  e.,  the  right  to  nmintain 
fund  to  the  company  the  ^ater  part  and  operate  railroads  and  other  public 
of  the  taxes.  Held,  that  its  property  utilities  in  streets  and  highways,  which 
was  taxable  property,  and  not  exempt  are  declared  by  the  statute  to  be  taxar 
in  such  sense  as  to  exclude  it  from  tne  ble  as  real  property  in  connection  with 
assessed  value  of  the  property  in  the  the  tangible  property  in  the  streets 
municipality  in  arriving  at  the  debt  and  highways,  is  to  be  included  in  de- 
limit. Atlantic  Trust  Ck>.  v.  Town  of  termimng  tne  limit  of  indebtedness. 
Darlington,  63  Fed.  Rep.  76,  aff'd  68  Kronsbem  v.  Rochester,  76  N.  Y.  App. 
Fed.  Rep.  849 ;  Germania  Sav.  Bank  v.  Div.  494.  In  South  Carolina,  the  Con- 
Dartington,  50  S.  Car.  337.  stitution    (art.  x.   §   13)  directs  that 

'  mUdnson  v.  Van  Orman,  70  Iowa,  "State,  county,  township,  school,  mu- 

230;   Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil-  nicipal,  and  aU  other  taxes  shall  be 

ber,  63  Neb.  624.  levied  on  the  same  assessment,  which 

In  Colorado,  the  test  by  which  to  shall  be   made  for  State  purposes." 

ascertain  the  power  to  incur  debt  is  There  can  be  only  one  assessment  of 

the  assessment  of  the  preceding  year,  town  and  city  property  for  coimty, 

until  that  of  the  current  year  has  oeen  State,  and  municipal  tajcation.    State 

revised  by  the  State  board  of  equaliza-  v.  Kelley,  45  S.  Car.  457 ;  Todd  v.  Lau- 

tion  and  certified  to  the  clerks  of  the  reus,  48  S.  Car.  395. 
respective  counties.    When  the  assess-        In  WUconain,  the  "last  assessment 

ment  has  been  revised,  completed,  and  for  State  and  county  taxes  previous  to 

certified  by  the  board  of  equalization,  the  incurring  of  the  indebtedness"  is 

it  supersedes  the  preceding  assessment,  the  assessment  of  the  town,  city,   or 

and  thereafter  constitutes  the  valuation  village  as  equalized  by  the  local  board 

which  determines  the  power  of  a  county  of  review  for  the  purposes  of  general 

to  contract  future  indebtedness.     Lake  taxation,  and  not  the  so-<;alled  "State 

County  V.  Standley,  24  Colo.  1.    In  lUi-  assessment"  made  in  advance  of  the 

noia,  it   is  the  assessment  as  finally  local  assessment,  "from  aU  the  sourcea 

fixed  by  the  State  board  of  equaliza-  of  information  accessible  to  the  board 

tion  that  governs,  and  not  that  made  as  a  means  of  apportioning  State  taxea 

by  the  local  assessor.     Culbertson  v.  between  the  several  counties."     The 

fulton,  127  111.  30,  overruling  People  v.  last  assessment  of  the  town,  city,   or 

Hamill,  134  111.  666.    In  Nebraska,  this  village,  as  fixed  by  the  local  board  of 

is  also   the  rule.     McLean  v.   Vall^  review,  upon  which  county  and  State 

County,  74  Fed.  Rep.  389.     In  Mia-  taxes  may  be  extended,  as  well  as  local 

wfuri,  the  Constitution  limits  the  debt  taxes,  is  the  assessment  intended.  State 

upon  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  v.  Tomahawk,  96  Wis.  73 ;  Stedman  o» 

''  to  be  ascertained  by  the  assessment  Berlin,  97  Wis.  505. 
next  before  the  last  assessment  for  the 
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township,  school  district,  or  other  municipality  shall  not  exceed  a 
specified  percentage  of  the  assessed  value  of  the  taxable  property 
therein,  the  limit  of  the  debt  of  a  city  is  the  prescribed  proportion 
of  the  valiudixm  fixed  by  the  city  aviharities  as  a  basis  of  taxation  for 
city  purposes,  and  not  the  valtuUion  made  by  county  officers  for  county 
purposes.^  But  when  the  basis  of  the  limitation  is  the  value  of  the 
taxable  property  within  the  city  ''to  be  ascertained  by  the  last  State 
and  county  tax  lists  "  and  these  lists  include  all  the  property  in  the 
city  limits,  whether  taxable  for  city  purposes  or  not,  the  limitation 
is  not  to  be  based  solely  on  the  property  subject  to  taxation  for  dtj 
purposes.' 

§  208.  Effect  of  Judgment  agalDBt  Municipality.  —  The  rendition 
of  a  judgment  against  a  municipality  does  not  create  indebtedness 
in  excess  of  the  limitation  fixed  by  the  G>nstitution.  The  judgmeni 
is  simply  conclusive  evidence  of  a  valid  pre-existing  debt  which  had 
been  created  prior  to  the  time  the  court  rendering  it  was  called  upon 
to  act.*  U  the  indebtedness  which  had  been  previously  created  was 
in  excess  of  the  constitutional  limit,  that  was  a  matter  which  the 
municipality  should  have  pleaded  in  defence  to  the  action  brou^t 
to  recover  the  amount  due.  The  constitutional  provision  is  not 
self-enforcing.  It  is  purely  a  matter  of  defence  to  a  recovery  upon 
a  contract  which  created  a  debt  in  excess  of  the  limitation  provided; 
and  if  not  interposed  at  the  proper  time  and  in  a  legal  manner,  it  b 
waived.  When,  therefore,  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  for  indebted- 
ness against  a  municipality,  it  is  a  conclusive  adjudication  that  the 
debt  is  valid  and  is  not  affected  by  the  constitutional  provision/ 

<  Bruce  V.  Pittsbuig,  166  Pa.   152;  Iowa,  639 ;  Howard  v.  Huron,  5  S.  Dak. 

Dupont  V.  Pittsburg,    69    Fed.  Bep.  539;    s.  c.  6  S.  Dak.    180;   Smith  v. 

13.  Orm8by,20Wa8h.396:  State  v.  Gloyd, 

>  Windsor  v.  Des  Moines,  110  Iowa,  14  Wash.  5 ;  Grand  Island  ft  N.  W.  R. 

175.  CJo.  V.  Baker,  6  Wyo.  369.    See  on  this 

'  Lake  County  Com'rs  v.  Piatt,  79  subject,  post,  chapter   on    Municipftl 

Fed.  Rep.  567;  Taylor  v.  School  Dist.,  Bonds.     Under  the  provisions  of  the 

97  Fed.  Rep.  753 ;   Edmundson  v.  In-  Constitution  of  Wyoming,  limiting  the 

dependent  School  Dist.,  98  Iowa,  639 ;  tax  for  county  revenue  for  all  purposes 

Thompson  v.  Independent  School  Dist.,  except  for  the  payment  of  its  "public 

102  Iowa,  94 ;   County  of  Hamilton  v.  debt,"  the  rate  of  taxation  for  all  or- 

Montpelier  Sav.  Bank,  Ac,  157  Fed.  dinary  expenses  and  chaises  of  the 

Rep.  19.  county  is  limited,  and  while  a  judg- 

*  iEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v,  Lyon  ment  absolutely  precludes  the  county 
County,  44  Fed.  Rep.  329,  344 ;  Lake  from  disputing  the  validity  of  the  debt 
County  Com'rs  v,  Piatt,  79  Fed.  Rep.  for  which  it  is  rendered,  the  character 
567 ;  Holt  County  v.  National  Life  Ins.  of  the  original  claim  may  neveithelesB 
Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  686;  Geer  v.  Ouray  be  considered  for  the  purpose  d  de- 
County,  97  Fed.  Rep.  435 ;  Helena  v.  termining  from  what  source  the  judg- 
United  States,  104  Fed.  Rep.  113;  ment  shall  be  paid.  A  jud|pent  eit- 
People  V.  May,  9  Colo.  404 ;  Ekimund-  tered  upon  a  claim  or  evidence  of 
■on  V.  Independent  School  Dist.,  98  indebteoneas  incurred  in  exoeas  of  the 
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Such  a  judgment  cannot  of  course  be  cdlateraUy  attacked  on  the 
ground  that  the  indebtedness  exceeds  the  constitutional  limitation ;  ^ 
and  if  bonds  are  issued  by  the  municipality  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  such  judgment,  these  bonds  cannot,  in  the  hands  of  innocent 
holders  for  value,  be  defeated  by  showing  that  the  judgments  were 
rendered  for  debt  exceeding  the  constitutional  limit,  and  that  the 
municipal  authorities  fraudulently  omitted  to  interpose  that  defence 
when  action  was  brought  upon  the  debt.'  But  if  the  judgment  has 
been  rendered  through  the  fraudulent  collusion  of  the  municipal 
authorities  with  the  claimant,  in  failing  to  interpose  the  defence  that 
the  debt  exceeds  the  constitutional  limit,  a  court  of  equity  has  juris- 
diction, on  the  ground  of  fraud,  of  a  direct  proceeding  by  suit  against 
the  judgment  creditors  attacking  the  validity  of  the  judgment  for 
fraud  in  procuring  the  same,  and  praying  that  it  be  set  aside  and  its 
enforcement  enjoined.'  The  collusion  to  constitute  a  fraud  which 
will  justify  a  judgment  being  set  aside,  does  not  require  necessarily 
any  express  agreement  between  the  oflScers  and  the  claimant  to  aid 
the  latter  to  obtain  his  judgment  or  any  specific  intent  to  injure. 
Utter  failure  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  officers  to  defend  against  a 
claim  known  to  be  void,  or  one  which  they  have  good  reason  to 
believe  to  be  void,  from  a  desire  to  co-operate  with  the  plaintiff  to 
enable  him  to  obtain  an  advantage  over  the  municipality,  all  parties 
concerned  knowing  that  the  taxpayers  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
claim,  constitutes,  or  may  be  sufficient  to  constitute,  collusion  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  equity  jurisprudence  rendering  the 
judgment  open  to  attack  in  equity  for  fraud,  at  the  suit  of  the 
municipality  or  a  taxpayer  whose  interests  would  otherwise  be 
sacrificed.*  And  in  such  cases  the  court  will  grant  or  refuse  relief 
according  to  the  general  rules  and  principles  of  equity. 

§  209.  Attempts  by  Oreditors  to  obtain  Belief  from  Invalidity.  — 
Persons  dealing  with  municipalities,  who  have  advanced  money  to 

ordinary  revenue  of  the  county  or  in  that  more  bonds  were  issued  than  were 
excess  of  the  constitutional  limitation  necessary  to  pay  the  judgments,  the 
is  not  a  "public  debt,"  and  must  be  burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  show 
paid  out  of  the  amount  realized  by  the  that  the  bonds  which  he  holds  extin- 
levy  for  ordinary  county  purposes,  guished  judgments  to  the  extent  of  the 
Grand  Island  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  amount  of  the  bonds,  or  what  part  of 
6  Wyo.  369.  the  proceeds  thereof  was  applied  in 

'  Ekimundson  v.  Independent  School  payment  of  an  unpaid  judgment.  In- 
Dist.,  98  Iowa,  639;  postf  chapter  on  dependent  Dist.  v.  Society  for  Savings, 
Municipal  Bonds.  98  Iowa,  581. 

■  Sioux  City  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Osce-        •  Kane  v.  Independent  School  Dist., 
ola  County,  52  Iowa,  26.    See  also  Sioux  82  Iowa,  5;   Balch  v.  Beach,  119  Wia 
City  V.  Weare,  59  Iowa,  95.    In  a  suit  77. 
to  cancel  the  bonds,  where  it  appears        *  Balch  v.  Beach,  119  Wis.  77. 
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them,  or  who  have  furnbhed  material  and  property,  or  rendotd 
services,  have  made  aUempts  to  obtain  relief  from  the  invalidity  which 
has  attended  their  contracts  and  obligations  by  reason  of  the  mu- 
nicipality being  indebted  beyond  the  constitutional  limit.  Such  at- 
tempts have  generally  been  unsuccessful,  unless  there  were  special 
facts  and  equities.  If  an  indebtedness  is  created  in  excess  of  the  con- 
stitutional limit,  it  cannot  be  collected  unless  the  municipality  is 
estopped  by  recital,  or  by  judgment  or  otherwise  to  set  up  the 
defence.^  Even  a  court  of  equity  will  not  direct  that  any  portion  of 
the  city's  taxes  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  indebtedness 
incurred  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,'  and  the  municipality 
cannot  be  held  liable  for  the  indebtedness  upon  any  theoiy  of  tort 
permitting  the  creditor  to  recover  as  damages  the  amount  of  the 
indebtedness  with  interest.'  Money  lent  to  a  city  at  a  time  when  its 
indebtedness  exceeds  its  constitutional  limit  cannot,  after  the  money 
has  been  expended  and  lost  its  identity,  be  recovered  back  under 
any  express  or  general  implied  promise  of  the  city  to  pay,  or  by  an 
ordinary  action  to  recover  as  for  money  had  and  received.^  The 
constitutional  limitation  was  held  under  the  special  facts  to  operate 
to  prevent  moneys  loaned  to  the  municipality  in  violation  of  its 
provisions  from  becoming  a  lien  upon  the  works  partly  constructed 
with  it.*  Where  works  or  appliances  for  general  public  utility 
were  installed  under  a  contract  violating  the  constitutional  debt- 
limit  provision,  the  creditor  was  held  not  to  be  entitled  to  a  decree 
in  equity  giving  him  an  accounting  in  reference  to  the  past  use 
to  ascertain  just  compensation  therefor,  and  for  an  arrangement 
between  the  parties  for  future  compensation  for  the  use  at  an  annual 
rental,  or  in  default  of  such  arrangement  that  the  plant  be  turned 
over  to  the  creditor  as  an  entirety  for  management  and  use,  together 
with  a  perpetual  franchise  for  that  purpose  to  be  implied  from  the 
contract.*    If   the  property  can   be    identified  and   followed  in  its 

'  Prince  V.  Quincy,  105  111.  138,  215 ;  lief  was  granted ;  and  chapter  onCbo- 

State  V.  Helena,  24  Mont  521    See  ante,  tracts  and  Municipal  Bonds,  fod,9B  to 

i  204,  as  to  effect  of  recitals  as  an  es-  implied   liability ;    also  to  cnapter  oo 

toppel ;  and  post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Actions  and  Liability,  post. 
Bonds.  *  Litchfield  v.  B^ou,  114  U.  a  190. 

'  Griswold  V,  East  St.  Louis,  47  111.        *  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  &  Telegraph 

App.  480.  Co.  V.  La  Porte,  102  Fed.  Rep.  417.  arc 

•  Prince  i?.  Quincy,  128  111.  443.  96  Fed.  Rep.  664.    It  has  been  declared 

«  Litchfield  v.  Ballou.  114  U.  S.  190.  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  ieffd^ 

To  justify  such  a  recover^r  or  relief  in  ture  to  afford  the  creditor  relief  by  the 

equity,  there  must  be  special  facts  and  enactment  of  a  statute  gyring  fumalii^ 

equities,  which  the  court  held  did  not  for  materials  furnished  in  a  public  im- 

exist  in  that  case.   See  Paul  v.  Kenosha,  provement,  as  such  a  statute  meielT 

22  Wis.  266 ;  Wood  v.  Louisiana,  5  Dil-  seeks  to  render  the  corporation  liable 

Ion,  122,  aff*d  102  U.  S.  294,  where  re-  for  improvements  beyond  its  constittt- 
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original  form,  the  party  contracting  with  the  municipality  may 
recover  the  property  transferred  in  the  transaction  upon  the  return 
of  any  void  evidences  of  debt.*  But  if  the  property  consists  of 
materials  used  in  the  erection  of  a  building,  the  contractor  cannot 
remove  the  building  or  any  part  thereof  for  a  failure  to  pay  a 
balance  of  the  purchase  price.' 

§  210.  Umitationfl  of  Indebtedness  baaed  upon  Income  and 
Revenne.  —  In  the  Constitutions  of  California  and  Idaho,  a  pro- 
hibition is  to  be  found  against  incurring  any  indebtedness  or  liability 
in  any  manner  or  for  any  purpose  exceeding  in  any  year  the  income 
and  revenue  provided  for  such  year  without  the  assent  of  a  vote  of  the 
electors.'   Iliis  prohibition  has  given  rise  to  some  novel  and  difficult 


tional  fimit  of  indebtedneBs.  Moaher 
V.  Indeoendent  School  Dist.,  44  Iowa, 
122.  But  special  facts  and  circum- 
stances and  equities  of  such  a  cogent 
nature  may  exist,  that,  in  order  to 
prevent  fraud  and  injustice,  the  power 
of  the  legidature  to  provide  proper  re- 
bef  in  rem,  if  not  in  peraonamy  may,  we 
think,  rightly  be  held  to  exist.  The 
power  of  the  le^slature  to  provide  a 
remedy  for  fraud  or  injustice  is  not 
lighthr  to  be  denied. 

*  Municipal  Security  Co.  v.  Baker 
County,  39  Oreg.  396.  But  when  the 
creditor  is  not  the  person  by  whom 
goods  were  sold  or  property  was  fur- 
nished the  municipality,  but  is  simply 
an  endorsee  of  a  note  made  by  the 
municipality  therefor,  he  cannot  obtain 
relief  by  having  the  court  appoint  a 
receiver  to  take  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, sell  it  and  applv  the  proceeds 
towards  the  payment  of  the  note.  The 
creditor  did  not  sell  the  property  to  the 
municipality,  nor  did  he  ever  have  any 
title  to  it,  or  any  lien  or  claim  upon  it. 
Wadiey  v.  Lancaster,  124  Ga.  354. 
But  if  the  original  creditor  had  a  right 
to  equitable  relief,  the  right  of  his  as- 
signee to  be  subrogated  thereto  would 
not,  as  it  would  seem,  appear  to  be 
difficult  to  sustain. 

»  Grady  v.  Pruitt,  111  Ky.  100. 

*  California,  Const.,  1879,  art.  xi. 
{  18,  as  amended  in  1900,  declares :  "No 
county^  city,  town,  township,  board  of 
education,  or  school  district  shall  incur 
any  indebtedness  or  liability  in  any 
manner  or  for  any  purpose  exceeding 
in  anv  vear  the  income  and  revenue 
providea  for  such  year  without  the 
assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  qualified 


electors  thereof  voting  at  an  eleetion 
to  be  held  for  that  purpose,  nor  unless 
before  or  at  the  time  ot  incurring  such 
indebtedness  provision  shall  be  made 
for  the  collection  of  an  annual  tax 
sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  on  such 
indebtedness  as  it  falls  due,  and  also 
provision  to  constitute  a  sinking  fund 
for  the  payment  of  the  principal  thereof 
on  or  before  maturity,  which  shall  not 
exceed  forty  vears  from  the  time  of 
contracting  the  same.  .  .  .  Any  in- 
debtedness or  liability  incurred  con- 
trary to  this  provision,  with  the  ex- 
ceptions hereinbefore  recited,  shall  be 
void." 

Idaho,  Const.,  1889,  art.  viii.  {3, 
provides:  "No  county,  city,  town, 
township,  board  of  education,  or  school 
district,  or  other  subdivision  of  the 
State,  shall  incur  any  indebtedness  or 
liability  in  any  manner  or  for  any  pur- 
pose, exceeding  in  that  year  the  income 
and  revenue  provided  for  it  for  such 
year,  without  the  assent  of  two-thirds  of 
the  qualified  electors  thereof  voting  at 
an  election  to  be  held  for  that  purpose, 
nor  unless,  before  or  at  the  time  of 
incurring  such  indebtedness,  provision 
shall  be  made  for  the  collection  of  an 
annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  in- 
terest on  such  indebtedness  as  it  falls 
due,  and  also  to  constitute  a  sinking 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  principal 
thereof,  within  twenty  years  from  the 
time  of  contracting  the  same.  Any 
indebtedness  or  liability  incurred  con- 
trary to  this  provision  shall  be  void. 
Provided  that  this  section  shall  not  be 
construed  to  apply  to  the  ordinary  and 
necessary  expenses  authorized  by  the 
general  laws  of  the  State." 


410  MUNiaPAL   CORPORATIONS  §210 

questions.  In  the  States  named  there  is  no  limitation  upon  the  total 
amount  of  indebtedness  which  can  be  incurred  by  submission  to  a 
vote  of  the  electors.  In  Kentucky,  Missouri,  Utah,  and  Wyoming, 
similar  provisions  are  to  be  found,  but  in  each  of  these  States  a  iimi- 
iation  is  placed  upon  the  {aggregate  indebtedness  of  the  municip&litY 
incurred  in  any  manner.^ 

Limitaiions  of  this  nature  have  given  rise  to  a  series  of  questions 
differing  from  those  which  have  arisen  under  a  limitation  upon  the 
aggregate  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  incurred  in  any  manner  or 
for  any  purpose,  and  require  separate  consideration.  The  subject  is 
undergoing  judicial  development,  and  there  is  on  some  points  a  con- 
siderable diversity  of  opinion  and  decision.  Experience,  discussion, 
and  further  consideration  will  in  the  end  lead  to  sound  conclusions 
and  results.  A  city  must  live,  and  regard  must  be  had  to  necessaiy 
current  expenses  of  municipal  government  as  distinguished  from 
debts  which  do  not  fall  in  the  category  of  such  necessary  expenses. 
But  a  city  should  also  be  honest  and  not  defraud  or  leave  remediless 
creditors  who  supply  work  or  labor  to  enable  the  city  to  live  and  to 

^  Kentucky.     Const.,    1899,   {    157,  gregate  indebtedness  incurred  in  any 

prescribes  a  limit  upon  the  taxing  pow-  manner  of  five  per  cent  of  the  value  a 

ers  of  cities,  towns,  counties,  taxing  the  taxable  property  is  also  prescribed. 
distriotSf  and  other  municipalities,  and        Utah.    Const.,   1895,  art.  xiv.  f  3, 

pro\*ide8:  " No  county ,  city^  town,  tax-  provides:  ''No  debt  in  excess  of  the 

mg  district,  or  other  mimicipality  shall  taxes  for  the  current  year  shall  be  ere- 

be  authorized  or  permitted  to  become  ated   by   any   county  or  subdiviaoo 

indebted  in  any  manner  or  for  any  pur-  thereof,    or    by   any    school   district 

pose  to  an  amount  exceeding  in  any  therein,  or  by  any  city,  town,  or  village, 

year  the  income  and  revenue  provided  or  any  subdivision  thereof  in  this  State, 

for  such  year,  without  the  assent  of  unless  the  proposition  to  create  such 

two-thirds  of  the  voters  thereof,  voting  debt  shall  nave  been  submitted  to  a 

at  an  election  to  be  held  for  that  pur-  vote  of  such  qualified  electors  as  shall 

pose;  and  any  indebtedness  contracted  have  paid  a  property  tax  therein,  in 

m  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  void,  the  year  preceding  such  election,  and  a 

Nor  shall  such  contract  be  enforceable  majority  of  those  voting  thereon  shall 

by  the  person  with  whom  made ;    nor  have  voted  in  favor  of  incurring  such 

shall  such  municipality  ever  be  au-  debt."  This  Constitution  (art.  xiv.  1 4) 

thorized  to  assume  the  same."     The  also  contains  a  limitation  upon  the  ag- 

Constitution  also  contains  a  limitation  gregate  indebtedness  incurred  in  any 

upon   the   aggregate   indebtedness  of  manner. 

mimicipalities    graded    according    to        Wyoming.    Const.,   1889,   art.   zvL 

population  ({  158).  §  4,  provides:  "No  debt  in  exoeas  of 

Missouri.    Const.  1875,  art.  x.  §  12,  the  taxes  for  the  current  year  shall,  in 

provides:    ''No    county,    city,    town,  any  manner,  be  created  by  any  county 

township,    school    district,    or    other  or  subdivision  thereof,  or  any  city,  town, 

political  coiporation  or  subdivision  of  or  village,  or  any. subdivision  thereof, 

the  State,  shall  be  allowed  to  become  in  the  State  of  Wyomine,  unless  the 

indebted  in  any  manner  or  for  any  proposition  to  create  such  d^t  shall 

purpose  to  an  amount  exceeding   in  nave  been  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the 

anv  year  the  income  and  revenue  pro-  people  thereof  and  by  them  approved." 

video  for  such  year,  without  the  assent  A  limitation  upon  the  aggregate  in- 

of  two-thirds  of   the   voters  thereof,  debtedneas  incurred  in  any  mmakn^im'  ig 

voting  at  an  election  to  be  held  for  that  prescribed  by  art.  xvi.  f  5. 
purpose."    A  limitation  upon  the  ag- 
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discharge  its  necessary  public  functions.  Notwithstanding  some  of 
the  cases  to  which  we  shall  refer  have  held  otherwise,  we  think  that 
if  the  revenues  and  income  for  a  given  year  from  inability  to  collect 
all  of  the  taxes  or  other  unexpected  cause  fails  to  pay  all  of  the  liabil- 
ities for  such  necessary  expenses,  the  creditor  should  not  be  left 
remediless,  but  that  these  should  be  provided  for  from  the  current 
revenues  of  the  succeeding  year  or  years,  and  that  the  usual  consti- 
tutional debt-limit  provision  does  not  prevent  it. 

The  purpose  of  these  constitutional  provisions  is  to  limit  the  ex- 
pendiinres  in  any  given  year  to  the  amount  of  the  revenues  and  income 
of  the  municipality  provided  for  such  year,  unless  the  voters  enlarge 
the  limit.*  Each  year's  income  and  revenue  must  pay  each  year's 
indebtedness  and  liability,  and  no  indebtedness  or  liability  incurred 
in  any  one  year  sh^ll  be  paid  out  of  the  income  or  revenue  of  any 
future  year.  This  is  the  rule  declared  in  the  cases  cited,  but  it  is 
perhaps  subject,  as  suggested  above,  to  special  and  necessary  ex- 
ceptions or  limitations.^  A  vote  is  demanded  by  the  express  terms 
of  the  Constitution  whenever  an  indebtedness  beyond  the  year's 
revenues  b  to  be  created ;  and  if  such  an  indebtedness  is  attempted 
to  be  created  without  a  vote  the  Constitution  pronounces  the  con- 
tract making  it  void.'    Under  these  principles  the  natiural  inference 

^  Book  V.  Earl,  87  Mo.  246,  252;  that  which  is  actually  raised  by  the 

Barnard  v.  Knox  County,  105  Mo.  382,  action  of  the  city,  which  determines 

386.  the  validity  of  a  debt.    Providence  v. 

»  San  Francisco  Gas  Co.  v.  Brick-  Providence  El.  Light  Co.,  122  Ky.  237; 

wedd,  62  Cal.  641 ;    Shaw  v.  Statler,  91  S.  W.  Rep.  664. 
74  Cal.  258;    Schwartz  ».  Wilson,  75        •  Knipper  r.   Covington,    109   Ky. 

Cal.  502;    McGowan  v.  Ford,  107  Cal.  187;  22  Ky.  Law  Rep.  676;   Bannock 

177;  Smith  v.  Broderick,  107  Cal.  644 ;  County  v.  Bunting,  4  Idaho,  156.    If  a 

Bilby  V.  McKenzie,  112  Cal.  143;   Mc-  contract   by   a   municipality   for  the 

Bean  v.  Fresno,  112  Cal.  159 ;   Higgins  erection  of  a  jniblic  building  reouiies  for 

V.  San  Diego  Water  Co.,  1 18  Cal.  524 ;  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof  the  levy 

8.  c.  131  Cal.  294 ;  Montague  v.  English,  of  a  tax  for  four  years,  it  is  void  if  not 

119   CaL    225;     Bannock    County    v,  authorized  by  the  required  vote;   and 

Bunting,    4    Idaho,  156 ;     Theiss    v.  the  levy  of  the  tax  to  pay  the  debt  is 

Hunter,  4  Idaho,  788 ;    Fritsch  v.  Salt  void,  at  least  as  to  three  years.    Grady 

Lake   County,    15    Utah,  83;     Grand  «.  Pniitt,  1 1 1  Ky.  100 ;  Commonwealth 

Island  A  B.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  6  Wyo.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  105  Ky.  206. 

369;  port,  i  295.    A  suit  will  lie  to  enr-  Where  a  city  issues  bonds  pledging  its 

join   the    municipal   authorities   from  faith  and  credit  for  the  payment  of  a 

incurring  any  indebtedness  or  expenses  street  improvement^  stick  oonds  consti- 

in  excess  of  the  revenue  provided  for  tute   indebtedness^   although   they   are 

the  fiscal  vear  and  from  levying  any  made  payable  in  yearly  instalments, 

tax  or  making  provision  for  the  pay-  and  a  special  tax  is  levied  upon  the 

ment  of  any  (&ficiency  out  of  the  funds  property  benefited   payable   annually 

provided  for  a  succeeding  year.    Brad-  dunn^  the  term  of  the  bonds  sufficient 

ford  V.  San     Francisco,  112  Cal.  537.  to  sati^  each  instalment  as  it  becomes  • 

In  Kentucky,  it  is  the  income  and  rev-  due.     The  income  of  future  years  is 

enue  thai  may  be  raieed  by  the  city  if  its  anticipated  in  the  event  of  a  failure  of 

constitutional  and  statutory  powers  be  the  assessment  to  produce  the  neces- 

exerciaed  to  their  full  limit,  and  not  saiy  amount,  and  the  bonds  create  in- 
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would  be  that  in  entering  into  a  contract  without  a  vote  the  munici- 
pal authorities  and  the  persons  with  whom  they  contract  must 
determine  whether  the  debt  created  thereby  is,  after  allowing  for 
all  expenses  and  obHgations  previously  incurred,  within  the  year's 
income  and  revenue,  and  if  it  be  within  such  income  and  revenue 
then  the  contract  would  be  valid  and  enforceable,  although  other 
contracts  subsequently  made  create  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the 
revenues  and  although  the  revenues  may  be  applied  in  the  payment 
of  these  later  and  invalid  contracts.  This  seems  to  be  the  view  of 
the  courts  of  Missouri,  which  hold  that  the  fact  that  a  part  of  the 
year's  income  sufficient  to  pay  the  claim  sought  to  be  enforced  has 
been  applied  by  the  municipaU^  in  the  payment  of  debts  and  obliga- 
tions incurred  subsequently  to  that  involved  in  the  action  does  not 
prevent  a  recovery.  Such  payments  in  contemplation  of  the  law 
are  made  upon  void  debts  and  cannot  be  used  to  defeat  lialHlities 
and  obligations  which  were  within  the  income  and  revenue  of  the 
year  at  the  time  when  they  were  entered  into.* 

But  in  California,  a  somewhat  different  view  is  taken.  The 
constitutional  provision  does  not  contain  any  direction  thai  the 
debts  shall  be  paid  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  incurred.  Con- 
sequently, a  person  contracting  with  a  city  at  a  time  when  the 
revenues  of  ihe  year  are  amply  sufl^cient  to  satisfy  the  amount 
payable  to  him  does  not  obtain  any  right  of  priority  over  other 
persons  whose  claims  are  payable  from  that  year,  even  if  they 
be  contracted  after  the  indebtedness  to  him  is  incurred.  He  takes 
the  risk  that  at  the  time  when  he  is  able  to  enforce  payment  of 
his  claim  the  revenues  of  the  year  shall  not  have  been  expended 
for  other  legitimate  expenses  of  the  year.'    The  effect,  therefore,  of 

debtedness  in  excess  of  the  income  for  other  persons  dealing  with  the  munt- 

the  current  year.     Covington  v.  Mc-  cipality  have  the  same  rights  to  com- 

Kenna,  99  Ky.  508 ;    postf  chapter  on  pensation,  and  are  subject  to  the  same 

Municipal  Bonds  as  to  street  improve-  limitations,  as  he  is.    Even  though  at 

ment  bonds.  the  time  of  making  his  contract  theve 

^  Moimtain  Grove  Bank  v.  Douglas  are  funds  in  the  treasury  sufficient  to 

Counts,  146  Mo.  42.  meet  the  amount  of  his  claims  he  is 

*  Weavers.  San  Francisco,  111  Cal.  char^  with  notice  that  these  funds 

319 ;    Fresno  Canal  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  Mc-  are  hable  to  be  paid  out  for  municipal 

Kenzie,  135  Cal.  497.     In  Weaver  v.  expenditures  before  his  contract  can 

San  Francisco,  111  Cal.  319,  the  court  mature  into  a  claim  against  the  city; 

says :   "  Whoever  deals  with  a  munici-  and  if  others  whose  claims  have  accrued 

pality  does  so  with  notice  of  the  limita-  subsequent  to  his  are  able  to  intercept 

tion  of  its  powers,  and  with  notice  also  these  tunds,  he  is  in  the  same  cond&UoD 

*  that  he  can  receive  compensation  for  as  any  creditor  who  has  dealt  with  one 

his  labor  and  materials  only  from  the  whose  assets  are  exhausted  before  be 

revenues  and  income  previously  pro-  presents  his  claim.     He  acquires  no 

vided  for  the  fiscal  year  during  which  claim  in  the  nature  of  a  lien  upon  these 

his  labor  and  materials  are  furnished ;  funds  for  the  amount  of  his  A>—fti^<i 

and  with  the  knowledge,  too,  that  all  nor  is  there  any  legal  obligation  upon 
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this  construction  of  the  constitutional  provision  by  the  courts  of 
California  is  that,  if  a  contract  is  made  which  is  not  in  excess  of  the 
revenues  of  the  current  year  available  at  the  time  to  pay  the  amount 
becoming  due  thereunder,  but  if  these  revenues  are  in  fact  exhausted 
by  other  claims,  such  contract  is  valid,  and  its  validity  is  not  affected 
by  any  subsequent  failure  of  the  revenues  for  that  year.  But  as  the 
creditor  is  bound  to  look  only  to  the  revenues  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
payment,  the  exhaustion  of  such  revenues  affects  his  remedy  and 
leaves  him  in  the  same  condition  as  any  creditor  who  has  dealt  with 
one  whose  assets  are  exhausted  before  he  presents  his  claim.  ^  The 
course  adopted  by  the  courts  of  California  implies  a  refusal  on  their 
part  to  ascertain  each  year's  revenues  and  to  compute  the  amount 
of  the  liability  which  may  be  incurred  at  the  date  when  any  contract 
is  entered  into.  It  treats  every  contract  as  valid,  and  gives  redress 
only  to  such  creditors  as  by  the  terms  of  their  contract  are  in  a  position 
to  exercise  and  do  exercise  the  utmost  diligence  in  collecting  their 
claims.  To  illustrate,  a  contract  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  year 
before  any  of  the  revenues  have  been  expended,  but  which  by  its 
terms  js  not  payable  until  the  end  of  the  year,  is  relegated  to  a  position 
subordinate  to  a  contract  made  towards  the  end  of  the  year  at  a 
time  when  obligations  have  been  incurred  in  excess  of  tiie  year's 
revenues,  but  which  is  payable  before  the  contract  made  at  an  earlier 


the  municipality  any  more  than  upon 
any  other  debtor,  to  pav  the  claims 
against  it  in  the  order  in  which  they  are 
incurred,  imleas  they  are  presented  in 
that  order,  and  in  such  condition  and 
with  such  formalities  as  entitle  the 
claimant  to  immediate  payment.  In 
dealing  with  the  mimicipahty  he  must 
rely  upon  the  int^rity  of  its  officers 
that  tnev  will  not  mcur  any  liabilities 
during  the  year  in  excess  of  the  income 
and  revenues  provided  for  that  year, 
and,  as  a  prudent  man,  he  will  ascertain 
not  only  the  amount  of  that  income, 
but  also  the  amount  of  the  claims  al- 
ready eidsting,  and  of  those  that  are 
likely  to  be  incurred." 

But  in  Higgins  v.  San  Diego  Water 
Co.,  118  Cal.  524,  the  langi^ige  just 
quoted  was  criticised  as  too  broad  and 
sweeping,  and  setting  forth  a  doctrine 
whicn  cannot  be  deduced  from  the  Ck>n- 
stitution,  and  the  opinion  was  expressed 
that  others  whose  claims  have  accrued 
eubflequently  cannot  lawfully  intercept 
any  money  necessary  to  discharge  the 
pnor  claim.  It  was  pointed  out  that  a 
city  cannot  incur  valid  obligations  to 
pay  more   than  its  revenue  already 


provided  will  enable  it  to  pay ;  that  it 
cannot  pay  claims  founded  upon  such 
invalid  contract,  and  is  under  a  legal 
obligation  not  to  pay  them.  And  it 
was  said  that  the  creditor  was  entitled 
to  rely  upon  the  officers  of  the  mimici- 
pality  peiforming  the  duty  imposed 
upon  them  by  law. 

>  Montague  v.  English,  110  Gal.  225. 
In  this  case  the  plamtiff  loade  a  con- 
tract with  the  city  to  furnish  and  lay 
for  it  certain  water  pipes.  The  water 
pipes  were  fumishea  and  laid  during 
the  fiscal  year  1893-94.  The  funds 
available  for  the  payment  of  the  water 
pipes  were  exhausted  before  plaintiff 
was  paid  in  full.  In  January,  1895,  the 
city  authorities  passed  a  resolution  to 
purchase  from  plaintiff  the  water  pipes 
so  laid  by  plaintiff  and  to  pay  tnere- 
for.  It  was  held  that  the  original  con- 
tract was  valid  at  the  time  when  it  was 
made;  that  under  it  the  title  to  the 
water  pipes  passed  to  the  city;  and 
that  there  was  no  consideration  for 
the  resolution  made  in  January,  1895. 
It  was  accordingly  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  under  that 
reeolution. 
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date.  The  later  contract  can  be  and  presumably  is  enforced  first, 
and  the  creditor  of  the  earlier  contract  is  left  without  redress.  It 
would  seem  that  this  construction  does  not  fairly  represent  the  natural 
meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision.  It  has  been  severely  criti- 
cised in  the  same  court,  and  the  criticism  seems  to  be  well  founded.^ 
The  revenue  and  incoms  of  each  year  can  be  used  for  no  other  purpose 
than  the  payment  of  the  legiiimaie  claims  of  that  year  until  they  have 
one  and  all  been  paid.  Thereafter  any  excess  of  revenue  may  be 
carried  over  into  the  revenue  of  the  following  year,  but  until  all  such 
demands  against  the  year  for  which  the  revenue  is  received  have 
been  met  and  paid,  the  integri^  of  the  fund  cannot  be  impaired.' 
When  the  revenue  of  a  municipality  necessary  for  a  given  year  has 


'  In  Higgiiis  V.  San  Diego  Water  Co., 
118  Cal.  524,  BeaUy,  C.  J.,  a  very  able 
judj^,  said :  ''A  city  cannot  incur  valid 
obligations  to  pay  any  more  than  ito 
refoenue  already  provided  will  enable  it 
to  pay.  The  moment  it  oversteps  that 
mark  its  contract  ceases  to  be  Valid, 
and  it  cannot  pay  the  claims  founded 
upon  such  invaud  contracts.  It  is 
under  a  legal  obligation  not  to  pay 
them.  But  its  legal  and  valid  obhga- 
tions  — that  is  to  say,  all  of  those 
obligations  first  incurred  up  to  the 
amount  of  its  revenues  —  it  must  pay, 
and  as  to  these,  of  course  it  is  a  matter 
of  indifference  in  what  order  they  are 
paid  if  they  are  all  psud  in  full,  as  they 
necessarily  must  be,  if  no  part  of  the 
revenues  is  misapplied,  embezzled,  or 
lost.  But  it  is  far  from  being  a  matter 
of  indifference  if  invalid  claims  founded 
upon  void  contracts  are  paid  before 
valid  claims  can  mature.  Nor  do  I 
think  that  one  dealing  with  a  munici- 
pality must  rely  upon  the  integrity  of 
its  officers  that  they  will  not  incur  lii^ 
bilities  during  the  year  in  excess  of  the 
income  and  liabilities  provided  for  that 
year.  Each  has  something  better  to 
rely  upon^  viz.,  this  very  section  of  the 
Constitution  which  we  are  considering, 
and  which  puts  it  out  of  the  power  of 
the  officers  to  incur  any  liability  in 
excess  of  such  income  and  revenues.  In 
entering  into  any  contract  he  is  bound 
to  ascertain  how  far  the  revenues  have 
been  appropriated  to  existing  liabilities, 
but  he  IS  not  bound  to  anticipate,  and 
no  amount  of  prescience  or  foresight 
could  enable  him  to  anticipate,  what 
legal  claims  would  be  incurred  by  offi- 
cers willing  to  violate  the  city  cnarter 
and  the  Constitution." 

»  Bilby  V,  McKenzie,  112  CaL  143; 


Shaw  V.  Statler,  74  Cal.  258.  The  cred- 
itors of  the  city  contract  with  reference 
to  its  entire  revenue  except  in  so  far  as 
the  charter  expressly  otherwise  pro- 
vides in  the  case  of  special  funds,  and  in 
determining  the  vakdity  of  any  paitic- 
ular  indebtedness  incurred  in  any  year 
not  only  is  the  condition  of  the  gjOieraX 
fund  and  of  any  special  fund  out  of 
which  such  indebtedness  is  primarily 
payable  to  be  considered,  but  also  all 
surplus  moneys  remaining  at  the  cod  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  other  special  funds 
which  may  lawfully  be  transferred  and 
applied  to  the  pavment  of  the  debt 
titer  meeting  all  claims  specially 
chargeable  to  such  funds.  Higgins  t. 
San  Die^o,  131  Cal.  294. 

In  Fntch  v.  Board  of  Commission- 
ers  of  Salt  Lake  County,  15  Utah,  83, 
the  action  was  brought  on  warrants 
issued  upon  liabilities  incurred  in  1896. 
Discussing  the  manner  in  which  these 
warrants  should  be  satisfied,  the  oouri 
in  support  of  its  equitable  cfmciusioD, 
said:  "The  fact  that  more  warrants 
were  issued  than  there  was  revenue  to 
pay  fumiehes  no  excuse  fornotpayingas 
far  as  it  will  go.  Payment  is  to  be  made 
to  the  limit,  and  the  limit  is  the  revenue 
of  that  year.  And  if  revenue  shall  arife 
from  the  collection  of  taxes  levied  in 

1896,  it  shall  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  that  year's  inaebtedness  as  far  as  it 
will  ^o ;  and  if  any  such  revenue  shall 
remam  after  all  the  indebtedness  of 
that  year  shall  have  been  paid,  it  wiH 
become  1897  revenue.  And  if  any  of 
the  revenue  of  1896  has  been,  or  shaU 
be,  paid  on  the  indebtedness  incurred  in 

1897,  an  equal  amount  of  its  revenue, 
if  required,  should  be  applied  to  tl^e 
indebtedness  of  the  former  year,  and 
so  from  year  to  year." 
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been  determined  and  collected  and  expended  before  the  expiration  of 
the  fiscal  year,  the  city  officers  cannot,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
for  the  present  needs  of  the  municipality  during  the  residue  of  the 
year,  incur  debts  and  liabilities  to  be  met  and  discharged  from  the 
revenues  of  a  subsequent  year  unless  the  assent  of  the  voters  be  first 
obtamed.^ 

Within  these  principles,  a  contract  calling  for  future  annvxd  pay- 
ments is  not  for  a  present  liability  or  indebtedness  for  the  aggregate 
amount  of  the  payment^,  and  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  provision 
making  contracts  for  indebtedness  in  excess  of  the  revenue  for  each 
year  void,  if  the  current  year's  payment  is  within  the  current  year's 
revenue.'  Such  a  contract  only  creates  such  debt  or  liability  as  may 
arise  from  year  to  year  in  separate  amounts  as  the  work  is  performed.* 
In  the  case  of  contracts  not  relating  to  current  expenses  and  extending 
over  a  period  longer  than  one  year,  it  may  readily  be  seen  that  the 
municipality  is  abundantly  protected,  and  that  it  is  the  contractor 
who  subjects  himself  to  peril  and  risk  of  loss.  If  there  are  not  reve- 
nues for  any  given  year  sufficient  and  available  for  the  payment  of 
such  claims  for  that  year,  those  claims  become  ineifectual  and  unen- 
forceable, and  are  not  carried  over  as  a  charge  against  the  income 
and  revenue  of  a  succeeding  year.* 

The  words  "revenue  and  income  provided  for  such  year"  do  not 
mean  simply  the  revenue  raised  by  a  levy  of  a  tax  on  real  and  per- 

'  Bradford  v.   San  Francisco,   112  until  November,  1893,  and  the  pay- 

Cal.  537.  ments  had  to  be  made  out  of  the  funds 

'  Weaver  v,  San  Francisco,  111  Cal.  of    the  fiscal  years  ending   June  30, 

319;   McBean  V.  Fresno,  112  Cal.  159;  in  1892,  1893,  and  1894  respectively. 

Smilie  t?.  Fresno  Coimty,  112  Cal.  311 ;  Smilie  v,  Fresno  County,  112  Cal.  311. 

Himnfi  V.  San  Diego  Water  Co.,  118  A  contract  to  supply  a  fire-alarm  tele- 

GaL524.     See  also  §  195,  Current  Ex-  graph  system^  ana  a  system  of  police  tel- 

venaes,  and  §  196,  Contracts  calling  for  egraph,  providing  for  nunUhly  payments 

Future  Periodical  Payments.  continuing  for  five  years ,  subject  to  the 

A  contract  made  by  a  city,  by  the  option  of  the  city  to  purchase  either  of 
terms  of  which  the  contractor  agrees  to  tnem,  does  not  create  any  present  liabil- 
take  care  and  dispose  of  the  sewage  of  ity  thereunder  either  for  rental  or  for  the 
the  city  for  the  period  of  five  years  in  contingent  purchase  money.  The  rental 
consideration  of  an  annual  payment,  is  does  not  b^n  to  accrue  until  the  con- 
a  good  and  valid  contract  subject  to  tract  is  performed  and  the  systems 
there  being  money  in  the  proper  fund  put  in  operation,  and  a  sum  payable 
to  make  the  payments  as  tney  may  b&-  upon  contingencies  is  not  a  deot,  and 
jome  due.  McBean  v.  Fresno,  112  Cal.  does  not  become  such  until  the  con- 
159,  166.  A  contract  with  a  county  tingency  happens.  Hence  the  con- 
made  in  1891  to  build  additions  to  the  tract  is  vahd  under  the  provision  of  the 
county  court  house  within  fifteen  months  California  Constitution,  assuming  there 
from  the  date  thereof  for  a  specified  are  revenues  available  for  payment  as 
consideration,  part  payable  in  monthly  the  payments  respectively  become  due. 
instalments  as  the  work  advanced,  and  Doland  v.  Clark,  143  Cal.  176. 
the  balance  in  a  specified  time  after  ■  Smihe  v.  Fresno  County,  112  Cal. 
completion,   was  held  not  to  violate  311. 

this  proviEdon  of  the  California  Consti-        ^  McBean  v.  Fresno,  112  Cal.  159; 

tutton.    The  structure  was  not  finished  Doland  v.  Clark,  143  Cal.  176,  183. 
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sonal  property;  they  include  also  the  uicome  derived  from  licenses 
and  from  all  other  sources.^  But  proceeds  from  the  sales  of  bonds, 
which  represent  merely  money  borrowed  by  the  city,  are  not  to  be 
included  within  the  income  and  revenue  of  the  year.^ 

Conflicting  decisions  have  been  rendered  as  to  the  effect  of  these 
provisions  upon  dd)ts  contracted  pursvant  to  the  express  command  of 
a  statute  or  by  operation  of  law.  In  Missouri,  Utah,  and  Wyoming 
the  courts  hold  that  these  provisions  apply  to  all  obligations,  and  that 
debts  and  obligations  contracted  in  obedience  to  the  express  direction 
of  a  statute  or  by  operation  of  law  are  affected  by  the  constitutional 
provisions  as  well  as  debts  voluntarily  incurred.'  But  in  California 
the  courts  have  adopted  the  view  that  this  clause  of  the  Constitution 
refers  to  indebtedness  or  liability  which  a  municipal  body  itself 
has  incurred,  that  is,  an  indebtedness  which  the  municipali^  has 
created,  or  a  liability  arising  in  whole  or  in  part  from  some  act  or 
conduct  of  such  municipality/  Hence  the  stated  salary  of  a  puUic 
officer  fixed  by  statute  is  a  matter  over  which  the  munidpali^  has 
no  control  and  with  respect  to  which  it  has  no  discretion.  It  cmi- 
sequently  is  not  an  indebtedness  or  liability  incurred  by  the  munici- 
pality within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.* 

In  applying  this  constitutional  provision  some  priortty  mud  he 
recognized  for  those  expenses  of  the  municipality  which  are  esseDtial 

'  Webb  City,  &c.  Water  Works  Co.  the  income  and  revenue  for  the  year 

V.  Carterville,  142  Mo.  101, 106;  Lamar  without  any  vote,  the  contract  under 

W.  &  E.  L.  Co.  V.  Lamar,  128  Mo.  188,  which  the  indebtedness  was  incumd  a 

202 ;  Fritsch  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Salt  invalid,  and  the  indebtedness  cannot  be 

Lake  County,  15  Utah,  83.    But  fines  recovered.    This  case  diBtingiriiihes  sod 

and  license  fees  to  be  collected  are  too  overrules  Potter  v.  Douglas  County,  87 

indefinite  and  uncertain  to  be  included.  Mo.  239,  where  a  contraiy  view  was 

They  can  only  be  included  in  the  reve-  adopted.     See  also  Mountain  Grore 

nue  after  payment.    Overall  v.  Madison-  Bank  v.  Douglas  County,  146  Mo.  42. 

ville,  125  Ky.  684;  102  S.  W.  Rep.  278.  where  the  court  refused  to  depart  fram 

See  also  Rice  v.  Milwaukee,  100  Wis.  its  ruling  that  debts  incurred  by  opera- 

516.    Delinquent  taxes  of  previous  years  tion  of  law  are  within  the  oonsUtatKNial 

which  are  collectible  are  to  be  included  provision. 

in  the  year's  income.    Overall  v.  Madi-        *  Under  this  principle  it  has  been 

sonville,  125  Ky.  684;  102  S.  W.  Rep.  held  that  a  clium  for  the  burial  of  tl» 

278.  indigent  dead  for  a  fiscal  year,        ' 


Webb  City,  &c.  Water  Works  Co.  under  a  contract  by  the  munidpslitT, 

V.  Carterville,  142  Mo.  101.  is  an  indebtedness  mctured  by  its  toI- 

'  Fritsch  V.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Salt  untary  act,  and  can  only  be  paid  from 

Lake  County,    15   Utah,   83;    Grand  the  revenue  and  income  of  the  year. 

Island  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  6  Wyo.  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  is  tlip 

369.    In  Barnard  v.  Knox  County,  105  general  duty  of  the  munidpafitT  nv- 

Mo.  382,  the  court  held  that  there  is  no  emment  to  provide  for  the  burisi  «x  its 

distinctUm  between  debts  created  by  law  indigent  dead.    The  statute  left  to  tlK 

and  those  voluntarily  incurred^  and  that  discretion  of  the  municipality  the  nMa- 

a  debt  incurred  by  the  county  clerk  for  ner  in  which  it  should  pcafotm  tbii 

books  and  stationery  necessary  for  his  duty.    Pacific  Undertaken  v.  Widhet, 

office  was  within   the    constitutional  113  Cftl.  201. 
provision ;  and  if  incurred  in  excess  of        '  Lewis  v.  Wldber,  99  GaL  413. 
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to  its  existence  and  to  the  performance  of  its  functions  of  govem- 
ment.  When,  however,  a  statute  provides  that  when  execution  is 
issued  against  a  municipality  and  returned  unsatisfied,  and  applica- 
tion is  thereupon  made  for  mandamus  to  compel  the  levy  of  a  tax 
to  satisfy  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  such  mandamus  may  issue, 
and  the  municipal  authorities  shall  pay  over  year  by  year  such 
amounts  as  are  realized  from  the  tax,  except  the  reasonable  salaries 
allowed  by  law  to  the  necessary  oflBcers  of  the  municipality  and  the 
expenses  of  a  reasonable  police  force,  the  courts  will  not  enlarge 
the  necessary  expenses  of  the  city  by  including  within  them  such 
expenses  as  repairs  for  streets,  publication  of  ordinances,  expenses 
of  elections,  and  similar  matters.  After  the  salaries  of  the  officers 
and  the  expense  of  a  reasonable  police  force  have  been  provided  for, 
the  courts  will  compel  the  municipality  to  pay  to  a  creditor  the  differ- 
ence between  these  expenses  and  the  amount  of  the  year's  income 
or  revenues,  and  will  sustain  the  contract  to  that  extent.^  The  reduc- 
tion of  the  original  claim  to  a  judgment  does  not  increase  its  dignity 
so  as  to  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  demand  payment  of  it  from  any 
fund  not  subject  to  the  primary  demand ;  consequently,  even  where 
a  judgment  has  been  recovered  for  a  debt,  it  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
revenue  raised  for  the  year  in  which  the  same  was  incurred,  the  same 
as  if  it  had  not  been  put  in  judgment.^ 

§  211.  Requirement  that  ProvlBlon  Cor  Payment  be  made.  — 
Closely  allied  to  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  the  amount  of 
indebtedness  which  may  be  incurred,  and  frequently  forming  part 
thereof,  are  requirements  thai  at  the  time  when  indebtedness  is  incurred 
provision  shall  be  made  for  the  levy  or  collection  or  for  the  levy  and 
collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and  principal. 
Sometimes  the  direction  is  that  the  tax  levied  shall  be  sufficient  to 
pay  the  interest  and  create  a  sinking  fund.  These  provisions,  though 
comparatively  recent,  are  now  found  in  the  Constitutions  of  many 

*  Webb  City,  ^.  Water  Works  Co.  tion  as  to  the  revenues  out  of  which  the 

V.  Carterville,  142  Mo.  101;   a.  c.  153  judgment   shall   be   satisfied   or   any 

Mo.  128.                     '  direction  as  to  the  method  of  its  pay- 

'  Smith  V.  Broderick,  107  Cal.  044 ;  ment,  for  which  some  future  provision 

Goldsmith  v.  San  Francisco,  115  Cal.  might  be  made  by  the  city,  although 

36.    But  see  California  cases  next  cited  there  might  be  no  revenues  of  the  fiscal 

infra.      A    judgment  for  an   indebted-  year  in  which  the  debt  was  incurred 

nest  payable  from  the  revenues  of  the  out   of   which  it   could   be   satisfied. 

year  m  which  it  is  incurred  should  not  Higgins  v.  San  Diego  Water  Co..  118 

Be  rendered  so  as  to  make  the  amount  Catr524 ;  Buck  v.  Eureka,  110  Cal.  44 ; 

payable  only  out  of  those  revenues,  but  Fresno  Canal  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  McKenxie, 

should  be  in  the  form  of  an  ordinaiy  135  Cal.  497.     See  Grand   Island  & 

general  judgment  for  whatever  amount  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  6  Wyo.  369. 
•hall  be  found  due,  without  any  direc- 
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of  the  States.^    The  general  construction  put  upon  these  proviaona 
is  that  they  are  qualifications  and  restrictions  upon  the  power  or  mode 


^  California.  Const,,  1879,  art.  xi. 
i  18,  as  amended  in  1900,  reauires 
that  at  the  time  of  incurring  indebted- 
ness  ''provision  shall  be  made  bjr  the 
collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient 
to  pay  the  interest  on  such  indebted- 
ness as  it  falls  due  and  also  provision  to 
constitute  a  sinking  fund  tor  the  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  thereof  on  or 
before  maturity,  which  shall  not  exceed 
forty  years  from  the  time  of  contracting 
the  same." 

Colorado.  Const.,  1876,  art.  xi.  §  8, 
provides  "No  city  or  town  shall  con- 
tract any  debt  by  loan  in  any  form, 
except  b^  means  of  an  ordinance^  which 
shall  be  irrepealable,  until  the  mdebt- 
edness  therein  provided  for  shall  have 
been  fully  paid  or  discharged ;  specify- 
ing the  purpose  to  which  the  funds  to 
be  raisea  shall  be  applied,  and  provid- 
ing for  the  levy  of  a  tax,  not  exceeding 
twelve  miUs  on  each  dollar  of  valuation 
of  taxable  property  within  such  citv  or 
town,  sufficient  to  pay  the  annual  in- 
terest and  extinguish  the  principal  of 
such  debt  within  fifteen,  but  not  less 
than  ten  years  from  the  creation 
thereof;  and  such  tax  when  collected 
shall  be  applied  only  to  the  puiposes  in 
such  ordinances  specified,  until  the  in- 
debtedness shall  be  paid  or  dischai]^ed." 

Georgia,  "Any  county,  mumcipal 
corporation,  or  political  division  of  this 
State,  which  shiJl  incur  any  bonded  in- 
debteidness  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Constitution,  shall,  at  or  before  the 
time  of  so  doing,  provide  for  the  assess- 
ment and  collection  of  an  annual  tax, 
sufficient  in  amount  to  pay  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  of  said  debt  within 
tmrty  years  from  the  date  of  the  in- 
curring of  said  indebtedness"  (Const., 
1877,  art.  vii.  §  7,  par.  2).  "Municipal 
corporations  shall  not  incur  any  debt 
until  provision  therefor  shall  have 
been  made  by  the  municipal  govern- 
ment" (Const.,  1877,  art.  vii.  §  10, 
par.  1). 

Idaho,  No  municipality  shall  incur 
indebtedness  or  liability  in  any  manner 
or  for  any  purpose  "unless  before  or  at 
the  time  of  incurring  such  indebtedness 
provision  shall  be  made  by  the  collec- 
tion of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay 
the  interest  on  such  indebtedness  as  it 
falls  due  and  also  to  constitute  a  rank- 
ing fund  for  the  payment  of  the  princi- 
pfi3  thereof,  within  twenty  years  from 


the  time  of  contracting  the  same" 
(Const.,  1889,  art.  viii.  {  3). 

Illinois,  "  Any  county,  city,  school 
district  or  otbsr  municipal  corporatioQ 
incurring  any  indebtedness  as  aforesaid 
shall  before  or  at  the  time  of  doing  so 
provide  for  the  assessment  of  a  duect 
annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest 
on  such  debt  as  it  falls  due  and  also  to 
pay  and  discharge  the  principal  thereof 
within  twenty  years  from  ttie  time  of 
contracting  the  same"  (0)nst.,  1870, 
art.  ix.  §  12). 

Kentucky.  Whenever  any  city,  town, 
county,  taxing  district  or  other  munici- 
pality is  authorized  to  contract  an  in- 
debtedness, it  shall  be  reouired  at  the 
same  time  to  provide  for  tne  coUection 
of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the 
interest  on  said  indebtedness,  and  to 
create  a  sinking  fund  for  the  pc^^ment 
of  the  principal  thereof,  withm  not 
more  than  forty  years  from  the  time 
of  contracting  the  same  (Const.,  1899, 
§  169). 

Missouri.  Indebtedness  in  excess  of 
the  income  and  revenue  provided  for 
any  year  is  prohibited  unless  a  previous 
vote  thereon  be  had,  and  "any  county, 
city,  town,  township,  school  mstrict  or 
other  political  corporation  or  subdivi- 
sion of  the  State  incurring  any  indebt- 
edness rec^uiring  the  assent  ci  the  voters 
as  aforesaid  shall  before,  or  at  the  time 
of  doing  so,  provide  for  the  collection  of 
an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  in- 
terest on  such  indebtedness  as  it  falls 
due  and  also  to  constitute  a  sinldnr 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  principal 
thereof  within  twenty  years  from  the 
time  of  contracting  toe  same"  (Const.. 
1875,  art.  x.  §  12). 

New  York.  No  county  or  city  will 
be  allowed  to  become  indebted  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  ten  per  cent  of  the 
assessed  valuation,  but  this  section  shall 
not  be  "construed  to  prevent  the  issue 
of  bonds  to  provide  for  the  supply  of 
water ;  but  the  term  of  the  bonds  to 
provide  the  supply  of  water  shall  not 
exceed  twenty  years,  and  a  sinldz^  fund 
shall  be  created  on  the  issuing  of  the 
bonds  for  their  redemption,  by  raising 
annually  a  sum  which  will  produce  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 
principal  and  interest  of  said  bonds  at 
their  maturity"  (Const.,  1895,  art.  viii. 
§  10,  as  amended  in  1899). 

Pennsylvania.   "Any  county,  town- 
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of  exercising  the  fower  of  municipalities  to  become  indebted ;  that 
DO  indebtedness  can  be  incurred  without  a  substantial  compliance 
with  their  requirements,  and  that  contracts  made,  and  bonds  and 
other  evidences  of  indebtedness  issued,  in  violation  of  their  terms 
are  invalid,  and,  if  there  be  no  estoppel,  cannot  be  enforced.*  We 
venture  to  observe  that,  so  far  as  these  and  like  decisions  hold  that  the 
constitutional  provisions  quoted  are  mandatory,  that  they  impose  a 


ship,  school  district  or  other  munici- 
pauty,  incurring  any  indebtedness, 
shallj  at  or  before  the  time  of  to  doing, 
provide  for  the  collection  of  an  annual 
tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and 
also  the  principal  thereof  within  thirty 
years"  (Const.,  1874,  art.  ix.  §  10). 

SauJOi  Dakota.  "Any  city,  countv, 
town^  school  district  or  any  other  suo- 
division  incurring  indebtedness  shall,  at 
or  before  the  time  of  so  doin^,  provide 
for  the  collection  of  an  annualtax  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  interest  and  also  the 
Erincipal  thereof  when  due,  and  all 
kws  or  ordinances  providing  for  the 
pa3rment  of  the  interest  or  principal 
of  any  debt  shall  be  irrepealable  until 
such  debt  be  paid"  (Const.,  1889,  art. 
xiiL  S  5). 

Texas.  No  debt  shall  ever  be  created 
by  any  city  unless  at  the  same  time 
provision  be  made  to  assess  and  collect 
a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the  interest 
thereon  and  to  create  a  sinking  fund  of 
at  least  two  per  cent  thereon  (0>nst., 
1876,  art.  xi.  §  5).  "No  debt  for  any 
purpose  shall  ever  be  incurred  in  any 
manner  by  any  city  or  county  tmless 
provision  is  made  at  the  time  of  create 
ing  the  same  for  levying  and  collecting 
a  sufficient  tax  to  pay  the  interest 
thereon  and  provide  at  least  two  per 
cent  as  a  sinking  fund"  (Const.,  1876, 
art.  xi.  §  7). 

West  Virginia.  Municipalities  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  become  indebted  in 
any  manner  to  an  amount  in  the  aggre- 
gate exceeding  five  per  cent  of  the 
value  of  taxable  property,  "nor  with- 
out at  the  same  time  providing  for  the 
collection  of  a  direct  annual  tax,  suf- 
ficient to  pay,  annually,  the  interest  on 
such  debt  and  the  principal  thereof, 
within  not  exceeding  thirty-four  years  " 
{Const.,  1873,  art.  x.  J  8). 

WiBoonain.  Municipidities  shall  not 
be  allowed  to  become  indebted  in 
any  manner  to  an  amount  exceeding 
five  per  cent  of  the  value  of  taxable 
property.  "Any  county,  city,  town, 
village,  school  district  or  other  munici- 
pal coiporation  incurring  any  indebted- 


ness, as  aforesaid  shall,  before  or  at  the 
time  of  doing  so,  provide  for  the  collec- 
tion of  a  direct  annual  tax  sufficient  to 
pay  the  interest  on  such  debt  as  it  falls 
due,  and  also  to  pay  and  discharge  the 
principal  thereof  within  twenty  years 
from  the  time  of  contracting  the  same  " 
(0)nBt.,  1848,  art.  xi.  {  3,  as  amended  in 
1874). 

»  East  St.  Louis  v.  Amy,  120  U.  S. 
600;  Quaker  aty  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nolan 
County,  66  Fed.  Rep.  883;  Francis  v. 
Howard  County,  13  U.  S.  App.  126; 
Millsaps  V.  Terrell,  60  Fed.  Rep.  193; 
23  U.  S.  App.  208;  Berlin  Iron  Bridge 
Co.  V.  San  Antonio,  62  Fed.  Rep.  882 ; 
John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Huron,  80  Fed.  Rep.  652,  aff'd  100  Fed. 
Rep.  1(X)1;  Columbus  v.  Woonsocket 
Inst.,  114  Fed.  Rep.  162;  Butler  v. 
Lewiston,  11  Idaho,  393 ;  (Citizen's  Bank 
V.  Jennings,  107  La.  547 ;  Oubre  v.  Don- 
aldsonville,  33  La.  An.  386;  Cahill  v. 
Hogan.  44  N.  Y.  Misc.  360,  aff 'd  99  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  619 ;  Appeal  of  Wilkes-Barre, 
116  Pa.  St.  246;  Bruce  v,  Pittsburg, 
166  Pa.  St.  152 ;  Gould  v.  Paris,  68  Tex. 
511;  Terrell  v.  Dessaint,  71  Tex.  770; 
atizen's  Bank  v.  Terrell,  78  Tex.  450; 
Nolan  County  v.  State,  83  Tex.  182; 
McNeal  v.  Waco,  89  Tex.  83 ;  Howard 
V,  Smith,  91  Tex.  8;  Austin  v.  McCall, 
95  Tex.  565;  Noel  v.  San  Antonio,  U 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  580;  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank  v.  DaUas  (Tex.  dw.  App.), 
73  S.  W.  Rep.  841.  See  vast,  chapter 
on  Municipal  Bonds.  In  Missouri,  the 
fixed  constitutional  limit  of  a  fifty  cent 
tax  levy  is  intended  to  be  devoted  to 
affording  the  municipality  a  means  of 
subsistence.  This  limit  does  not  include 
the   tax  contemplated   by   the   other 

grovision  of  the  CJonstitution  of  that 
tate  which  requires  municipalities  at 
or  before  the  time  of  incurring  debt  to 
provide  for  the  collection  of  an  annual 
tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest,  &c. 
The  tax  under  the  latter  provision  is 
in  addition  to  the  fifty  cent  limit  for 
current  necessary  expenses.  Lamar 
Water,  Ac.  O).  v.  Lamar,  128  Mo.  188; 
Evans  v.  McFarland,  186  Mo.  703,  726. 


420  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  §  211 

duty  upon  the  legislature  in  authorizing  the  creation  of  debt,  or  upon 
the  municipality  in  exercising  the  power  to  incur  debt,  to  provide  for 
the  levy  each  year  of  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and  to  extin- 
guish the  principal  at  maturity,  and  that  the  duty  thus  imposed  is 
absolute  and  may  be  enforced  by  mandamus  or  other  appropriate 
remedy,  their  soundness  is  beyond  question.  But  the  Constitutions 
do  not  in  general  expressly  provide  that  if  the  municipality  does  not 
at  or  before  the  time  of  creating  a  debt  pass  an  ordinance  levying 
such  a  tax,  that  such  debt,  if  otherwise  in  all  respects  authorized 
and  valid  and  for  which  the  municipality  has  received  full  con- 
sideration, shall  be  void.  If  the  debt  is  void,  the  failure  of  the  munici- 
pal officers  to  do  their  duty  is  visited  upon  third  persons,  although 
these  persons  can  enforce  such  duty  in  the  courts  just  as  effectually 
as  if  the  duty  enjoined  by  the  G>nstitution  or  by  statute  had  been 
reaffirmed  and  redeclared  in  a  municipal  ordinance  or  resolution. 
Moreover,  in  many  cases  it  is  almost  impossible  for  contractors  or 
others  dealing  with  a  city,  or  investors  in  its  bonds  or  securities,  to 
ascertain  and  determine  whether  or  not  the  debt  limit  has  been 
reached.  It  has  been  said  that  this  constitutional  provision  is  self- 
executing  and  is  to  be  read  into  every  law  passed  after  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Constitution  which  allows  a  debt  to  be  incurred. 
Under  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  no  municipal  corpora- 
tion can  incur  debt  without  legislative  authority,  express  or 
implied;  but  the  grant  of  such  legislative  authority  carries  with 
it  the  constitutional  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  municipality 
to  levy  and  collect  a  sufficient  annual  tax  to  pay  the  interest  as  it 
matures  and  the  principal  within  the  prescribed  term  of  years.^ 
Hence  an  obligation  imposed  by  the  Constitution  itself  rests  upon 
the  municipality  to  make  the  required  provision  for  payment  of 
principal  and  interest  whether  the  statute  contains  such  provision 
or  not,  and  accordingly  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  constitutionality 
or  unconstitutionality  of  the  statutory  requirements  as  to  such  i»o- 
vision  is  immaterial.'  The  provision  required  by  the  Constitution 
means  such  fixed  and  definite  provision  for  the  levying  and  coUectiiig 
of  the  required  tax  as  will  become  a  legal  right  in  favor  of  the  holder 
of  bonds  issued  thereon,  or  in  favor  of  any  person  to  whom  such  debt 

^  East  St.  Louis  v.  Amy,  120  U.  S.  only  the  question  of  contracting  the  dM 

600 ;  East  St.  Louis  v.  People,  124  111.  is  required  to  be  submitted  to  a  vote. 

655;  Pettibone  v.  West  Chicago  Park  Upon  a  vote  being  given  to  eootract  tfae 

Com're,  215  111.  304,  324;    Evans  v,  debt,  the  power    to  provide  therefor 

McFarland,  186  Mo.  703,  727.  becomes   vested    in   the   appropriate 

'  Pettibone  v.  West  Chicago  Park  local  authorities.    Benton  v.  woit,  168 

Oom'rs,  215  111.  304,  326.    In  JSisaowri,  Mo.  378,  395. 
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may  be  payable.'  But  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  w  sufjicieitlly 
complied  wUh  if  the  statute  which  confers  authority  upon  the  mu- 
nicipality to  incur  the  debt  directs  that  an  annual  tax  shall  be  levied 
sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  on  and  create  a  sinking  fund  for  the 
redemption  of  the  bonds.  It  is  not  essential,  where  an  ordiivance 
is  not  expressly  required,  that  the  municipality  itself  should  make 
provision  by  ordinance  for  the  levy  of  the  tax,  as  the  insertion  of  the 
direction  in  the  enabling  or  other  statute  that  a  sufficient  tax  be 
levied  gives  the  bondholder  the  right  to  enforce  the  levy  by  mandar* 
mus  or  other  suitable  remedy.'  This  sound  view  will  probably  have 
the  effect  to  modify  prior  decisions  in  several  States  which  assert, 
or  assume,  or  proceed  upon  the  view  that  a  resolution  or  ordinance 
for  the  levy  of  the  tax  is  in  all  cases  a  sine  qua  rum  to  the  validity  of 
the  debt.*  No  plan  or  scheme  for  raising  the  necessary  revenues  to 
pay  the  principal  and  interest  can,  in  Georgia,  lawfully  he  substituted 
for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  such  a  tax.* 

Where  the  requirement  is  simply  that  the  municipality  shall  at  or 
before  the  time  of  incurring  any  indebtedness  provide  for  an  annual 
tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and  also  the  principal  thereof  within 
thirty  years,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  bonds  issued  should  be  redeem- 
able in  annual  instalments.  The  intent  simply  is  that  a  certain  sum 
shall  be  raised  annually  in  anticipation  of  payment;  and  whether 
paid  out  in  redemption  of  the  bonds  annually,  or  into  a  sinking  fund 
for  their  payment  at  the  expiration  of  a  term  of  years,  it  is  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirement.^  The  language  and  purpose  of  the 
constitutional  requirement  seem  to  be  satisfied  by  an  ordinance  which 
provides  for  the  annual  collection  by  taxation  of  a  ''sufficient  sum 
to  pay  the  interest "  on  the  debt "  and  create  a  sinking  fund,"  although 
it  does  not  fix  the  specific  rate  or  percentage  of  taxation  for  each  year 

'  Mitchell  County  v.  City  National  Rep.  542 ;  Seibert  v.  Lewis  (mandamus 
Bank,  91  Tex.  361.  to  levy  and  collect  taxes),  122  U.  S.  284 ; 

'  Wade  V.  Travis  County,  174  U.  S.   and  more  fully  chapter  on  Mandamus, 
499 ;  Mitchell  County  v.  City  National  post. 
Bank,  91  Tex.  361 ;  infra,  §  212 ;  also        •  See  infra,  §  212. 
chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds,  pos^.    An        *  Wilkins  v.  Waynesboro,  116  Ga. 
ordinance  which  authorizes  the  issue  359.     See  Epping  v.  Columbus,  117  Ga. 
and  sale  of  munici()al  bonds  and  pro-   263,  cited  infra. 

vides  for  the  collection  of  a  tax  to  pay  *  Bruce  v.  Pittsburg,  166  Pa.  St.  152. 
the  principal  and  interest  is  a  part  of  Under  the  provision  of  the  Colorado 
the  contract  between  the  city  and  the  Constitution,  bonds  which  are  each 
holder  of  the  bonds.  Bassett  v.  El  Paso,  payable  in  annual  instalments  extend- 
88  Tex.  168.  Subsequent  legislation  mg  over  a  term  of  not  less  than  ten 
which  withdraws  or  impairs  the  taxing  years,  or  which  are  so  issued  that  the 
power,  without  providing  a  substantial  proportionate  amount  matures  each 
equivalent,  is  unconstitutional  as  im-  year,  may  be  issued.  Denver  v.  Hallett. 
pairing  the  obligation  of  the  contract.  34  Colo.  393. 
Austin  V.  Cahill,  99  Tex.  172;  88  S.  W. 
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by  which  such  sum  is  to  be  collected,  but  leaves  the  fixing  of  such 
rate  for  each  successive  year  to  the  inunicipal  authorities.'  This  is  a 
sound  and  reasonable,  if  not  indeed  an  almost  necessar}',  construc- 
tion ;  for  how  is  it  possible  to  fix  in  advance  the  rate  of  taxation  year 
by  year  through  a  period  of  years  in  each  of  which  the  assessed  valua- 
tion may  diflFer,  without  levying  in  some  years  too  much  and  in  others 
not  en>Dugh  ?  In  Georgia,  it  is  held  that  where  the  requirement  of 
the  G>nstitution  is  that  provision  shall  be  made  by  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  in  amount  to  pay  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  of  the  debt  within  a  prescribed  term  of  years,  an 
amount  sufficient  to  pay  off  the  bonds  at  maturity  must  be  raised  by 
an  annual  tax,  and  that  it  is  not  a  compliance  with  this  requirement 
to  provide  for  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  a  sum  which  may  by  annual 
accretions  by  investment  produce  the  amount  required.  The  Q)n- 
stitution  contemplated  that  there  should  be  no  uncertainty,  and  the 
amount  to  be  raised  by  tax  must  be  sufficient  in  itself  to  pay  off  the 
entire  amount  of  the  bonds  at  the  end  of  the  prescribed  period.'  But 
this  does  not  mean  that  the  municipal  authorities  are  compelled  to 
collect  the  tax  if,  when  the  time  arrives  for  the  payment  of  any  part 
of  the  debt,  either  principal  or  interest,  there  are  funds  in  the  treasury 
derived  from  other  sources  which  may  be  lawfully  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  The  municipal  authorities  must  make  provision 
for  the  levy  and  collection  of  an  annual  tax  in  the  event  the  collection 
of  the  tax  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debt,  but  it  was 
not  intended  that  they  should  be  compelled  to  collect  the  tax  although 
levied,  when  there  are  funds  in  the  treasuiy  derived  from  other 
sources  which  can  be  lawfully  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
plying with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution.'  If  the  tax  levied  at 
the  time  of  incurring  indebtedness  is  sufficient  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Constitution  when  computed  upon  the  existing 
valuation,  it  is  no  ground  of  objection  that  the  assessed  valuation 

'  Rowland  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  sary,"  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
109  Cal.  152;  Pettibonev.  West  Chicago  the  constitutional  requirement.  Tlie 
Park  Com'rs,  215  111.  304 ;  Ewing  v.  latter  clause  authorises  the  city  couDcil 
West  Chicago  Park  Com'rs,  215  111.  to  reduce  the  rate  as  the  debt  is  paid  off . 
357 ;  State  v.  Allen,  183  Mo.  283 ;  State  v.  Allen,  183  Mo.  283. 
Bassett  v.  El  Paso,  88  Tex.  168;  »  Wilkins  v.  Waynesboro,  116  Gju 
Mitchell  County  w.  City  National  Bank,  356;  Oliver  v.  Elberton,  124  Ga.  64. 
91  Tex.  361 ;  Wade  v.  Travis  County,  With  deference,  this  view  seems  to  as 
174  U.  S.  499.  See  also  East  St.  Louis  not  to  be  necessary  for  the  security  of 
V.  Amy,  120  U.  S.  600 ;  infraf  chapter  on  the  creditor  and  to  impose  to  the  extent 
Municipal  Bonds.  Contra,  Kyes  v.  St.  of  the  accretions  of  the  fund,  and 
Croix  County,  108  Wis.  136;  Wilkins  actually  in  the  fund,  an  unnecessary 
V.  Waynesboro,  1 16  Ga.  359.  An  burden  on  the  taxpayer. 
ordinance  fijcina  a  specified  rate  of  tax,  *  Epping  v,  Columbus,  117  Ga. 
"or  so  much  tnereof  as  may  be  necea-  263. 
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may  possibly  decrease  so  that  this  tax  will  prove  inadequate.  There 
is  no  presumption  that  the  valuation  will  decrease,  and  the  require- 
ment of  the  Constitution  is  complied  with.* 

Constitutional  provisions  requiring  the  collection  of  an  annual 
tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and  to  pay  and  discharge  the  princi- 
pal within  a  prescribed  term  of  years  have  no  applicatioji  to  debts  for 
the  ordinary  running  expenses  of  a  city,  or  to  debts  within  the  power 
of  the  city  to  contract,  payable  within  the  year  out  of  incoming  reve- 
nues  actually  levied  or  in  good  faith  intended  to  be  levied.  If,  how- 
ever, the  debt  is  made  to  mature  at  such  a  time  as  to  make  it  a  charge 
upon  the  future  revenues  of  the  city  beyond  the  year,  t^en  the  levy 
of  the  tax  is  necessary  to  its  validity.^    In  Illinois,  the  constitutional 


»  State  V.  Allen,  183  Mo.  283.  Where 
the  provision  made  is  sufficient  to 
provide  for  the  creditor's  claim  when 
contracted,  the  fact  that  it  becomes 
insufficient  therefor  by  the  act  of  the 
city  in  contracting  other  obligations 
payable  from  the  same  fund,  does  not 
prevent  a  recovery  against  the  city. 
Houston  v.  Potter,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
381;  91  S.  W.  Rep.  389.  The  fact  that 
the  fund  providea  pursuant  to  the  con- 
stitutional provision  may  have  been 
misapprapruUed  or  appliea  to  other  jmr- 
poses  than  the  payment  of  the  principal 
and  interest  of  the  debt  does  not  affect 
the  power  of  the  municipality  to  con- 
tract the  obligation  or  prevent  a  recov- 
ery upon  it.  Coles  County  v.  Goehring, 
209  lU.  142, 159.  See  also  Pope  County 
i;.  Sloan,  92  III.  177. 

'  Dawson  v.  Dawson  Water  Works 
Co.,  106  Ga.  696;  O'Bryan  v.  Owens- 
boro,  113  Ky.  680;  Butler  v.  Lewiston, 
11  Idaho,  393;  Blanks  v.  Monroe,  110 
La.  944 ;  Ice,  Lkht  &  W.  W.  Co.  v. 
St.  Charles,  106  La.  65,  67;  Laycock 
V.  Baton  Rouge,  35  La.  An.  475 ;  New 
Orleans  G.  L.  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  42 
La-  An.  188,  189;  Receiver  v.  City, 
49  La.  An.  804;  State  v.  Lafayette, 
49  La,  An.  1748,  1769;  State  v.  New 
Orleans,  37  La.  An.  13 ;  Corpus  Christi 
V.  Woessner,  58  Tex.  462;  Smith  v, 
Dickey,  74  Tex.  61;  Kuhls  v.  Laredo 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  Rep. 
791;  Waco  v.  McNeaJ,  89  Tex.  83; 
Terrell  v.  Dessaint,  71  Tex.  770;  Tyler 
r.  Jester  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W. 
Rep.  359;  Houston  v.  Glover,  40 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  177;  89  S.  W.  Rep. 
425;  Hermann  v.  Oconto,  110  Wis. 
660.  See  sumra,  §§  194,  195,  196.  In 
Hermann  v,  Oconto,  110  Wis.  660,  677, 
in  speaking  of  the  provision  in  the  Con- 


stitution requiring  the  levy  of  a  tax  to 
pay  interest  and  the  principal  within 
twenty  years,  the  court  saia:  ''These 
words  are  significant  and  serve  to  iden- 
tify and  give  essence  and  character  to 
the  indebtedness  had  in  mind  by  the 
framers  of  the  amendment.  They  in- 
dicate with  certainty  that  the  indebted- 
ness against  which  a  tax  must  be  levied 
is  one  bearing  interest^  the  time  of  which 
has  been  extended  over  a  series  of  years 
and  more  than  one  year.  A  contrary 
view  would  lead  to  the  palpable  al>- 
surdity  of  requiring  the  city,  if  tempo- 
rarily out  of  funds,  to  levy  a  tax  on 
every  item  of  debt  created,  whether 
payable  out  of  current  revenue  or  not. 
ouch  a  construction  is  not  necessary  to 
cairy  out  the  purpose  of  the  provision." 

The  term  ''indebtedness^'  as  used  in 
these  provisions  refers  to  indebtedness 
created  by  contract.  O' Bryan  v.  Owens- 
boro,  113  Ky.  680;  8uvr<^,  §  193.  Sums 
payable  by  a  citv  under  agreement  for 
rentals  of  fire  hydrants  and  water  for  the 
protection  of  the  city  should  be  re- 
garded as  matters  of  ordinary  expen- 
ditures, and  the  prima  fade  presump- 
tion is  that  an  indebtedness  incurred 
for  this  purpose  was  intended  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  current  revenues  an- 
nually collected  for  the  payment  of 
current  expenses.  Tyler  v.  Jester 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W.  Rep.  359; 
supra,  §  195.  The  cost  of  building 
sewers  is  not  a  part  of  the  ordinary 
running  expenses  of  a  city  which  are 
primarily  payable  from  its  current 
revenues.  Kuhls  ».  Laredo  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  Rep.  791;  Bid- 
die  V,  Terrell,  82  Tex.  335;  supra, 
i  195. 

In  Georgia,  the  rule  has  been  adopted 
that  without  the  previous  sanction  of  a 
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provision  that  any  municipal  corporation  incurring  indebtedness 
shall  before  or  at  the  time  of  doing  so  provide  for  the  collection  of 
an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and  to  discharge  the 
principal  within  twenty  years  from  the  time  of  contracting  the  same, 
has  reference  only  to  indebtedness  the  amount  whereof  has  become 
fixed  and  absolute  and  the  payment  thereof  deferred  to  a  stated  period 
in  the  future.*  In  Texas,  it  has  been  held  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  that  State  do  not  apply  to  instruments  merely  acknowl- 
edging or  extending  the  time  of  payment  of  valid  existing  obligations 
of  a  city.^  But  a  city  is  not  audiorized,  without  complying  with  the 
constitutional  requirement  as  to  the  levy  of  a  tax,  to  renew  a  ddd  that 
is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  to  increase  or  add  to  the 
existing  obligations  by  increasing  the  rate  of  interest  thereon  or  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  attorney's  fees,  because  in  doing  either  of 
these  things  it  would,  to  the  extent  of  the  barred  debt  thus  renewed, 
or  by  increase  in  the  rate  of  interest,  and  the  obligation  to  pay  at- 
torney's fees,  be  creating  a  debt  which  could  only  be  done  by  com- 
plying with  the  constitutional  requirement  that  provision  be  made 
for  payment  by  the  levy  of  a  tax.* 


popular  vote,  as  required  by  the  Con- 
stitution, a  mimicipal  corporation  can- 
not contract  for  a  supply  of  water  on 
the  credit  of  the  city  for  a  longer  period 
than  one  year;  and  a  contract  which  by 
its  terms  is  to  run  for  twenty  years, 
each  year's  supply  to  be  paid  tor  semi- 
annually from  year  to  year,  is  operative 
only  from  year  to  year  so  long  as  neither 
party  renounces  or  repudiates  it.  Daw- 
son V.  Dawson  Water  Works  Co.,  106 
Ga.  696.  See  ante,  §  196,  Contracts 
coiling  for  Future  Periodical  Payments. 
>  Kankakee  v.  McGrew,  178  111.  74; 
DanviUe  v.  Danville  Water  Co.,  180  111. 
235,  244 ;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co. 
V,  People^  200  lU.  541,  553;  Coles 
County  V.  Goehring,  209  111.  142,  159; 
supra  J  §  196.  This  constitutional  pro- 
vision does  not  apj^y  to  a  contract  to 
purchase  an  electric  light  plant  which 
provides  for  the  payment  and  assump- 
tion of  the  debt  of  the  vendor  on  its 
plant  payable  in  yearly  instalments 
and  bearing  interest.  Baltimore  &  O. 
S.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  People,  200  III.  541.  It 
does  noi  apply  to  the  obligation  of  a 
city  under  an  ordinance  fixing  the 
reasonable  rate  of  annual  rental  to  be 

Sud  for  water  hydrants.    Danville  v, 
anville  Water  Co.,  180  III  235,  244; 
supra,  §  196. 

»  Tyler  v.  Jester  (Tex.  Qv.  App.), 
74  S.  W.  Rep.  359. 


74  S.  W.  Rep.  359.  In  Georgia,  where 
the  provision  is  that  an  annual  tax 
must  be  provided  for  sufficieot  to 
pay  the  principal  and  interest  within 
thirty  vears  from  the  date  of  incuxnne 
the  indebtedness,  it  has  been  declared 
that  the  controlling  idea  is  that  the 
purchaser  of  a  mumcipal  bond  can  be 
assured  that  his  bond  will  be  |)aid  at 
maturity,  and  that  the  Constitution 
does  not  contemplate  that  debts  in- 
curred by  a  municipality  which  fall 
within  these  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tution shall  be  renewed  after  the  prin- 
cipal matures.  Payment  of  the  princi- 
pal sum  may  be  postponed  to  one  year, 
two  years,  or  even  the  end  of  the  thuty- 
year  limit,  but  no  further  extension 
can  be  made,  and  no  matter  what  be  the 
period  fixed  by  the  municipality  in  its 
discretion  in  which  the  bonds  are  to  be 
paid,  and  no  matter  when  the  bonds 
mature  within  this  period,  the  tenns 
of  the  Constitution  are  mandatoiy. 
There  must  be  levied  each  year  a  tax 
sufficient  in  amount  to  pay  the  inter- 
est due  during  the  current  year  as  weU 
as  any  part  of  the  principal  that  may 
mature  during  that  year,  and  also  a 
sufficient  amount  in  addition  to  these 
items  to  make  a  sinking  fund  which  by 
the  end  of  the  period  will  be  sufficient 
to  discharge  the  entire  principal  of  tbs 
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§  212.     UmiUtion     of     Taxing     Power    operating    as    Limitation 
of  Indebtedness.  —  The  constitutional  requirement   that  provision 
be  made  by  the  collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  in- 
terest and  the  principal  of  the  indebtedness  in  connection  with  other 
requirements  quoted  in  the  notes,  has  also  received  an  application 
in  Texas  and  Louisiana,  which  operates  as  a  limitation  upon  the 
amovnt  of  the  indebtedness.     By  the  G>nstitutions  of  Texas  and 
Louisiana  and  Alabama  the  amount  of  the  tax  which  may  be  levied 
is  limited.  ^    In  these  Constitutions  there  is  therefore  not  only  a  re- 
debt.  Eppingv.  Columbus,  117  Ga.  263,        Louisiana.    Municipal  corporations 
2S2.    But  if  it  is  not  so  discharged  it  may,  after   a  vote   of  the    majority 
remains,  we  think,  a  debt,  and  may  be  of  property  taxpayers,  incur  debt  and 
put  in  judgment  or  otherwise  enforced ;   issue  negotiable  bonds  therefor  to  the 
and  from  this  it  follows,  we  think,  that  extent  of  one-tenth  of  the  assessed  vai- 
it  may  by  legislative  authority  be  re-   nation  of  the  property,  and  levy  and 
newaci  or  extended.    A  city  is  not  hsr  assess  special  taxes  therefor,  "provided 
ble  to  contractors  for  addiiumal  toork  said  taxes  so  imposed  do  not  exceed 
done  upon  a  street  improvement  under  five  mills  on  the  dollar  of  the  assessed 
the  direction  of  the  city  engineer,  where  valuation  in  any  one  year,  nor  run  for 
such  additional  work  is  not  included   a  greater  number  of  years  than  the  num- 
in  the  specifications  or  contract  and  no  ber   named   in   the   proposition   sub- 
provision  for  the  payment  thereof  was  mitted    to    the    taxpayers''    (Const., 
made  at  the  time  when  it  was  ordered.    1898,  art.  281). 
Dallas  V.  Brown,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.        Alabama.    The    new    Constitution, 
612.  1901,  has  detailed  provisions  as  to  the 

'  Texas.    "No  county,  city,  or  town   rates  of   taxation  for  municipal  and 
shall  levy  more  than  twenty-five  cents  other  purposes  which  mav  be  author- 
for  cily  or  county  purposes,  and  not  to  ized  or  levied.    See  infra,  f  214,  note. 
azceecT  fifteen   cents   for   roads   and        In  lUinois,  it  has  been  said  that  a 
bridges,  on  the  one  hundred  dollar  val-   limitation  upon  the  power  to  levy  taxes 
uation,  except  for  the  payment  of  debts  is  not  necessarily  a  umitation  upon  the 
incurred  pnor  to  the  adoption  of  the  power  to  contract  debt.    Hence,  not- 
amendment,  September  25^  a.  d.  1883 ;   withstanding  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
and  for  the  erection  of  pubhc  buildings,   tution  of  that  State  limiting  indebted- 
streets,  sewers,  water  works,  and  other  ness  of  municipalities  to  five  per  cent, 
permanent  improvements  not  to  ex-  requiring  the  levy  of  a  tax  to  provide 
ceed  twenty-five  cents  on  the  one  hun-  for  the  pa3rment  of  interest  and  the 
dred  dollar  valuation  in  any  one  year  principal    within    twenty   years,    and 
and  except  as  is  in  this  Constitution  limiting  the  authority  of  counties  in 
otherwise    provided"    (Const.,     1876,   assessing  taxes  to  a  levy  of  seventy- 
art,  viii.  §  9,  as  amended  in  1883  and  five  cents  per  $100  valuation,  except 
1890).     "Cities  and  towns  having  a  for  the  payment  of  indebtedness  ex- 
population  of  ten  thousand  inhabitants  isting  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of 
or  less  .  .  .  may  levy,  assess,  and  col-  the  Constitution  unless  authorized  by 
lect  an  annual  tax  to  defray  the  current   vote  of  the  people  of  the  county,  the 
expenses  of  their  local  government,  but   limitation  upon  the  taxing  power  of 
such  tax  shall  never  exceed  for  any  one  counties  is  not  a  limitation  upon  the 
year  on^f  ourth  of  one  per  cent "  (Const. ,   power  to  incur  debt.    The  only  limita- 
1876,  art.  xi.  §  4).    ''Cities  having  more   tion  upon  thje  power  to  incur  debt  is 
than    ten    thousand    inhabitants  ...   the  express  limitation  [art.  ix.  §   12, 
may  levy,  assess,  and  collect  such  taxes  auoted  supra,  §  211,-  note],  prohibiting 
as  may  be  authorized  by  law,  but  no  tax  tne  incurring  of  debt  exceeding  five  per 
for  any  purpose  shall  ever  be  lawful  for  cent  of  the  value  of  the  taxable  prop- 
any  one  year  whicb  will  exceed  two  and  erty,   and   the  limit  upon  the  taxing 
one-half  per  cent  of  the  taxable  prop-   vower  of  the  counties  is  not  a  proki- 
ertyof  such  city  "(Const.,  1876,  art.  xi.   bition  against  or  gtudificaHon  of  the 
t  5).  power  to  incur  dtbt  within  that  amount. 
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quirement  that  provision  shall  be  made  for  the  levying  of  a  tax  for 
the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  indebtedness,  but 
the  arrumnt  of  the  tax  which  may  be  levied  is  also  limited.  The  direct 
requirement  is  that  the  tax  shall  be  ''sufficient  '*  to  pay  the  debt,  and 
this  requirement  carries  with  it  a  correlative  prohibition  against  in- 
curring any  debt  greater  than  such  amount  as  may  be  satisfied  and 
paid  by  the  levy  of  a  tax  within  the  limit  of  the  Constitution.  Id 
other  words,  the  G)nstitution  requires  not  only  that  no  debt  shall 
ever  be  created  above  such  a  sum  as  the  levy  directed  will  pay,  but 
also  that  when  and  before  the  debt  is  created  it  shall  be  ascertained 
whether  the  maximum  amount  of  the  tax  permitted  by  the  Constitu- 
tion will  annually  pay  the  interest  and  provide  for  the  principal  or 
for  the  sinking  fund  required  by  the  constitution.  The  debt  b  not 
to  go  beyond  what  a  tax  can  be  levied  to  pay.^  If  at  the  time  when 
the  debt  is  incurred  a  tax  is  levied  which  is  not  sufficient  m 
amount  to  pay  the  interest  and  to  create  the  prescribed  sinking  fund, 
the  debt  will  be  sustained  up  to  the  amount  which  is  justified  by  the 
tax  directed  to  be  levied  and  will  be  held  to  be  invalid  as  to  the 
excess.^  The  law  contemplates  that  the  provision  should  appear 
to  be  sufficient,  based  on  existing  valuations  when  made,  and  unless 


Coles  County  v.  Goehring,  209  111.  142, 
156.  See  abo  Kankakee  v.  McGrew, 
178  m.  74,  81. 

»  atiaen's  Bank  v,  Terrell,  78  Tex- 
450 ;  Columbus  i;.  Woonsocket  Inst, 
for  Savings,  114  Fed.  Rep.  162;  Mill- 
saps  V.  Terrell,  60  Fed.  Rep.  193 ;  Ter. 
leU  V.  Dessaint,  71  Tex.  770.  Under 
the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
Texas  f  quoted  suprGf  applicable  to  cities 
having  a  population  of  10,000  inhab- 
itants or  less,  the  legislature  has  no 
power  to  authorize  such  a  citv  to  levy  a 
special  tax  to  pa^  a  debt  unless  it  be  a 
debt  for  the  erection  of  public  buildings, 
streets,  sewers,  water  works,  and  other 
permanent  improvements.  When  such 
a  city  has  levied  one-fourth  of  one  per 
cent  for  current  expenses,  it  has  ex- 
hausted its  powers  of  general  taxation. 
Gould  V,  Paris,  68  Tex.  511. 

By  the  Constitution  of  Louisiana, 
art.  281,  c^uoted  supra,  it  is  provided 
that  municipalities  can  incur  debt  and 
issue  bonds  to  the  extent  of  one-tenth 
of  the  assessed  valuation,  and  may  be 
authorized  by  the  property  taxpayers 
voting  at  an  election  to  determine 
whether  such  bonds  should  be  issued  to 
levy  and  assess  special  taxes  upon  prop- 
erty not  exoeeoing  five  mills  on  the 
doUar  and  not  to  run  for  a  greater  num- 


ber of  years  than  the  number  named  in 
the  proposition  submitted  to  the  tax- 
payers. Under  tlds  provision  the  debt 
and  bonds  authorized  must  be  such  as 
will  be  fully  provided  for  as  to  principal 
and  interest  through  the  special  tax 
voted  for  their  payment;  in  other 
words,  the  debt  should  not  exceed  the 
amount  of  the  special  tax  which  is 
authorized  to  be  levied  to  pay  it.  Eaeh 
year's  instalment  of  debt  and  interest 
must  correspond  with  that  year's 
special  tax.  But  where  the  tax  au- 
tnorized  by  levy  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
payment  of  the  principal  and  interest 
of  the  bonds,  the  authorization  mnted 
is  not  void  in  its  entirety,  but  debts  and 
interest  incurred  must  be  scaled  or 
pruned  down  to  come  within  the  con- 
stitutional requirements.  Gray  v. 
Bourgeois,  107  La.  671.  See  also  C^ 
laghsm  V.  Alexandria,  52  La.  An.  1013; 
supra,  §  203. 

'  Francis  v.  Howard  County,  13 
U.  S.  Apjp.  126;  54  Fed.  Rep.  487; 
Citizen's  Bank  v.  Terrell,  78  Fed  Rq>. 
450;  Columbus  v.  Woonsocket  Inst., 
114  Fed.  Rep.  162;  Nolan  County  v. 
State,  83  Tex.  182.  See  and  compare 
Mitchell  Coimlyv.  aty  National  Bank, 
91  Tex.  361 ;  Wade  v.  Travis  Counj^, 
174  U.  S.  499;  supra,  i  211. 
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it  is  SO  the  issue  of  bonds  or  the  debt  incurred  would  not  be  au- 
thorized. But  a  provision  that  is  more  than  sufficient  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  bonds.^  The  word  "valuation"  as  used  in  the 
constitutional  provisions  means  the  value  as  fixed  by  competent 
authority  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  and  governing  bodies  of  muni- 
cipalities are  not  empowered,  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  an 
indebtedness  to  be  created,  to  determine  for  themselves  the  aggregate 
value  of  the  property  therein  subject  to  taxation,  but  are  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  official  rolls  made  out  by  the  tax  assessor.^  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  Texas  the  municipal  authorities 
cannot  permanently  divert  any  part  of  the  current  revenue  for  the 
payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  its  bonded  debt.  Such  cur- 
rent revenue  is  always  under  the  control  of  the  local  authorities  for 
the  support  of  the  municipal  government' 

§  213.  Beqnlrement  of  Sanction  of  Popnlar  Vote.  —  A  pro- 
vision in  the  Constitution  requiring  the  incurring  of  indebtedness 
to  be  submitted  to  a  popular  v^  must  he  substantially  complied  unth, 
and  the  assent  of  the  voters  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion obtained,  otherwise  the  contract  creating  or  incurring  the  debt 
is  invalid/  and  in  the  absence  of  estoppel  cannot  be  enforced.^    Al- 

*  CitiEen's  Bank  v,  Terrell,  78  Tex.  v,  Lancaster,  191  Pa.  St.  143 ;  supra, 
450,  456;  Bassett  v.  El  Paso,  88  Tex.  §  204,  as  to  estoppel  by  recitals;  also 
Civ.  Add.  168.  See  supra,  §  211,  citing  more  fully  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds, 
Mitcbeu  County  v.  City  National  Bank,  vast,  and  Index,  Estoppel.  The  legis- 
91  Tex.  361;  and  compare  Wade  v.  lature  has  the  constitutional  right  to 
Travis  County,  174  U.  S.  499.  The  pro-  fix  a  period  beyond  which  actions  attack- 
viflBon  for  the  levy  of  a  tax  is  to  be  based  ing  the  leaality  and  regidariiy  of  elec- 
on  the  valuations  existing  at  the  time  tions  helcf  under  the  provisions  of  the 
when  the  bonds  were  issued,  and  if  suffi-  Constitution  relative  to  incurring  in- 
cient  at  that  time,  the  fact  that  the  rate  debtedness  shall  be  barred.  Gray  v. 
may  not  in  later  years  be  sufficient  by  Bourgeois,  107  La.  671. 

reason  of  decreased  valuations  or  de-  The  Constitution  of  North  Carolina 

fault  in  payment  of  taxes  does  not  af-  provides  that  no  municipality  "shall 

feet  the  validity  of  the  bonds.    Bassett  contract  any  debt,  pledge  its  faith,  or 

V,  El  Paao,  88  Tex.  168.  loan  its  credit  .  .  .  except  for  the  neces- 

*  Otixen's  Bank  v,  Terrell,  78  Tex.  sary  expenses  thereof,"  without  a  vote  of 
450;  Nolan  County  v.  State,  83  Tex.  amajority  of  the  electors.  Expenses  for 
182.  providing   a  city  with  a  water  works 

'  Otisen's  Bank  v.  Terrell,  78  Tex.  plant,  a  sewerage  system,  and  for  grading 

450.    ^  and  paving  streets  are  "necessary  ex- 

*  Sioux  Falls  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  penses"  within  this  provision,  and  a 
Trust  Co.,  136  Fed.  Rep.  721,  rev'g  131  bond  issue  for  these  purposes  need  not 
Fed.  Rep.  890 ;  Epping  v,  Columbus,  be  submitted  to  a  vote.  Greensboro  v. 
117  Ga.  263,  279;  Butler  v.  Lewiston,  Scott,  '138  N.  Car.  181,  184.  See  also 
11  Idaho,  393;  Callaghan  V.Alexandria,  Wilson  v.  Charlotte,  74  N.  Car.  748; 
52  La.  An.  1013;  Wheeler  v.  Phila-  Tucker  t>.  Randolph,  75  N.  Car.  267; 
delphia,  77  Pa.  338;  Pike  County  v.  Fawcett  v.  Mt.  Airy,  134  N.  Car.  125 
Rowland,  94  Pa.  238;  Wilkesbarre's  (overruling  Mayo  v.  Washington,  122 
Appeal,  116  Pa.  St.  246;  Pepper  v,  N.  Car.  5);  Davis  v.  Fremont,  135  N. 
Philadelphia,  181  Pa.  St.  566;  Houston  Car.  538.    In  the  case  of  Fawcett  v. 
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though  the  Constitution  may  not  contain  any  direction  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  question  shall  be  submitted  other  than  that 
the  assent  of  the  voters  shall  be  obtained  at  an  election  ''for  that 
purpose/'  it  is  implied  in  the  constitutional  direction  thai  the  voters 
shall  be  permitted  to  express  their  opinion  on  the  question  of  creating 
the  indebtedness  per  se  disconnected  from  any  other  distinct  and  differ- 
ent proposition  which  may  be  submitted  for  their  consideration  not 


Mt.  Airy,  134  N.  Car.  125.  holding 
water  and  light  to  be  a  *'  necessary  ex- 
pense," Mtmtgomeryy  J.,  delivering  the 
unanimous  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Ck>urt,  said :  "  It  is  common  knowledge 
that  the  most  fearful  scoui^es  of  cer- 
tain most  dangerous  forms  of  fever 
arise  from  the  use  of  water  from  wells 
in  towns  and  cities ;  and  it  is  out  of  the 
power  of  individuals  in  towns  and  cities 
to  erect  and  operate  appliances  for 
supply  of  water. 

*'As  to  the  question  of  lighting  the 
streets  and  public  places^  the  experience 
of  all  who  live  in  towns  and  cities  of 
any  considerable  population  is  that 
without  lights  upon  the  streets  and  in 
the  public  Duildings  both  life  and  prop- 
erty would  be  insecure,  to  say  nothing 
of  the  almost  complete  destruction  cS 
the  conveniences  of  life  and  the  mar- 
ring of  its  social  features.  The  fire  de- 
partment, probably  the  most  important 
of  the  municipal  departments,  would 
be  rendered  ineffective,  and  a  consid- 
erable part  of  the  commerce  —  trade 
of  the  country  —  would  be  destroyed ; 
for  under  our  changed  conditions  a 
good  deal  of  the  tramc  between  differ- 
ent communities  and  a  respectable  part 
of  our  mail  service  are  conducted  at 
night.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  a  city 
or  town  may  expend  money  or  incur  a 
debt  for  the  purchase  of  hght  by  the 
month  or  the  year,  but  that  it  may 
not  incur  a  debt  for  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  system  of  water 
works  or  for  the  instalment  of  an  elec- 
tric plant  for  lighting. 

'*//  the  matter  of  lighting  is  a  neces- 
sary expense,  then  how  and  in  what  man- 
ner the  city  shall  fvmish  such  lighting  is 
toith  the  authorities  of  the  city  or  town  to 
determine.  The  courts  determine  what 
class  of  expenditures  made  or  to  be  made 
by  a  municipal  corporation  come  under 
the  definition  of  *  necessary  expenses.* 
The  governing  authorities  of  the  munidn 
pal  corporations  are  vested  vnth  the 
power  to  determine  when  they  are  needed, 
and,  except  in  cases  of  fraud,  the  courts 


cannot    control    the    discretion   of  Ae 
commissioners. 

''Our  conclusion,  then,  is  that  an 
expense  incurred  by  a  city  or  town  for 
the  purpose  of  budding  and  overatas 
plants  to  furnish  water  and  li^Us  is  a 
necessary  expense,  and  is  not  such  a 
debt  as  must  be  submitted  to  a  popular 
vote  before  it  can  be  incurred,  under 
section  7  of  Article  VII  of  the  Consti- 
tution; and  that  under  the  general 
law  of  North  Carolina  in  respect  ta 
cities  and  towns  (Code,  §§  3800  and 
3821),  municipal  corporations  may 
contract  such  debts  and  provide  for 
their  payment,  unless  there  is  some 
feature  in  the  charter  of  such  city  or 
town  which  prohibits  it. 

''  It  is  well  settled  that  the  discretioo 
of  municipal  corporations  within  the 
sphere  of  their  powers  is  not  subject  to 
judicial  control,  except  in  cases  where 
fraud  is  shown,  or  where  t\^  power  and 
discretion  are  gro^y  abused  to  the 
oppression  of  the  citizen.  We  can  see 
no  eood  reason  why  they  may  not  also, 
without  [express]  statutory  authority, 
provide  and  maintain  tlie  necessaiy 
plant  to  generate  and  supply  the  elec- 
tricity required. 

"Possessing  authority  to  do  the  light- 
ina,  the  vower  carries  with  it  incidmr- 
taUu  the  further  power  to  procure  or  fur- 
niA  whatever  is  necessary  for  the  pro- 
duction and  dissemination  of  the  light.'* 
But  the  legislature  may;  in  its  discre- 
tion, require  a  vote.  Robinson  v.  Hokis- 
boro,  135  N.  Car.  382. 

A  constitutional  provision  requiring 
submission  to  a  vote  was  held  not  to 
invalidate  bonds  issued  without  a  sub- 
mission to  vote  under  a  prior  act  which 
did  not  require  a  submission  and  which 
was  constitutional  when  enacted,  al- 
though the  bonds  were  not  issued  until 
the  new  Constitution  went  into  effect, 
the  Constitution  providing  that  all  lawn 
not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution 
should  remain  in  force  until  altered  or 
repealed.  McCreight  v.  Oamden,  49 
S.  Car.  78. 
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related  to  the  subject  of  incurring  the  debt.*  But  the  project  or 
improvement  in  connection  with  which  it  is  proposed  to  incur  the 
debt  and  the  debt  itself  have  a  necessary  relation  to  each  other,  and 
they  may  be  submitted  together,  although  the  opinion  has  been  ex- 
pressed that  even  in  such  cases  the  better  practice  would  be  to  pro- 
vide for  separate  elections  on  these  questions.'    In  submitting  the 


^  Cain  V.  Smith,  117  Ga.  902:  Den- 
ver V.  Hayes,  28  Colo.  110.  In  Cain  v. 
Smith,  117  Ga.  902,  a  statute  created  a 
municipality,  and  authorized  the  es- 
tablishing of  schools  and  the  creation  of 
debt  for  school  purposes.  It  directed 
an  election  to  be  had  at  which  the  ques- 
tion of  accepting  the  benefit  of  the  act 
creating  the  municipality,  the  estab- 
lishment of  schoob,  and  the  incurring  of 
debt  for  school  purposes  should  be  itib- 
miUed  to  the  electors  as  a  siitgle  proposv- 
tion.  It  was  held  that  this  was  not  a 
•compliance  with  the  Constitution ;  that 
while  the  establishment  of  schools  and 
the  incurring  of  debt  for  that  purpose 
might  be  submitted  to  the  voters  as  a 
single  proposition,  it  could  not  be  joined 
to  the  question  of  the  acceptance  of  the 
statute  creating  a  municipality.  In 
Louisiana,  neither  the  Constitution  nor 
the  laws  reauire  more  than  a  detailed 
statement  of  the  purpose  for  which  the 
debt  is  to  be  created,  or  the  tax  applied, 
and  a  proposition  to  incur  debt  for  the 
purch£^  of  a  fire  engine  or  the  con- 
struction of  an  engine  house  and  the 
erection  of  a  public  market  in  a  single 
aagregate  amount  has  been  held  to  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  that  Con- 
stitution. Gray  v.  Bourgeois,  107  La. 
571.  While  a  proposition  to  borrow 
money  to  fund  dd  aebts  and  a  proposi- 
tion to  borrow  money  for  future  needs 
may  be  submitted  at  the  same  election, 
the  two  cannot  be  united  in  one  propo- 
sition so  as  to  have  one  expression  of 
the  voters  answer  both  propositions. 
McBryde  v,  Montesano,  7  Wash.  69. 
An  election  to  ratify  and  validate  mu- 
nicipal indebtedness  and  an  election  to 
authorize  the  issuance  of  bonds  to  fund 
the  debt  so  ratified  together  with  other 
debt  under  separate  ordinances  provid- 
ing for  the  submission  of  both  proposi- 
tions to  vote  on  the  same  date,  can  law- 
fully be  held  at  the  same  time  and  place, 
and  only  one  notice  of  eUction,  embrac- 
ing the  two  ordinances^  is  required. 
Baker  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  576.  On  the 
Bubndssion  of  the  question  of  purchas- 
ing water  works  and  incurring  debt 
therefor  it  is  not  necessary  thai  the  or- 


dinance itself  providing  for  the  pur- 
chase, <&c,  should  be  set  out  in  fuU  in  the 
flection  notice,  where  the  latter  contains 
a  fair  statement  of  the  matters  to  be 
voted  upon.  Seymour  v.  Tacoma,  6 
Wash.  138. 

*  Brand  v,  Lawrenceville,  104  Ga. 
486;  Cain  v.  Smith.  117  Ga.  902.  Un- 
der the  provision  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Constitution,  quoted  supra,  §  190,  notes, 
that  no  municipality  shall  incur  any 
new  debt  or  increase  its  indebtedness  to 
an  amount  exceeding  two  per  cent  of 
the  assessed  valuation  without  the  as- 
sent of  the  electors,  the  electors  are 
merely  to  assent  to  or  dissent  from  the 
increase  of  the  indebtedness,  not  to  or 
from  the  purpoees  to  which  it  is  to  be 
applied,  and  \tisnot  necessary  thai  they 
sfiaU  vote  separaidy  on  each  Hem  set 
apart  for  the  particular  purpose  for 
which  the  debt  is  to  be  increased.  Barr 
V,  Philadelphia,  191  Pa.  438.  But  when 
by  ordinance  the  municipal  authorities 
direct,  in  conformity  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, the  submission  to  a  public  vote  of 
the  question  of  the  increase  of  the  in- 
debtedness, and  in  the  ordinance  and  in 
the  notice  of  election  the  purpose  of  the 
increase  is  distinctly  set  forth,  the  mu- 
nicipal auihorities  cannot,  after  the  in- 
crease is  authorized  by  a  public  vote, 
divert  the  money  from  the  purpose  for 
which  they  declared  it  was  to  oe  used. 
Major  V.  Aldan  Borough,  209  Pa.  247. 

In  Kentucky,  the  submission  of  the 
question  whether  bonds  for  a  certain 
amount  shall  be  issued,  is  sufficient  wUh- 
out  any  statement  of  the  purpose,  Louis- 
ville V.  Board  of  Park  Com'rs,  112  Ky. 
409.  Under  a  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution authorizing  the  purchase  or 
construction  of  a  water  works  system 
and  electric  light  plant  by  a  city,  on 
submission  to  popular  vote  it  was  held 
that  a  proposition  to  buy  the  exist- 
ing water  works  and  electric  plant  and 
improve  them  was  one  proposition,  and 
miffht  be  submitted  at  the  same  time, 
and  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  first  pur- 
chase and  then  have  a  second  dection  to 
improve  thejdant.  State  v.  Allen,  183 
Mo.  283.    When  the  Constitution  re- 
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question  of  incurring  the  debt,  the  amount  proposed  to  be  incurred 
must  be  definitely  stated.^ 

In  determining  whether  the  requirements  of  the  G>nstitutioii  or 
statute  have  been  complied  with,  the  courts  cannot  inquire  inb  the 
motives  prompting  persons  to  vote  on  questions  submitted  where  the 
voter  freely  and  voluntarily  exercised  his  right.  Inducements  in 
the  way  of  statements  and  representations  made  to  influence  a  voter, 
although  false  and  fraudulent,  will  not  invalidate  the  election  if  it 
does  not  appear  that  by  force  and  fraud  the  voter  was  compelled 
to  vote  in  a  way  he  did  not  desire  to  vote.*  When  the  G)nstitutioii 
requires  that  the  assent  of  the  voters  shall  be  obtained  "'at  an  election 
for  that  purpose  to  be  held  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law"  a  legislaliue 
enactment  prescribing  the  manner  of  holding  the  election  is  essential 
to  enable  the  municipality  to  submit  the  question  to  the  voters.* 


quires  a  vote  on  the  question  of  incur- 
nng  debt  "for  the  puirose  of  providing 
water,"  submiadon  of  the  question  m 
incurring  debt  for  the  purpose  of  coiv- 
structing  or  jmrchasing  water  works  is 
not  the  submission  of  separate  and  dis- 
tinct propositions,  and  complies  with  the 
constitutional  reouirement.  The  Con- 
stitution does  not  limit  the  discretion  of 
the  city  as  to  the  means  to  be  adopted. 
Sioux  Falls  v.  Farmers  Loan  &  Tr. 
Co.,  136  Fed.  Rep.  721,  rev'g  131  Fed. 
Rep.  890.  See  also  State  v,  Allen,  178 
Mo.  655;  State  v.  Wilder,  200  Mo.  97. 

*  Willdns  V.  Waynesboro,  116  Ga. 
359.  A  proposition  to  tMti6  $460,000  o/ 
bonds  or  such  lesser  sum  as  may  be  sufpr- 
dent  is  not  objectionable  on  the  ground 
of  indefiniteness,  although  the  only 
authority  given  the  city  officers  is  to 
issue  bonds  to  an  amount  sufficient  to 
take  up  warrants  for  $370,979  with 
legral  interest  thereon.  Baker  v,  Seattle, 
2  Wash.  576.  Sufficiency  of  submission 
of  question  of  method  of  payment,  see 
Denver  v.  Hallett,  34  Colo.  393.  There 
is  no  warrant  in  the  Constitution  of 
Georgia  for  submitting  a  proposition  to 
create  debt  to  a  stated  amount,  with 
the  qualification  or  provision  that  if  the 
entire  amount  be  not  used  the  surplus 
shall  become  a  part  of  the  sinking  fund 
provided  for  the  redemption  of  the 
Bonds.  The  question  to  be  submitted 
is  the  incurring  of  the  debt,  and  no  ques- 
tion of  any  surjdus  should  enter  into  the 
submission.  Wiikins  v.  Waynesboro, 
116  Ga.  359 ;  but  queerer 

*  Epping  V.  Columbus,  117  Ga.  263. 
An  offer  in  the  proposition  submitted  to 
employ  only  bona  fide  residents  upon  the 


work  is  not  an  offer  of  an  unlawful  in- 
ducement and  will  not  invalidate  the 
bonds.  Perkins  County  v.  Graff,  114 
Fed.  Rep.  441. 

'  Dawson  v.  Dawson  Water  Works 
Co.,  106  Ga.  696;  Hudson  v.  MarietU, 
64Ga.286;  Elliott  v.  Gammon,  76  Ga. 
766.    The  general  rule  is  that  elections 
cannot  be  held  without  affirmative  con- 
stitutional or  statutory  authority,  but 
where  authoritv  was  given  by  statute  to 
contract  debt,  borrow  money,  and  issue 
bonds  "subject  to  the  limitations  im- 
posed  by   the   Constitution,"  it   wu 
neld  that  authority  to  hold  an  eiectioa 
on  the  question  as  required  by  the  Con- 
stitution would   be  implied.    CyBiyan 
V.  Owensboro,  113  Ky.  680.    Under  a 
constitutional  provision  requiring  the 
assent  of  the  voters  ''at  an  electioQ 
to  be  provided  by  law,"  the  vote  may 
be  had  on  a  ballot  voted  at  a  general 
election,  when  the  manner  prescribed  by 
statute  for  holding  elections  on  the  ques- 
tion of  indebtedness  is  the  same  as  that 
prescribed  for  general  elections.    Tin- 
kel  V.  Griffin,  26  Mont.  426.    Under  the 
Kentucky  Constitution  the  submission 
must  be  at  a  regular  election,    Ashland 
V.  Culbertson,  103  Ky.  161 ;  Belknap  v. 
Louisville,  99  Ky.  474.    Under  the  re- 
quirement of  the  Constitution  of  Wadi- 
in^ton^  that  the  question  shall  be  sub- 
mitted "at  an  election  to  be  hdd  for  that 
purpose,'*  the  fact  that,  for  the  sake  of 
economy,  the  election  was  held  on  the 
same  day  that  a  general  city  election  was 
held,  and  that  the  same  ballots  were 
used,  does  not  render  the  vote  invalid, 
or  prevent  compliance  with  the  Consti- 
tution.   Fox  V.  Seattle,  43  Wash.  74. 
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When  the  Constitution  requires  the  assent  of  a  specified  majorUtf 
of  the  voters  "voting  at  an  election  "  to  be  held  for  the  purpose,  the 
question  whether  the  requisite  majority  has  voted  in  favor  of  incur- 
ring the  debt  is  determined  upon  the  number  of  the  votes  cast  at  the 
election  upon  the  proposition,  and  not  upon  the  entire  number  of 
voters  within  the  municipality.^ 

Where  there  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  regulating  the  manner  in  which  elections  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  incurring  debt  shall  be  held,  and  it  is  clear  that 
there  has  been  a  fair  election  thereunder,  the  election  will  not  be  af- 
fected  by  technical  irregidarities,  and  this  rule  has  been  held  to  apply 


'  Howland  v.  Supervisors  of  San 
Joaquin  County,  109  Cal.  152 ;  Fritz  n. 
S&n  Francisco,  132  Cal.  373;  Law  v. 
San  Francisco,  144  Cal.  384, 395 ;  Mont- 
gomeiy  County  Fiscal  Court  v,  Trimble, 
104  Ky.  629;  Winchester  Board  of 
Education  v.  Winchester,  120  Ky.  591; 
87  S.  W.  Rep.  768;  Tinkel  v.  Griffin,  26 
Mont.  426;  Metcalfe  v.  Seattle,  1  Wash. 
297,  301 ;  State  v.  Snodgrass,  1  Wash. 
305;  Yesler  v.  Seattle,  1  Wash.  308; 
Strain  v.  Youxut,  25  Wash.  578;  Fox 
V.  Seattle,  43  Wash.  74;  86  Pac.  Rep. 
379.  See,  more  fully,  §  383,  post; 
Index,   Elections -^Majority. 

If  the  proposition  be  subnUUed  at  a 
general  dection,  it  is  not  necessary  in 
such  case  that  two-thirds  of  all  the  dec- 
tors  who  voted  at  the  eeneral  election 
should  vote  for  it.  It  is  sufficient, 
under  the  requirement  mentioned  in 
the  text,  if  the  proposition  has  the 
assent  of  two-thirds  of  such  electors 
as  vote  upon  it.  Howland  v.  Supervis- 
ors of  San  Joaquin  County,  109  Cal. 
152.  See  also  Tinkel  v.  Griffin,  26 
Mont.  426;  Montgomery  County  Fis- 
cal Court  17.  Trimble,  104  Ky.  629; 
overruling  Belknap  v,  Louisville,  99 
Ky.  474.  It  has  in  some  cases  been  held 
to  be  different  when  the  Constitution 
provides  for  a  vote  "by  a  majority  of 
the  electors  of  the  city."  In  that  case 
the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the 
qualified  electors  of  the  city  by  an  affir- 
mative vote  in  favor  of  the  proposition 
has  been  held  to  be  necessary,  and  a 
majority  of  those  voting  on  the  propo- 
sition 18  insufficient.  Williamson  v. 
Aldrich,  21  S.  Dak.  13;  108  N.  W. 
Rep.  1063.  See  also  Santa  Rosa  v. 
Bower,  142  Cal.  299 ;  Law  v,  San  Fran- 
cisco, 144  Cal.  384,  395. 

In  some  States  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  are  influenced  by  the  character 


of  the  registration  provisions  of  the 
respective  States.  In  Georgia,  under 
req^uirements  that  the  assent  of  a  pre- 
scribed majority  of  the  Qualified  voters 
of  the  municipality  shall  be  given,  the 
prescribed  majority  of  all  the  voters  of 
the  municipahty  as  ascertained  by  re- 
quired registration  lists  or  tally  sheets  or 
other  reasonable  test  must  vote  in  favor 
of  incurring  the  debt.  McKnight  v. 
Senoia,  115  Ga.  915.  Thus,  where 
there  is  a  law  authorizing  or  reauiring 
the  registration  of  voters  at  an  election 
to  be  held  on  the  question  of  the  issu- 
ance of  bonds,  the  result  of  the  election 
is  to  be  determined  by  a  reference  to  the 
list  of  voters  registered  for  the  election. 
Gavin  v,  Atlanta,  86  Ga.  132 ;  Madison 
V.  Wade,  88  Ga.  699 ;  Decatur  v.  Wil- 
son, 96  Ga.  251;  Floyd  County  v. 
State,  112  Ga.  794;  McKnight  v. 
Senoia,  115  Ga.  915.  Where  there  is 
no  other  test,  the  question  whether 
the  necessary  majority  of  the  qualified 
voters  have  given  their  assent  is  to  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  tally 
sheets  of  the  last  general  election. 
Kaigler  v,  Roberts,  89  Ga.  476;  Howell 
V.  Athens,  91  Ga.  139 ;  Heilbronv.  Cuth- 
bert,  96  Ga.  312 ;  Carver  v.  Dawson,  99 
Ga.  7;  Brand  v.  Lawrenceville,  104  Ga. 
486;  Slate  v.  Blue  Ridge,  113  Ga.  646; 
McKnight  v,  Senoia.  115  Ga.  915.  If, 
however,  the  total  number  of  votes 
cast  at  an  election  to  determine  whether 
bonds  shall  be  issued  exceeds  the  total 
number  of  votes  shown  by  the  tally 
sheets  of  the  last  general  election,  then 
the  question  whether  the  ^ecessary  ma- 
jority has  been  obtained  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  actual  number  of  vqtes  east 
at  the  special  election  on  the  question 
of  issuing  the  bonds.  McKnight  v. 
Senoia,  115  Ga.  915. 
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to  the  time  and  manner  of  the  pyblication  of  the  noticed  And  this 
is  especially  true  where  the  election  is  attacked  or  questioned  in  a 
.coUaieral  proceeding  or  action.  A  constitutional  requirement  that 
indebtedness  shall  only  be  incurred  upon  the  sanction  of  a  popular 
vote  in  itself  does  not  create  any  insurmountable  obstacle  to  the 
incurring  of  indebtedness  in  any  amount.  If  the  municipality  has 
otherwise  the  power  to  incur  the  debt,  the  requiremeni  of  a  vote  affects 
the  method  in  which  the  debt  shall  be  incurred  rather  than  the  power 
itself.  Hence,  if  a  municipality  has  incurred  debt  without  a  com- 
pliance with  the  constitutional  requirement  that  it  be  sanctioned 
by  a  vote  of  the  electors,  such  indebtedness  comes  within  the  princi- 
ple that  where  a  municipal  corporation  has  done  an  act  beyond  its 
statutory  powers,  but  within  the  powers  which  it  was  competent  for 
the  legislature  to  have  conferred  upon  it,  the  act  may  sybsequently 
be  validated  or  ratified  in  competent  form,  and  it  has  been  held  that 
where  such  a  debt  has  been  incurred  the  municipality  may  ratify 
or  validate  the  debt  by  a  subsequent  election,  if  power  to  hold  such 
election  is  expressly  conferred  upon  the  municipality  by  statute.' 


>  State  V,  Smith,  4  Wash.  661 ;  Sey- 
mour V.  Tacoma,  6  Wash.  427;  Wil- 
liams V.  Shoudy,  12  Wash.  362;  Rich- 
ards V.  Klickitat  County,  13  Wash.  509 ; 
State  V.  WUder,  200  Mo.  97. 

-  Bell  V.  Waynesboro,  195  Pa.  St. 
299;  Baker  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  576; 
Rehmke  v.  Goodwin,  2  Wash.  676; 
McBryde  v.  Montesano,  7  Wash.  69; 
Hunt  V.  Fawcett,  8  Wash.  396;  La 
France  Fire  Engine  Co.  v.  Davis,  9 
Wash.  600;  WiUiams  v,  Shoudy,  12 
Wash.  362 ;  West  v.  Chehalis,  12  Wash. 
369.  See  ante,  §  129,  Curative  Acts, 
In  Bell  V.  Waynesboro,  196  Pa.  St.  299, 
the  court  held  that  where  a  floating  dd)t 
has  been  contracted  in  excess  of  the 
two  per  cent  limit  of  the  Pennsvlvania 
Constitution  without  a  vote  of  the  elec- 
tors, a  subsequent  vote  imder  statute 
authority  therefor,  authorizing  the  mu- 
nicipal authorities  to  create  an  indebt- 
'  edness  for  the  express  purpose  of  liqui- 
dating the  floating  debt  is  such  a  recog- 
nition and  ratification  of  the  debt  as 
makes  it  enforceable  against  the  bor- 
ough. The  court  said:  ''It  follows 
that  this  floating  debt,  which  then  ex- 
isted, being*  in  excess  of  the  two  per 
cent  limit,  was  illegally  created  and, 
therefore,  invalid.  But  it  was  not  ir- 
remediably so.  It  was  invalid  only 
beeause  it  lacked  the  assent  of  the  elec- 
tors of  the  borough.  It  is  not  a  case  of 
total  want  of  power.  ...  It  is  not  the 


consent  of  the  electors  that  creates  the 
debt.    It  is  the  act  of  the  borough  au- 
thorities, and  after  consent  eiven,  it 
still  rests  with  them  to  say  whether  it 
shall  be  contracted.    Ana  it  is  not  a 
regulation  that  calls  for  any  compliance 
on  the  part  of  the  electors.    It  is  not 
impojsea  on  them,  but  for  their  protec- 
tion it  is  imposed  on  their  agents.   Hie 
invalidity  of  any  action  taken  in  disre- 
gard of  such  regulation  is  full  protec- 
tion to  the  electors ;  but  it  is  a  protec- 
tion that  they  need  not  avail  them- 
selves of  unless  th^y  are  so  minded.   As 
they  could  have  authorized  the  debt  in 
the  first  instance  b^  giving  their  agents 
power  to  contract  it,  they  unquestion- 
ably have  the  right  to  affirm  and  ratify 
it  when  contracted  without  their  pre- 
vious assent,  by  like  action  on  tneir 
part  as  was  required  to  give  the  poirer 
originally."     In  Grady  v.  Pruitt,  111 
K^.  100,  where  a  debt  was  contracted 
without  a  previous  vote  as  required  by 
the  Constitution,  the  court  says  that  the 
municipality  could  not  voluntarily  as- 
sume or  ratify  it,  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  ratifying  or  validating  electioo 
was  had.     It  is  to  be  observed,  too, 
that  the  Kentucky  Constitution  con- 
tains a  provision  that  a  municipality 
shall  not  be  authorized  to  assume  aaj 
debt  created  in  violation  of  its  provi- 
Ky.  Const.,  1899, 1 157. 
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§  214.  Special  UmitationB  on  Indebtedness  for  Water  Works,  ftc. 
—  The  urgent  necessity  of  permitting  municipalities,  even  when 
indebted  to  the  general  constitutional  limit,  to  furnish  themselves 
with  water  works  necessary  to  sanitation  and  the  public  health  and 
welfare  of  the  community,  has  impelled  the  people  of  certain  States 
to  except  debts  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  water  works  and,  in  same 
cases,  other  public  utilities,  such  as  gas  and  electric  light  plants, 
sewers,  &c.,  from  the  operation  of  the  general  limitation  upon  the 
power  to  incur  debt.  This  has  been  effected  in  various  ways.  Some- 
times debt  incurred  for  these  purposes  is  entirely  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  constitutional  limitation,  and  sometimes  provision 
is  specially  made  that  municipalities  may  incur  an  additional  debt 
within  a  prescribed  limit  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  or  construct- 
ing water  works  and  other  public  utilities  to  be  owned  by  the  peo- 
ple.^   When  the  language  of  the  constitutional  provision  is  that  the 

^  In    Alabama,    cities,    towns,  and  amount  of  debt  created  shall  not  at  any 

municipal  corporations  having  a  popu-  time  exceed  three  per  centum  of  the 

lation  of  less  than  6,000  other  than  value  of  taxable  propnerty;- buf  debts 

counties,  are  subject  to  a  limitation  of  contracted  for  supplying  water  to  such 

five  per  cent  of  the  assessed  value,  city  or  town  are  excepted  from  the 

"except  for  the  construction  or  puiv  operation  of  this  section." 

chase  of  water  works,  gas  and  electric  Missouri,     The  ^neral    limitation 

tight  plants,  sewerage,  or  for  the  im-  upon  municipalities  is  five  per  cent  of 

provement  of  streets^  for  which  pur-  the  value  of  taxable  property,  but  any 

poees  an  additional  mdebtedness  not  city  containing  not  more  than  30,000  or 

exceeding  three  per  centum  may  be  less  than  2,000  inhabitants  may,  with 

created.'^  All  towns  and  cities  ha  vine  the  assent  of  the  voters,  "be  allowed  to 
a  population  of  6,000  and  more,  ana '  become  indebted  in  a  larger  amount 

aiso  certain  enumerated  cities  are  sub-  .  .  .  not  exceeding  an  adaitional  five 

ject  to  a  limitation  of  seven  per  cent  of  per  centum  on  the  value  of  the  taxable 

the  assessed  valuation,  provided  that  property  therein  for  the   purpose  of 

there  shall  not  be  includea  in  this  limita-  purchasing  or  constructing  water  works, 

tion"  bonds  or  other  obligations  already  electric  or  other  light  plants,   to   be 

issued,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  issued,  owned  exclusively  by  the  city  so  pur- 

for  the  purpose  of  acquiring,  providing,  chasing    or   constructing  the    same." 

or  constructing   school   houses,  water  But  provision  must  be  made  for  the 

works,    and   sewers;    and    obligations  collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient 

incurred  and  bonds  issued  for  street  or  to  pay  the  interest  and  also  to  consti- 

sidewalk  improvements,  where  the  cost  tute  a  sinking  fund  (Const.,  1875,  art. 

of  the  same  in  whole  or  in  part  is  to  x,  §  12  a,  adopted  in  1902). 

be  assessed  against  the  property  abut-  MonUma,    Af  unicipalities  shall  not 

ting  said  improvements.''    Obligations  be  allowed  to  become  indebted  in  ex- 

isenied  under  this  provision  in  excess  cess  of  three    per  cent    of  the  value 

of    seven  per  cent  of  the  valuation  of  taxable  property,  ''provided,  how- 

ahall  not  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  ever,    that    the    le^lative    assembly 

than  that  for  which  they  are  issued  may  extend  the  hmit  mentioned  in 

(Const,  y  1901,  §  225).  this  section  by  authorizing  municipal 

Colorado.  Const.,  1876,  art.  xi,  §  8,  corporations  to  submit    the  question 

pTofaibits  the  contracting  of  debt  by  to  a  vote  of  the  taxpayers  affected 

Xornn,  except  by  ordinance  specifying  thereby,  when  such  increase  is  necessary 

the  purposes  and  providing  for  the  levy  to  construct  a  sewerage  S3rstem  or  to 

of  a  tax,  and  requiring  the  submission  procure  a  supplv  of  water  for  such 

of  the  question  to  the  people  at  an  municipality,    which    shall    own    and 

election,  and  declares  that  the  aggregate  control  said  water  supply  and  devote 
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municipality  may  incur  "an  additional  indebtedness"  not  exceed- 
ing a  certain  percentage  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  taxable 


the  revenues  derived  therefrom  to  the^ 
payment  of  the  debt  (Const.,  1889, 
art.  xiii.  §  6). 

New  York,  Cities  shall  not  become 
indebted  in  excess  of  ten  per  cent  of 
the  assessed  valuation  of  real  estate, 
but  this  provision  shall  not  "be  con- 
strued to  prevent  the  issue  of  bonds 
to  provide  for  the  supply  of  water; 
but  the  term  of  the  bonds  to  provide 
the  supply  of  water  shall  not  exceed 
twenty  years,  and  .a  sinking  fund  shall 
be  created  on  the  issuing  of  the  said 
bonds  for  their  redemption  by  raising 
annually  a  sum  which  will  produce 
an  amount  e€|ual  to  the  sum  of  the 
principal  and  mterest  of  said  bonds  at 
their  maturity"  (Const.,  1895,  art.  viii. 
$  10,  as  amended  in  1899). 

North  Dakota.  The  debts  of  muni- 
cipalities shall  never  exceed  five  per 
cent  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
taxable  property,  "provided  that  any 
incorporated  city  may  become  in- 
debted in  any  amount  not  exceeding 
four  per  cent  on  such  assessed  value 
without  regard  to  the  existing  indebt- 
edness of  such  city  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  or  purchasing  water  works 
for  furnishing  a  supply  of  water  to  the 
inhabitants  of  such  city  or  town,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  constructing  sewers, 
and  for  no  other  purpose  whatever  " 
(Const.,  1889,  §  183). 

South  Carolina.  Cities  and  towns 
shall  not  incur  any  bonded  debt  ex- 
ceeding eight  per  cent  of  the  assessed 
value  of  taxable  property,  and  no 
bonded  debt  shall  be  created  without 
the  sanction  of  a  vote ;  but  this  limita- 
tion "shall  not  apoly  to  bonded  in- 
debtedness incurred  by  the  cities  of 
Columbia,  Rock  Hill,  Charleston,  and 
Florence,  where  the  proceeds  of  said 
bonds  are  applied  solely  for  the  pur- 
chase, establishment,  maintenance,  or 
increase  of  water  works  plants,  [or] 
sewerage  system;  and  by  the  city  of 
Georgetown,  when  the  proceeds  of  said 
bonds  are  applied  solely  for  the  pur- 
chase, estabushment,  maintenance,  or 
increase  of  water-works  plant  or  sewer^ 
age  system,  gas  and  electric  li^ht 
puints,  where  the  entire  revenue  arismg 
from  the  operation  of  such  plants  or 
systems  shall  be  devoted  solely  and 
exclusively  to  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  same,  and  where  the 
question  of  incurring  such  indebtedness 


is  submitted  to  the  freeholders  and 
qualified  voters  of  such  municipality, 
as  provided  in  the  Constitution,  upon 
the  question  of  other  bonded  indebted- 
ness''  (Const.,  1895,  art.  viii.  §  7).  As 
to  amendment  of  Constitution  as  to 
water  works,  see  cases  cited  in  note, 
infra. 

South  Dakota.  Municipal  debt  shall 
not  exceed  five  per  cent  upon  the 
assessed  valuation  of  taxable  property, 
"provided  that  any  county,  munidpal 
corporation,  civil  township,  district,  or 
other  subdivision  may  incur  an  addi- 
tional indebtedness  not  exceeding  ten 
I>er  centum  upon  the  assessed  valua- 
tion of  the  taxable  propertjr  therein 
for  the  year  preceding  that  in  which 
said  indebtedn^  is  incurred,  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  water  and  sewer- 
age for  irrigation,  domestic  usee, 
sewerage,  and  other  purposes;  and 
provided,  further,  that  m  a  city  where 
the  population  is  8,000  or  more,  such 
city  may  incur  an  indebtedness  not 
exceeding  eight  per  centum  upon  the 
assessed  valuation  of  the  taxable  prop- 
erty therein  for  the  jrear  next  preceding 
that  in  which  said  indebtedness  is 
incurred  for  the  purpose  of  construetiAg 
street  railways,  electric  lights,  or  other 
lighting  plants''  (Const.,  1889,  art.  xiiL 
§  4,  as  amended  in  1902). 

Utah.  No  city  or  town  shall  become 
indebted  in  excess  of  four  per  cent  o( 
the  value  of  taxable  property,  provided, 
however,  that  when  authorised  by  a 
vote  of  the  electors  it  "may  be  al- 
lowed to  incur  a  larger  indebtednes, 
not  exceeding  four  per  cent  additional, 
for  supplying  such  city  or  town  with 
water,  artificial  lights,  or  sewers,  when 
the  works  for  supplying  such  water, 
light,  and  sewers  shall  be  owned 
and  controlled  by  the  municipality" 
(Const.,  1895,  art.  xiv,  §  4).  / 

Virginia.  No  city  or  town  shall  be- 
come indebted  in  excess  of  18  per  cent 
of  the  assessed  valuation,  but  m  deter- 
mining the  limitation  upon  the  power  of 
a  city  or  town  to  incur  debt  there  shall 
not  be  included  bonds  authorised  by 
ordinance  and  vote  "for  a  supply  « 
water  or  other  specific  undertaking 
from  which  the  city  or  town  may 
derive  a  revenue ;  but  from  and  after 
a  period  to  be  determined  by  the 
council,  not  exceeding  five  years  from 
the  date  of  such  election,  whenever  snd 
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property  for  these  purposes,  the  cddUumal  indebtedness  so  authorized 
is  regarded  as  indebtedness  over  and  above  any  existing  indebtedness 
for  other  purposes,  and  the  municipality  may  contract  indebtedness 
for  water  and  the  other  specified  purposes  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
prescribed  percentage  of  the  assessed  valuation  of  taxable  property, 
although  the  existing  indebtedness  for  general  purposes,  in  one  form 
or  another,  and  by  reason  of  the  various  exceptions  and  qualifica- 
tions necessarily  placed  upon  the  operation  of  the  constitutional 
limitation,  largely  exceeds  the  limit  prescribed  therefor.^    It  has  also 

for  so  long  as  such  undertaking  fails  to  '  Sioux  Falls  v.  Fanners'  Loan  &  Tr. 
produce  sufficient  revenue  to  pay  for  Co.,  136  Fed.  Rep.  721,  rev'g  131  Fed. 
cost  of  operation  and  administration  Rep.  890;  Wells  v.  Sioux  Falls,  10 
(including  interest  on  bonds  issued  S.  Dak.  547;  State  v,  CSty  Council, 
therefor,  and  the  cost  of  insurance  23  Utah,  13 ;  State  v.  Quayle,  26  Utah, 
agadnst  loss  by  injury  to  persons  or  26 ;  State  v.  Allen,  183  Mo.  283 ;  Austin 
property),  and  an  annual  amount  to  be  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  667 ;  Seymour  v. 
covered  into  a  sinking  fund  sufficient  Tacoma,  6  Wash.  427 ;  Petros  v.  Van- 
to  pay,  at  or  before  maturity,  all  bonds  couver,  13  Wash.  423 :  State  v.  Hop- 
iasued  on  account  of  said  undertaking,  kins,  14  Wash.  59 ;  Graham  v.  Spokane, 
all  such  bonds  outstanding  shall  be  19  Wash.  447;  Hazeltine  v.  BUke,  26 
included  in  determining  the  limitation  Wash.  231.  See  also  Weldin  v.  Wil- 
of  the  power  to  incur  indebtedness,  mington,  3  Del.  472 ;  Menominee  Water 
unless  the  principal  and  interest  thereof  Co.  v.  Menominee,  124  Mich.  386.  The 
be  made  payable  exclusively  from  the  cases  which  declare  this  rule  were  criti- 
receipts  of  the  undertaking''  (Const.,  cised  and  dissented  from  in  Farmers' 
1902,  §  127).  Loan  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Sioux  Falls,  131  Fed. 

WcLshington.  Cities  and  towns  shall  Rep.  890,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
not  incur  a  debt  exceeding  one  and  one-  additional  indebtedness  not  exceeding 
half  per  centum  of  the  taxable  property,  ten  per  cent  which  may  be  incurred  for 
nor  m  cases  requiring  the  assent  of  a  water  and  other  purposes,  under  the 
vote  shall  the  total  indebtedness  at  Constitution  of  South,  Dakota,  means 
any  time  exceed  five  per  centum  on  that  additional  indebtedness  within  a 
the  value  of  the  taxable  oroperty  gross  aggregate  of  a  fifteen  per  cent  of 
therein,  ''provided,  further,  that  any  the  value  of  taxable  propertv  ma^ 
city  or  town  with  such  assent  [of  the  be  incurred,  and  that  a  city  which  is 
voters]  may  become  indebted  to  a  already  indebted  for  general  purposes 
larger  amount,  but  not  exceeding  five  to  an  amount  nearly  equal  thereto  has  ■ 
per  centum  additional,  for  supplying  no  power  to  construct  water  works 
such  city  or  town  with  water,  artincial  by  an  issue  of  bonds  which  will  in- 
light,  and  sewers,  when  the  works  for  crease  its  indebtedness  to  twenty-three 
supplying  such  water,  light,  and  sewers  per  cent  of  its  assessed  valuation. 
shaU  be  owned  and  controlled  by  the  The  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  all 
municipality"  (Const.,  1889,  art.  viii.  the  indebtedness  incurred  for  every 
§  6).  purpose,  must  be  taken  into  considera- 

Wyoming.  No  city,  town,  or  village  tion  in  arriving  at  the  power  of  the 
shall  create  any  indebtedness  exceed-  municipality  to  incur  deot  for  water 
ine  two  per  centum  on  the  assessed  purposes,  and  that  to  the  extent  that 
vjuuation,  but  ''may  be  authorized  to  such  general  indebtedness  exceeds  the 
create  an  additional  indebtedness,  not  general  limitation  of  indebtedness  it 
exceeding  four  per  centimi  on  the  must  be  deducted  from  the  additional 
assessed  value  of  taxable  property  ten  per  cent  of  indebtedness  which  the 
therein,  as  shown  by  the  last  preceding  mumcipality  may  incur  for  water  pur- 
genenJ  assessment,  for  the  purpose  of  poses.  On  appeaf,  the  Circuit  Court 
building  sewerage  therein.  Debts  con-  of  Appeals  reversed  this  ruling.  136 
tracted  for  supplying  water  to  such  Fed.  Rep.  721.  Water  for  the  pur- 
city  or  town  are  excepted  from  the  poses  specified  in  the  Constitution  is 
operation  of  this  section  (Const.,  1889,  of  such  prime  necessity  as  to  have  led 
art.  xvi.  {  5).  to  the  special  provision  in  the  Constitu- 
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been  held  that  indebtedness  for  ivater  works  should  not  be  included 
as  a  part  of  the  general  indebtedness  in  ascertaining  the  power  of 
the  city  to  incur  debt  under  the  general  constitutional  limitatioii.' 


lion  for  procuring  it,  and  this  purpose 
and  the  Language  concur,  as  it  seems  to 
the  author,  m  supporting  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Constitution  stated  in  the 
text. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  Washing- 
ton it  has  been  held  that  where  a 
municipal  corporation  is  authorized  to 
become  indebted  for  water  works, 
sewer,  and  artificial  light  works  in  an 
additional  five  per  cent  of  the  taxable 
jrroperty,  its  authority  to  become  in- 
debted for  such  purposes  is  not  restricted 
to  five  per  cent  of  the  indebtedness, 
but  it  may  become  indebted  for  such 
purposes  in  any  sum  provided  the  total 
municipal  indebtedness  does  not  exceed 
ten  per  cent  of  its  last  assessment  roll. 
Metcalfe  v.  Seattle,  1  Wash.  297.  As  to 
the  operation  and  effect  of  the  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  South 
Carolina,  with  reference  to  water  works, 
&c.y  see  Seegers  v.  Gibbes,  72  S.  Car. 
532 ;  Bray  v.  Florence,  62  S.  Car.  57. 
'  »  Austm  V.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  667; 
Petros  v.  Vancouver,  13  Wash.  423.  See 
also  Los  Angeles  v.  Hance,  137  Cal.  490. 

The  provision  of  the  New  York 
Constitution  quoted  suj^a,  that  the 
limitation  therein  contamed  shall  not 
prevent  the  issue  of  bonds  to  provide 
for  the  supply  of  water,  but  the  term 
thereof  shall  not  exceed  twenty  years, 
and  a  sinking  fund  shall  be  created  on 
the  issue  of  tne  bonds  for  their  redemp- 
tion, only  applies  to  cities  whose  con- 
stitutional inaebtedness  already  exceeds 
the  general  limitation  of  ten  per  cent  of 
the  value.  If  the  indebtedness  of  the 
city,  together  with  the  proposed  issue 
to  provide  for  the  supply  of  water,  does 
not  exceed  that  limit,  the  provision 
restricting  the  term  of  the  bonds  and 
requiring  a  sinking  fund  does  not  apply. 
Rochester  v.  Quintard,  136  N.  Y.  221 ; 
Rome  17.  Whitestown  Water  Works  Co., 
1 13  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  547,  aff'd  187  N.  Y. 
542.  If  the  amount  of  indebtedness 
proposed  to  be  incurred  exceeds  the 
ten  per  cent  limit  provided  bv  the 
Constitution,  an  issue  of  bonds  for 
water  purposes  is  invalid  and  imlawful 
if  provision  be  not  made  for  a  sinking 
fund.  Cahill  v.  Hogan,  44  N.  Y.  Misc. 
360,  aff'd  99  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  620. 
Under  the  provision  of  the  New  York 
Village  Law  that  "a  village  shall  not 
incur  indebtedness  if  thereby  its  total 


contract  indebtedness  .  .  .  shall  in 
addition  to  obligatioDs  issued  to  pro- 
vide for  the  supply  of  water  exceed" 
ten  per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuatioii 
of  real  property,  indMedness  incurred 
for  water  supply  is  to  be  exduded  in 
determining  whether  the  debt  d  the 
village  has  reached  the  statutoir 
limitation.  Lines  v.  Ot^go,  91  N.  Y. 
Supp.  785. 

In  Missouri,  under  coDstitiitioDal 
provisions,  quoted  supra,  that  no  city 
shall  incur  indebtedness  to  an  amount 
exceeding  five  per  cent  of  the  value  of 
taxable  property,  and  that  any  city  of 
a  specified  population  may,  with  the 
assent  of  the  voters,  be  allowed  to  be- 
come indebted  to  an  amount  not  ex- 
ceeding ah  additional  five  per  cent 
on  the  value  of  the  taxable  pnqserty 
for  the  purposes  of  purchasing  or  con- 
structing water  works  and  light  plants 
to  be  owned  by  the  municipality,  debt 
already  incurred  by  the  city  for  the  pur- 
vose  of  constructing  water  works  mud 
he  taken  into  constderaHon  in  detennin- 
ing  the  question  of  the  power  €i  the  city 
to  incur  further  debt  for  purposes  com- 
ing within  the  general  limitation,  e.  g., 
sewers.  In  other  words,  in  applying 
the  general  limitation  upon  indebted- 
ness, debt  incurred  for  all  purposes, 
including  the  construction  or  purchase 
of  water  works,  must  be  included  in 
the  computation.  State  v.  Wilder,  197 
Mo.  1.  Under  this  provision,  while 
bonds  exceeding  the  original  five  per 
cent  limitation  may  be  issued  "to 
purchase  or  construct"  a  combined 
water  and  light  plant,  they  cannot  be 
issued  to  maintain  and  operate  it. 
State  V.  Wilder,  200  Mo.  97. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  WaMng- 
fan,  quoted  supra,  the  fact  that  aci^ 
may  oecome  indebted  to  an  additiopal 
five  per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuation 
for  water,  &c.,  does  not  prevent  such 
city  from  creating,  pursuant  to  statutory 
auUiorUy,  a  load  assessment  district  fcH* 
laying  water  mains  and  conUaeting 
debt  on  behalf  of  such  local  assess- 
ment district.  The  debt  of  such  local 
assessment  district  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  having  any  beariqg  on  the 
limitation  of  indebteaness  of  cities  for 
water,  artificial  light,  dec.  Smith  v. 
Seattle,  25  Wash.  300. 

Montana.    Under  the  pnmaoou  of 
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§  215.  Remedies  of  Tupmyere  —  Svidence.  — The  Incurring  of 
debt  in  excess,  or  in  violation,  of  the  constitutional  restrictions 
is  within  those  general  principles  which  confer  upon  the  taxpayer 
the  right  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain  the  illegal 
acts  of  the  municipality  or  its  officers.^  And  upon  similar  principles 
a  taxpayer  may  maintain  a  suit  making  proper  and  necessary  par- 
ties to  enjoin  the  levy  and  collection  of  taxes  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
or  satisfying  such  illegal  indebtedness.^  But  while  the  officers  of  a 
municipal  corporation  may  be  enjoined  from  contracting  an  indebt- 
edness in  excess  of  the  constitutional  limit,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
city  officials  who  by  their  official  acts  have  negligently  or  knowingly 
and  wrongfully  created  debt  exceeding  the  constitutional  limit,  can- 
not he  held  personally  liable  for  the  amount  of  such  debt.'  Bonds  and 


the  Constitution,  referred  to  above, 
prohibiting  indebtedness  exceeding 
three  per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuation, 
but  permitting  the  legislative  assembly 
to  extend  this  limit  by  authorizing  mu- 
nicipal corporations  to  submit  the  ques- 
tion to  a  vote  "when  such  increase  is 
necessary^*  to  construct  sewers  or  pro- 
cure a  water  supply,  and  the  statute 
permitting  debt  for  these  purposes  to 
the  amount  of  an  additional  ten  per  cent, 
the  limit  can  only  be  increasea  in  case 
of  nec€99ity.  If  the  municipality  is  not 
indebted  in  any  amount  at  all,  or  if  it 
has  the  necessary  fimds  in  its  treasury, 
DO  indebtedness  chargeable  against  the 
excess  can  be  incurred.  Hence  a  city 
which  is  indebted  to  the  three  per  cent 
limit  cannot  refund  its  outstanding 
bonds  issued  for  sewerage  purposes, 
and  declare  them  to  represent  indebted- 
ness contracted  outside  of  the  three  per 
cent  limit,  thus  leaving  a  margin  within 
that  limit  for  other  purposes.  Palmer 
V.  Helena,  19  Mont.  61.  Nor  can  it 
arbitrarily  declare  a  new  debt  to  be 
contracted  for  water  to  be  chargeable 
against  the  extended  limit,  when  it  is 
not  indebted  to  the  three  per  cent  limit. 
Butler  V.  Andrus,  35  Mont.  575;  90 
Pac.  Rep.  785. 

*  Bradford  v,  San  Francisco,  112 
Cal.  537:  Hudson  v.  Marietta,  04  Ga. 
286 ;  Springfield  v.  Edwards,  84  111.  626 ; 
Culbertfion  v,  Fulton,  127  111.  30; 
Grayville  v.  Gray,  19  111.  App.  120; 
Mcrherson  v,  Foster,  43  Iowa,  48; 
O'Malley  v.  Olyphant,  198  Pa.  525; 
Spilman  v.  Parkersburg,  35  W.  Va.  605 ; 
Fowler  v.  Superior,  85  Wis.  411.  See 
jioti,  chapter  on  Actions  and  Liabili- 
ties ;  Index,  Remedy.  The  question  of 
the  power  of  a  city  to  incur  debt  can 


only  he  raised  when  it  seeks  to  incur 
debt.  It  cannot  be  raised  to  defeat  a 
proposed  street  improvement  which  is 
sought  to  be  efifectea  by  a  sp^ial  assess- 
ment and  by  general  taxation  in  ad- 
vance of  action  showing  that  the  city 
intends  to  incur  debt  in  connection 
therewith.  Jacksonville  R.  Co.  v.  Jack- 
sonville, 114  lU.  562;  post,  §  294. 

•  Smith  V,  Broderick,  107  Cal.  644; 
Bradford  v.  San  Francisco,  1 12  Cal.  537 ; 
Howell  V.  Peoria,  90  111.  104.  More 
fully  as  to  taxpavers'  suits,  see  chapter 
on  Actions  and  Liabilities;  Index, 
Equity,  But  it  must  appear  that  the 
tax  is  levied  for  the  purpose  of  payin^g 
an  unconstitutional  debt.  If  the  tax  is 
within  the  authority  of  the  municipal- 
ity, it  cannot  be  enjoined  on  the 
ground  that  when  collected  it  may  be 
applied  to  such  indebtedness.  Strohm 
V.  Iowa  City,  47  Iowa,  42.  The  court 
upon  which  equity  jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred by  statute  to  restrain  a  violation 
of  the  fundamental  law  has  ample  juris- 
diction to  prevent  it  whether  the  debt 
or  liabiUty  which  is  claimed  to  violate 
the  constitutional  prohibition  is  created 
for  a  legal  or  an  illegal  purpose.  Blood 
V,  Beal,  100  Me.  30. 

■  Lough  v.  Estherville,  122  Iowa,  479. 
The  court.  Bishop,  J.,  said:  '^Counsel 
for  appellant  does  not  cite  any  case 
holding  that  the  mayor  and  respective 
members  of  the  council  of  a  city  may 
be  held  personally  liable  in  damages, 
because  municipal  indebtedness  in 
excess  of  the  constitutional  Umit  has 
been  contracted  or  permitted.  We 
know  of  no  such  case,  and  we  cannot 
say  there  is  anything  in  reason  or  the 
spirit  of  our  system  of  government  that 
dictates  the  promulgation  of  any  sucb 
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coupons  of  a  municipality  are  presumed  to  be  valid,  and  the  burden 
is  on  the  muntcipalvty  to  show  that  the  indebtedness  evidenced 
thereby  is  invalid  under  the  constitutional  limitations/  But.  when 
it  appears  that  the  limit  of  the  municipal  indebtedness  has  been 
reached,  the  burden  of  sustaining  the  validity  of  the  evidence  of 
indebtedness  sued  on  is  on  the  person  claiming  tha^under.' 

rule  at  our  hand.  While  a  violation  also  Anderson  v.  Orient  Fire  Ins.  Co.. 
of  the  Constitution  in  the  respect  in  88  Iowa,  579 ;  HoUiday  v.  Hildebrandt, 
question  is  to  be  condemned,  and  the  97  Iowa,  177;  Independence  Dist.  «. 
courts  should  interfere  to  prevent  such  Society  for  Savin^B.  98  Iowa,  581 ;  67 
violation  whenever  called  upon  so  to  N.  W.  Rep.  370.  The  assessed  value  of 
do,  yet  we  are  not  prepared  to  adopt  taxable  property  may  be  proved  by  the 
the  suggestion  that  an  action  for  certificate  of  the  county  clerk  to  the 
damages  may  be  resorted  to  as  afford-  value  thereof,  as  shown  oy  the  records 
ing  a  proper  means  of  redress  where  in  his  office.  East  St.  Louis  G.  L.  &  C. 
violation  has  been  accomplished."         Co.  v.  East  St.  Louis,  45  UL  App.  591. 

^  Lake  County  t?.  Standley,  24  Colo.  The  existing  indebtedness  ma^r  be  es- 
1 ;  Lake  County  v.  Linn,  29  Colo.  446.  tablished  by  an  authorised  official  pub- 
See  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds,  post,  lication  showing  the  amount  thereof. 
It  will  be  presumed  in  support  of  the  lb.  The  books  of  the  secretary  of  the 
validity  of  bonds  that  they  have  not  municipality  or  other  officer  showing 
been  issued  in  excess  of  the  limitation,  the  amount  of  indebtedness  are  ad- 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  missible  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
assessed  value  of  the  property.  Glad-  the  amoimt  of  the  debt.  Wormfey 
stone  V.  Throop,  71  Fed.  Rep.  341.  v,  Carroll  Dist.  Township,  45  Iowa, 

'  Law  V.  People,  87  UL  385.    See  666. 
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CHAPTER   VII 

MUNICIPAL   CHARTEBS  —  GENERAL   MUNICIPAL   POWERS 


Charters  defined     230 

CharteFB  judicially  noticed   ...     231 
Proof    of    Corporate    Existence; 

User;  Le^slative  Recognition    232 
Repeals   and   Amendments,  and 

their  Effect 233 

Repeating  Clause;  Suhstitution- 
ary  Charter ;  Repeals  by  Impli- 
cation    234 

General  Laws  and  Special  Char- 
ters ;    Repeals  by  Implication ; 
Conmct;  Construction      .    .    .     235 
Implied  Repeal  of  General  Laws      236 
Extent  of  Power;    Limitations; 
Canons  of  Construction    .    .    .     237 

Same  Subject 238 

Same  Subject ;  Principles  of  Con- 
struction   239 


Usage  and  Prescription     ....     240 

Same  Subject 241 

Discietionaiy  Powers  not  subject 

to  Judicial  Control 242 

The  Subject  illustrated     •  .-    .    •     243 
Public  Powers  and  Trusts  incap- 
able of  Delegation 244 

Legislative    Powers    cannot    be 
surrendered   or  bargained 

away 245 

Imperative     and     Discretionary 
Powers  distinguished    ....     246 

Same  Subject 247 

Exemption    of   Municipal   Rev- 
enues from  Judicial  Seizure  for 

Debts 248 

Garnishment 249 


§  230  (82).  Oharters  defined.  —  We  have  before  seen  that  in  this 
couniry  municipal  corporations  are  created  by  legislative  act,  either 
in  the  form  of  a  special  legislative  charter  or  under  general  incor- 
porating statutes.^  A  municipal  charter  granted  by  the  crovm 
in  England  is  a  written  instrument  in  the  form  of  letters-patent, 
with  the  Great  Seal  appended  to  it,  addressed  to  all  the  subjects,  and 
constituting  the  persons  therein  named  and  their  successors  a  body 
coiporate  for  or  within  the  place  therein  specified,  and  prescribing 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  corporation  thereby  created.  But  such 
charters  are  inoperative  until  accepted.'  But  in  this  country,  as  we 
have  elsewhere  shown,  the  legislature  creates,  alters,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  constitutional  restriction,  can  repeal  charters  and  incor- 
porating statutes  and  abolish  municipal  and  public  corporations  at 
its  will,  and  it  invests  them  with  such  powers,  mandatory  and  dis- 
cretionary, and  requires  of  them  such  duties,  as  it  deems  most  ex- 
pedient for  the  general  good,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  particular 
locaKty.*  No  precise  form  of  words  is  necessary  to  create  a  corpo- 
ration, and  a  corporation  may  be  created  by  implication.^ 


*  Ante,  §§  69,  61. 


*  Ante,  If  50,69.   Outline  of  charter  arUe,  $§  10,  15,  34. 
of  the  Middle  Ages,  ante,  §  7. 


"  Weeks  v.  Gilmanton.  60  N.  H.  500; 


«  AnU,  §§  3,  64,  65. 
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§  231  (83).  Ohartera  Judicially  noticed.  —  Courts  will  judidaUy 
notice  the  charter  or  incorporating  act  of  a  municipal  corporation 
vnthovt  Us  being  specially  pleaded,  not  only  when  it  is  declared  to  be 
a  public  statute,  but  when  it  is  public  or  general  in  its  nature  or  pur- 
poses, though  there  be  no  express  provision  to  that  effect.*  But  the 
acts,  votes,  and  ordinances  of  the  corporation  are  not  public  matters, 
and  must,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  be  pleaded  and 
proved.^  The  courts  will  judicially  notice  that  a  city  has  been  inoor-- 
porated  under  the  general  laws  of  the  State.'    The  courts  will  also 

G.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Morristown  (Teun.  Ch. 
App.),  35  S.  W.  Rep.  771 ;  Dwyer  v. 
Brenham,  65  Tex.  526;  Storrie  v, 
Cortes,  90  Tex.  283 ;  Taylor  v.  Hoya, 
9  Tex.  av.  App.  312;  Duncan  v. 
Lypchbuiig  (Va.),  34  S.  E.  Rep.  964. 
citing  text ;  Briggs  v.  Whipple,  7  Vt. 
15,  18;  Seattle  v.  Turner,  29  Wash. 
515;  Smith  v.  Janesville,  52  Wis.  680; 
Durch  V.  Chippewa  Co.,  60  Wis.  227. 
See  also  Vance  v.  Bank,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
80,  and  note  (2);  6  Bac.  Abr.  374, 
note. 

In  Indiana,  if  a  city  is  a  party  to  a 
suit  and  the  pleadings  do  not  show 
otherwise,  the  presumption  is  that  it 
is  incoriiorated  under  the  general  in- 
corporation law.  House  v.  Greena- 
buig,  93  Ind.  533.  A  city  charter 
being  declared  to  be  a  piMic  act,  sup- 
pLements  and  amendmenla  to  it  are 
likewise  public.  Newark  Bank  v.  As- 
sessors, 30  N.  J.  L.  22;  Stevens  Co.  v. 
RaUroad  Co.,  33  N.  J.  L.  229;  SUte 
V,  Beigen,  34  N.  J.  L.  439.  Judieud 
notice  taken  of  general  statute  confer- 
rin^  pmoer  on  cities  for  erection  and 
mamtenance  of  water  works,  North 
Platte  Water  Works  Co.  v.  North 
Platte,  50  Neb.  853 ;  of  statute  nesting 
entire  control  of  water  works  in  a  com- 
mission, Gross  V.  Portsmouth,  68  N.  H. 
266;  of  statutes  providing  for  the 
erection  of  court  house  and  citv  hall. 
Burlington  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Gom*rs. 
67  Minn.  327 ;  of  powers  and  duties  of 
cities  -of  a  specified  doss,  Hubbd  r. 
Maiyville,  85  Mo.  App.  165. 

»  See  infra,  §  639. 

•  Jones  V.  Lake  \^w,  151  IlL  663: 
Bessette  v.  People,  193  IlL  334,  347 ; 
Hopewell  v.  State,  22  Ind.  App.  489; 
State  V.  Macy,  72  Mo.  App.  427;  Shaw 
V.  N.  Y.  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  85  N.  Y. 
kpp,  Div.  137.  The  dcOe  of  Ae  or^am- 
isation  of  a  county  will  not  be  judicttUy 
noticed.  Hill  v.  Grant  (Tex.  Gv. 
App.),  44  S.  W.  Rep.  1016.  But  sec 
Moseley  v.  Van  der  Stucken,  26  Tex. 


^  Beatty  v.  Knowles,  4  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
152,  157;  Ronkendorflf  v.  Taylor,  4 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  349;  Fauntleroy  v.  Han- 
nibal, 1  DiUon  C.  C.  (U.  S.)  118; 
Young  V.  Bank,  Ac.,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.), 
384 ;  Smoot  v.  Wetumpka,  24  Ala.  112, 
121;  Case  v.  Mobile,  30  Ala.  538; 
Perryman  v,  Greenville,  51  Ala.  510; 
Albnttin  v.  Huntsville,  60  Ala.  486; 
Wetumpka  v.  Wetumpka  Wharf  Co., 
63  Ala.  611 ;  Montgomery  v.  Hughes, 
65  Ala.  201 ;  Sekna  v.  Perkins,  68  Ala. 
145;  Montgomery  v.  Wright,  72  Ala. 
411;  Waters  v.  State,  117  Ala.  189; 
Washington  v,  Finley,  10  Ark.  423; 
Clarke  v.  Bank,  10  Ark.  516;  People 
V.  Potter,  35  Cal.  110;  Clapp  v.  Hart- 
ford, 35  Conn.  66 ;  Downs  v.  Com'rs  of 
Smyrna,  2  Pennewill  (Del.),  132 ;  Mor- 

fan  V.  Atlanta,  77  Ga.  662 ;  Potwin  v, 
ohnson,  108  111.  70;  Spring  Valley  v. 
Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.,  71  111.  App. 
432;  Swails  v.  State,  4  Ind.  516; 
Richardson  v.  Hedges,  150  Ind.  53; 
West  V.  Blake,  4  BUckf.  (Ind.)  234; 
State  V.  Wabash  Paper  Co.,  21  Ind. 
App.  167;  Thomtown  v.  Fugatc,  21 
Ind.  App.  537;  Evansville  v.  Frazer, 
24  Ind.  App.  628 ;  Arnold  i;.  Campbell, 
3  Ind.  T.  550;  Stier  v,  Gskaloosa,  41 
Iowa,  353,  citing  and  approving  text ; 
State  V,  Olinger  (Iowa),  72  N.  W. 
Rep.  441 ;  PreU  v.  McDonald,  7  Kan. 
426;  Solomon  v.  Hughes,  24  Kan.  211 ; 
Garfield  Tp.  v.  Dodsworth  Book  0>., 
9  Kan.  App.  752;  State  v.  Simpson, 
91  Me.  83;  Portsmouth,  &c.  Co.  v, 
Watson,  10  Mass.  91 ;  State  v,  Tosney, 
26  Minn.  262 ;  Bowie  v.  Kansas  City, 
51  Mo.  454 ;  Stone  v.  Halstead,  62  Mo. 
App.  136 ;  Trenton  v.  Devorse,  70  Mo. 
App.  8;  State  v.  Nolle,  96  Mo.  App. 
524 ;  Homberger  v.  State,  47  Neb.  40; 
State  V.  Helmes  (prescriptive  corporar 
tions).  Pen.  (N.  J.)  Eq.  1050;  Haw- 
thorne V,  Hoboken,  32  N.  J.  L.  172; 
Wygant  v.  McLauchlan,  39  Or^.  429; 
State  V.  Murfreesboro,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  217;  East  Tennessee,  Va.  & 
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judicially  notice  the  geographical  location  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
its  boundaries  and  subdivisions,^  but  not  of  the  precise  location  of 
a  mere  cUy  latf  or  the  location  or  width  of  the  streets^  or  the  distance 
between  them.'  G>urts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  grade  or 
clamfication  of  a  particular  city/  but  they  will  take  judicid  notice 
of  the  population  of  a  city  according  to  the  census.* 


§  232  (84).  Ptoof  of  Ooxporate  SziBtenco;  User;  Lagislativo 
Recognition.  —  The  primary  evidence  of  a  special  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation  in  this  country  is  the  original  or  an  authenticated  copy^ 


Civ.  App.  290.  Court  cannot  take 
judicial  notice  of  municipal  officers. 
State  V,  Brown,  72  Mo.  App.  651. 

'  Waters  v.  State,  117  Ala.  189; 
Scbeuer  v.  Kelly,  121  Ala.  323;  Mari- 
copa County  V.  Burnett,  8  Ariz.  242; 
71  Pac.  Rep.  908 ;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Cady,  67  Ark.  512 ;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  dc  S.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Magness,  68  Ark. 
289;  Rogers  v.  Cady,  104  Cal.  288; 
De  Baker  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ry.,  106  CaL 
257;  People  v.  Faust,  113  Cal.  172; 
Central  R.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Gamble,  77  Ga. 
584;  Sullivan  v.  People,  122  lU.  385; 
Bruson  v,  Clark,  151  111.  495;  Sever  v. 
Lyons,  170  111.  395;  O'Brien  v.  Krock- 
inski,  50  111.  App.  456;  Comshock  v. 
Pec^le,  56  IlL  App.  467;  Gunning  v. 
People.  86  111.  App.  676 ;  Luck  v.  State, 
96  ind.  16;  Jackson  County  Com'rs 
V.  State,  147  Ind.  476;  Richardson  v. 
Hedges,  150  Ind.  53 ;  Garfield  Tp.  v. 
Book  Co.,  9  Kan.  App.  752;  State  v. 
Brooks,  8  Kan.  App.  344;  Poland 
V.  Dreyfous,  48  La.  An.  83 ;  State  v. 
Simpson,  91  Me.  83 ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Wheeler,  162  Mass.  429 ;  People  v.  Cur- 
ley,  99  Mich.  237,  238;  Baumann  v. 
Trust  Co.,  66  Minn.  227 ;  Kretzschmar 
V.  Meehan,  74  Minn.  211 ;  State  v.  Elof- 
son,  86  Minn.  103 ;  Baumann  v.  Granite 
Sav.  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  66  Minn.  227; 
State  V.  Pennington,  124  Mo.  388 ;  Par- 
ker V.  Burton,  172  Mo.  85;  State  v. 
Foraker,  148  Mo.  143;  Mayes  v.  St. 
Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  71  Mo.  App. 
140;  Johnson  v.  Hutchinson,  81  Mo. 
App.  299;  Moon  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R. 
Co.,  83  Mo.  App.  458;  Bishop  v.  Cove- 
nant Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  85  Mo.  App. 
302;  City  Nat.  Bank  v,  Goodioe- 
McClelland  Commission  Co.,  93  Mo. 
App.  123 ;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hyatt,  48  Neb.  161 ;  Slattery  v,  Har- 
fey,  58  Neb  575;  Green  v.  Paul,  60 
Neb.  7;  State  v,  Buralli,  27  Nev. 
41 ;   Vanderwerker  v.  People,  5  Wend. 


(N.  Y.)  530 ;  Bang  v.  McAvoy,  52  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  501 ;  Williams  v.  Brown,  53 
N!  Y.  App.  Div.  486;  State  v.  Ray,  97 
N.  Car.  510;  Harvey  v.  Territory, 
11  Okla.  156;  Filson  v.  Territory,  11 
Okla.  351 ;  Marx  v,  Croisan,  17  Oreg. 
393 ;  Wygant  v.  McLauchlan,  39  Oreg. 
429  (especially  where  the  territorial 
limits  are  fixea  and  defined  by  the  acts 
giving  them  life,  or  acts  amendatory 
thereof) ;  Commonwealth  v.  Kaiser,  184 
Pa.  493;  Barnwell  i;.  Marion,  56  S.  Gar. 
54:  TerreU  v.  State,  41  Tex.  463; 
Solver  V,  Romanet,  52  Tex.  562 ;  Hall 
V.  Rushing,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  631; 
Monford  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crun.  Rep. 
237;  Hambel  v,  Davis,  89  Tex.  Sup. 
256;  Whitener  v.  Belknap,  89  Tex. 
Sup.  273 ;  Anderson  v.  Conmionwealth, 
100  W.  860;  Bartholomew  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  18  Wash.  683 ;  Schilling  v. 
Territory,  2  Wash.  T.  283;  Beaaley  v. 
Beckley,  28  W.  Va.  81. 

^  Gunning  v.  People,  189  111.  165. 

*  Diggins  V.  Hartshome,  108  Cal. 
154;  North  Chicago  St.  Ry.  Co.  v, 
Cheetham,  58  111.  App.  318;  College  v. 
Cedar  Rapids,  120  Iowa,  541. 

*  Worcester  Nat.  Bank  ».  Cheney, 
94  m.  430;  Brooksfield  v.  Tooey,  141 
Mo.  619 ;  State  v.  Mason,  155  Mo.  486 ; 
Jackson  v.  Kansas  City,  F.  S.  &  M.  R. 
Co.,  157  Mo.  621 ;  Savannah  v,  Dickey, 
33  Mo.  App.  522 ;  Akerman  v.  Lima,  7 
Ohio  N.  P.  92,  8  Ohio  Dec.  430.  The 
courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  that 
the  township  orqanization  law  exists  in 
or  has  been  adopted  by  a  particidar 
county.  Shively  v.  Lankford,  174  Mo. 
535.  But  see  Phillips  v.  Scales  Mound, 
195  lU.  353. 

*  Bennet  v.  Marion,  106  Iowa,  628 ; 
State  V.  Marion  County  Court,  128  Mo. 
427 ;  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 49  Neb.  429 ;  Stratton  v.  Oregon 
City,  35  Oreg.  409. 
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or,  under  statute  regulation,  a  printed  copy  published  by  authority. 
But  if  primary  evidence  cannot  be  had,  parcl  or  secondary  evidence 
of  its  existence  is  admissible.^  Thus,  where  a  public  corporation 
had  existed  for  a  long  space  of  time  (in  the  instance  before  the  court, 
for  forty  years),  the  court  allowed  evidence  of  its  incorporation  hy 
reptdation,  the  original  act  not  being  found,  and  it  being  probable 
that  it  had  been  destroyed  by  fire.'  So  evidence  that  a  town  has  for 
many  years  exercised  corporate  privileges,  no  charter  after  search 
being  found,  is  competent  to  go  to  the  jury  to  establish  that  it  was 
duly  incorporated.  And  where  there  is  no  direct  or  record  evidence 
that  a  place  has  been  incorporated,  and  it  is  sought  to  show  the  fact  of 
incorporation  from  circumstantial  evidence,  the  question  is  ordinarilj 
for  the  jury,  and  not  the  court;  that  is,  the  jury,  under  the  circum- 
stances, determine  whether  there  is  or  is  not  sufficient  ground  to  pre- 
sume a  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,^  or  the  due  establishment  and 
exbtence  of  a  corporate  district  under  some  general  act*    So  corpo- 


»  Stockbridge  v.  West  Stockbridge, 
12  Mass.  400 ;  Bniintree  v.  Battles,  6 
Vt.  395;  Blackstone  v.  White,  41  Pa. 
St.  330. 

>  Dillingham  v.  Snow,  5  Mass.  547 ; 
8.  p.  Bassett  v.  Porter^  4  Gush.  487. 
In  view  of  the  defective  manner  in 
which  the  records  of  quasi  corporations 
—  such  as  school  and  road  districts,  and 
the  like  —  are  kept,  the  courts,  in  the 
absence  of  any  statute  requiring  record 
evidence,  will  permit  the  existence  and 
oiganization  of  the  corporation  to  be 
proved  by  reputation  and  acts^  where 
these  facts  do  not  appear  of  record. 
Barnes  v.  Barnes,  6  vt.  388 ;  London- 
derry V.  Andover,  28  Vt.  416;  Sherwin 
V.  Bugbee,  16  Vt.  439 ;  Ryder  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  13  III.  523 ;  Highland  Turn- 
pike V.  McKean,  10  Johns.  154 ;  Owings 
V.  Speed,  5  Wheat.  420.  See  chapter  on 
Corporate  Records  and  Documents, 
pogt. 

Irregularities  in  the  proceedings  to 
organize  a  corporation  are  not  favored 
when  set  up  long  afterwards  to  defeat 
the  corporate  existence.  Jameson  v. 
People,  16  111.  257:  Dimning  v.  Rail- 
roMBid  Co.,  10  Ind.  437;  Fitch  v,  Pinck- 
ard,  5  lU.  76. 

Where  a  corporation  is  created,  and 
declared  to  exist  as  such,  by  the  legis- 
lature without  condition,  proof  of  or- 
ganization  or  tuer  is  not  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  maintain  an  action.  Cahill 
V.  Insurance  Company,  2  Doug.  (Bfich.) 
124 ;  Fire  Department  v.  Kip.  10  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  267.    And  see  Proprietors,  Ac. 


V.  Horton,  6  HiU  (N.  Y.),  501;  People 
V,  President.  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  351; 
Wood  V.  Jefferson  Co.  Bank,  9  Cowen 
(N.  Y.),  194,  205.  When  construed  to 
be  immediatdy  createdf  the  omission  to 
do  certain  acts  prescribed  to  organiie 
the  institution  was  held  immaterial  as 
respects  persons  contracting  with  the 
coiporation.  Brouwer  v.  Appleby,  1 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  158;  8.  p.  IVople  «. 
President,  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  351.  See 
also  ante,  §  69. 

'  New  Boston  v,  Dunbarton,  15 
N.  H.  201;  Mayor  of  Kinnton  v. 
Homer,  Cowp.  102,  per  Lard  MantMi; 
Worley  v.  Harris,  82  Ind.  39.  Where 
the  fact  of  incorporation  arises  as  a  cot- 
lateral  ou^sfion,  it  is  only  necessaiy  to 
show  that  a  city  is  de  fadto  a  corpora- 
tion. Louisville,  N.  A.  k.  Chic.  Ry.  Go. 
V.  Shires,  108  III.  617. 

«  Bassett  v.  Porter,  4  Cush.  487; 
New  Boston  v.  Dunbarton,  12  N.  H. 
409,  412;  s.  c.  15  N.  H.  201 ;  Robier 
Sedgwick,  35  Barb.  319.  The  exertue 
of  corporale  powers  by  a  place  for  twaUy 
years,  without  objection,  and  with  the 
knowledge  and  assent  of  the  legislature, 
furnishes  conclusive  evidence  of  a 
charter,  which  has  been  lost;  or,  in 
other  words,  of  a  corporation  by  pre- 
scription, which  supposes  a  grant 
Bow  V.  AUenstown,  34  N.  H.  351.  In 
this  case  it  was  also  held  that  an  act  of 
incorporation  subseouendy  passed  does 
not  raise  any  eonausive  presumption 
that  the  town  was  not  bdFore  incor- 
porated.   Long  use  and  aeguieseeiict  are 
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rate  existence  may  be  inferred  and  judicially  noticed,  although  the 
incorporating  act  or  charter  cannot  be  found,  if  the  fact  of  incorpo- 
ration is  clearly  recognized  by  svbseqveni  legislation  not  in  contra- 
vention of  any  constitutional  provision  respecting  the  mode  of 
creating  corporations.^ 

§233  (85).  Repeals  and  Amendmento»  and  their  Iflect.  —  The 
powers  conferred  upon  municipal  corporations  may  at  any  time  be 
altered  or  repealed  by  the  legislature,  either  by  a  general  law  oper- 
ating upon  the  whole  State,  or,  in  absence  of  constitutional  restric- 
tion, by  a  special  act?    A  charter  may  be  amended,  the  name  of  the 


evidence  in  support  of  the  legal  exist- 
ence of  a  municipal  corporation.  Peo- 
ple 9.  Famham,  35  lU.  562 ;  Jameson 
V.  People,  16  111.  257;  People  v.  May- 
nard,  15  Mich.  463 ;  Ashley  v.  Presque 
We  County,  16  U.  S.  App.  656,  709; 
60  Fed.  Rep.  55;  Presque  Isle  County 
V.  Thompson,  22  U.  S.  App.  418;  61 
Fed.  Rep.  914 ;  Chicago  CSty  R.  Co.  v. 
Story,  73  Ili.  541 ;  People  v.  Pike,  197 
III.  449,  454.  Long  acauiescenoe  in  the 
procecMiings  of  a  school  district  is  pre- 
sumplive  evidence  of  the  regular  oigan- 
ization  of  such  district.  Sherwin  v. 
Bugbee,  16  Vt.  439;  Londondeny  v, 
Andover,  28  Vt.  416.  "It  is  now 
well  settled  in  this  State,  that  the 
mtrt  fact  of  a  school  district  maintain- 
ing its  existence  and  operation  for  a 
l^reat  number  of  years  —  say  fifteen  — 
18  sufficient  evidence  of  its  regular  or- 
l^mixation.  The  same  rule  of  presump- 
tion must  be  applied  to  the  suodivision 
of  the  town  into  districts."  Per  Red- 
fidd,  J.,  in  Sherwin  v.  Bugbee,  16  Vt. 
439. 

*  Jameson  v.  People,  16  111.  257; 
Swain  v.  Comstock,  18  Wb.  463;  Peo- 
ple «.  Famham,  35  111.  562;  Bow  v, 
AUentown,  34  N.  H.  351 ;  Society.  Ac. 
V.  Pawlet,  4  Pet.  480 ;  Toledo,  P.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Chenoa,  43  111.  209 ;  Viiginia 
Oty  V.  Mining  Co.,  2  Nev.  86;  Oroville 
A  V.  R.  Co.  V,  Plumas  County,  37  Cal. 
354 ;  ante,  §  64.  The  requirements  of 
the  statute  as  to  registration  of  the 
charter  must  be  complied  with.  State 
V.  Frost,  103  Tenn.  685. 

'  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472;  Sloane  v.  State,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
361,  approving  People  v.  Morris,  13 
Wend,  m,  Y.)325;  Daniel  v.  Mayor, 
Ac..  11  Uumph.  (Tenn.)  585;  State  v. 
Mobile,  24  Ala.  701;  Girard  v,  Phila- 
delphia,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  1;  State  v. 


Troth,  34  N.  J.  L.  379;  Worthley  v. 
Steen,  43  N.  J.  L.  542 ;  Wallace  v.  Trus- 
tees, 84  N.  Car.  164; po«/,  {{  336,  337; 
State  V.  Pabner,  10  Neb.  203;  Indian- 
apolis V.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  66  Ind. 
396;  arUe,  §§  70,  90  et  sm,;  Crook  v. 
People,  106  111.  237;  Chupchill  v. 
Walker,  68  Ga.  681 ;  Wig^n  v.  Lewis- 
ton.  8  Idaho,  527 ;  Hams  v.  Water 
Valley,  78  Miss.  659.  The  adoption  of 
a  new  State  ConstUuHon  does  not  abro- 
gate a  special  charter  unless  in  con- 
flict with  it.  People  v.  Jones.  7  Colo. 
475.  The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
amend  a  special  charter  is  not  impaired 
by  the  fact  that  the  charter  has  been 
continued  in  force  by  a  new  ConetiJtUn 
Hon  of  the  State.  Wiley  v,  Bluffton,  111 
Ind.  152.  The  provisions  of  an  amend- 
atory act  reducing  the  number  of  council- 
men,  though  the  act  took  effect  at  once, 
were  postponed  until  the  next  year, 
when  thev  could  be  called  into  requisi- 
tion at  tne  election,  —  no  earlier  elec- 
tion being  provided  for;  and  mean- 
while the  existing  council  remained 
unaffected  by  the  amendment.  Scoville 
V.  Cleveland,  1  Ohio  St.  126.  Same 
principle  applied ;  Reading  v,  Kepple- 
man,  61  Pa.  St.  233. 

A  legislative  amendment  to  charter 
abolishing  aesistant  aldermen,  and  de- 
daring  board  of  aldermen  to  be  common 
council,  is  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative 
authority ;  a  public  corporation's  char- 
ter being  always  subject  to  legislative 
amendment  or  alteration.  Demarest 
V.  New  York,  74  N.  Y.  161.  An  act 
repealing  a  charter  and  imposing  upon 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  the  outy  of 
enforcing  its  ordinances  as  the  town 
marshal  might  have  done,  held  valid. 
Rose  V,  Har£e,  98  N.  Car.  44.  Where  a 
town  was  incorporated  under  a  general 
act,  and  afterwards  accepted  and  oi^gan* 
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place  and  of  the  governing  body  may  be  changed,  and  its  boundaries 
altered,  while  in  law  the  corporation  remains  the  same.^  The  tfuer- 
tion  in  an  amended  charter  of  the  same  provisions  that  were  con- 
tained in  the  old  b  not,  unless  such  upon  the  whole  act  appears  to 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  a  repeal  of  the  latter. 
The  law  on  this  subject  is  thus  stated :  "Where  a  statute  does  not, 
in  express  terms,  annul  a  right  or  power  given  to  a  corporation  by  a 
former  act,  but  only  confers  the  same  rights  and  powers  under  a  new 
name,  and  with  additional  powers,  such  subsequent  act  does  not 
annul  the  rights  and  powers  given  under  the  former  act  and  under 
its  former  name,"  there  being  no  express  repeal.'    The  change  of  a 


iaed  under  a  special  charter,  it  was  held 
that  the  rej^etd  of  the  special  charter  did 
not  revive  its  incorporation  under  the 
general  act,  and  that  it  was  no  longer 
a  municipal  corporation.  Burk  v. 
State,  5  Lea  (Tenn.),  349.  The  ex- 
press repeal  of  an  existing  charter  of  a 
village  does  not  revive  the  charter  of 
the  village  originally  enacted.  State  v. 
Reads,  76  Minn.  60.  The  enactment 
of  a  charter  expressly  repealing  all  pre- 
vious charters^  held  not  to  affect  the 
right  of  the  city  to  collect  and  enforce 
taxes  levied  under  the  repealed  char- 
ter. Bennison  v.  Galveston,  34  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  382 ;   and  cases  cited  infra. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  the 
legislature  shall  pass  aerural  laws  under 
which  the  charters  of  cities  and  towns 
chartered  thereunder  shaU  be  amended 
and  altered f  requires  merely  the  passage 
of  uniform  general  laws  prescribing  the 
method  of  amendment,  and  does  not 
require  that  such  general  laws  shall  ac- 
tually contain  the  amendments,  and  an 
act  providing  that  when  a  municipality 
oiiganized  under  a  special  charter  do- 
sires  to  amend  the  same,  it  may  do  so 
in  the  manner  prescribed,  and  author- 
izing amendments  inconsistent^  with 
the  provisions  of  a  general  law  is  not 
in  vi9lation  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision, and  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
delegating  the  exercise  of  legislative 
power  to  amend  mimicipal  charters  to 
municipalities.  Yazoo  City  v.  Light- 
cap,  82  Miss.  148.  On  the  subject  of 
so-called  Freeholders '  Charters,  framed 
by  the  municipality  itself,  see  ante,  §  63. 

»  Wood  V.  Board  of  Election,  58  Cal. 
561 ;  Neely  v.  YorkviUe,  10  S.  Car.  141, 
151 ;  post,  §§  337,  352  et  seq. ;  State  v. 
White,  20  Neb.  37,  holding  that  a  mere 
change  of  a  city  from  one  grade  to  another, 
under  the  general  law  of  Nebraska,  does 
not  change  the  corporation  itself,  and 


that,  in  consequence,  a  police  ju4 
elected  before  the  dumge  was  ma 
was  entitled  to  hold  his  office  for  the 
full  term  for  which  he  was  elected.  To 
same  effect.  State  v,  Hedlund,  16  Neb. 
566;  Milster  v.  Spartanburg,  68  S.  Ov. 
26.  As  to  the  transition  of  a  munici- 
pality from  one  class  to  another  under 
general  laws,  see  ante,  {  169. 

*  State  V.  Mobile,  24  Ala.  701; 
Girard  v.  Philadelphia,  7  Wall  (U.R) 
1 ;  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  03  U.  8. 
266,  approving  Milner's  Admx.  •. 
Pensacola,  2  Woods,  632;  Lurd  v.  De 
Soto,  22  Fed.  Rep.  421 ;  Indian^xilii 
v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  66  Ind.  396l 
Approving  text;  Commonwealth  •. 
Worcester,  3  Pick.  (Biass.)  462,  474; 
Grant  on  Corp.  24,  and  cases  cited; 
lb,  305.  See  chapter  on  DissolutMm, 
post.  ''There  is  no  doctrine  better  set- 
tled," says  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  "than 
that  a  change  in  the  form  of  govemmesi 
of  a  eommunihf  does  not  ipso  facto  abfo- 
gate  pre-existm^  law,  eitner  written  or 
unwntten.  This  is  true  in  regard  to 
what  b  strictly  municipal  law,  even 
when  the  change  is  by  oonouest.  The 
act  of  assembly  converting  a  iorougk  inis 
a  city  did  not,  therefore,  of  itself,  and  in 
the  absence  of  express  provisions  to 
that  effect,  either  repeal  the  former  sets 
of  assembly  relative  to  the  borough, 
or  annul  existing  ordinances.  It  wss 
solelv  a  change  m  the  organic  law  for 
the  future,  and  left  unaffected  the  ex- 
isting ordinances,  precisely  as  a  chaw 
of  a  State  Constitution  leaves  undis- 
turbed all  prior  acts  of  assembly/* 
Erie  Academy  v.  Erie,  31  Pa.  St  515. 
517.  As  to  transfer  to  new  or  reoigsD- 
ized  corporation  of  the  property  aivi 
rights  of  the  old  or  former  corporation. 
see  Girard  v.  Philadelphia.  7  Wall  1. 
Savannah  v.  Steamboat  Company,  R- 
M.  Charit.  (Ga.)  342;    Fowie  v.  Aks- 
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dty  charter  does  not  affect  existing  ordinances  in  harmony  with  new 
provisions.^ 

§  234  (86).  Repeating  Clause;  Snbstitatlonary  Charter;  Repeals 
hj  Implicatioa.  —  A  repeating  clause  in  a  revised  and  amenda^ 
iory  charter  whereby  a  former  provision  is  included  in  the  revised 
ac^  does  not,  as  to  such  provision,  interrupt  the  continuity  of  the 
original  act.-^  Where  the  original  charter  of  a  city  prescribed  the 
qualifications  required  to  make  a  person  eligible  to  the  office  of 
mayor,  and  contained  a  proviso  that  a  certain  fact  disqualified,  and 
an  amendatory  act,  in  dealing  in  the  same  subject,  copied  all  of  the 
original  act  eoxept  the  proviso,  which  was  omitted,  the  court  held  that 
the  proviso  in  the  original  act  was  not  repealed,  placing  stress,  how- 
ever, upon  the  express  declaration  that  all  parts  of  the  new  act  incon- 
sbtent  with  or  contrary  to  the  old  one  were  repealed.  There  is, 
however^  much  room  to  contend  that  the  subject  matter  having  been 
revised  in  the  amendatory  act  in  the  manner  it  was,  the  legislative 
intention  was  to  repeal,  and  not  to  continue  in  force,  the  proviso.' 
A  general  law  forbidding  the  opening  of  streets  through  cemeteries 
is  not  repealed  by  a  subsequent  act  extending  the  limits  of  a  tovm, 
and  appointing  commissioners  with  authority  ''to  survey,  lay  out, 
&c.  streets  and  alleys,  as  they  shall  deem  necessary  within  said 
limits,"  since  both  acts  can  stand,  and  repeals  by  implication  are  not 
favored.^  So  a  general  statute,  expressly  prohibiting  a  municipal 
corporation  from  debarring  citizens  from  selling  at  wholesale  in  the 
city  market,  is  not  repealed  by  implication  by  a  subsequent  act,  by 
which  the  city  authorities  are  invested  with  power  to  pass  such  ordi- 

andria,  3  Pet.  398,  408 ;  Municipality  pose  appears.    It  is  entirely  a  question 

V.  GommiflsionerB,  1  Rob.    (La.)  279.  of  legislative  intention.     Murdock  v. 

Transitaon  from  town  to  city  organisa-  Memphis,  20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  590, 617,  and 

tion  does  not  dissolve  the  corporation  cases  cited;    Sedgwick  on  Stats.  126; 

or  extinguish  its  indebtedness.    Olney  Mechanics'  &  T.  Bank  v.  Bridges,  30  N. 

V.  Harvey,  50  111.  453;    Maysville  v.  J.  L.  112;   Industrial  School  v,  White- 

Shultz,  3  Dana,  10 ;  Frank  v.  San  Fran-  head,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  290 ;  State  v.  Kelly, 

Cisco,  21  Cal.  668;    po^t,  chap.  ix.  §§  34  N.  J.  L.  75.    The  rule  is  otherwise 

337,  338.  when  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  an  in- 

*  Chamberlain  v.  Evansville,  77  Ind.  tendon  to  revise  the  former  act  or  to 

542;    Erie  Academy  v.  Erie,  31  Pa.  deal   exhaustively   with   the   subject. 

St.  515;  Allen  v.  Davenport,  107  Iowa,  Horn  v.  State,  114  Ga.  509.     In  Oak 

90;  quoting  and  approving  text.  Cliff  v.  State,  97  Tex.  383,  it  was  held 

'  St.  Louis  V.  Alexander,  23  Mo.  483.  that  the  constitutional  provision  that 

'  State  V.  Merrv,  3  Mo.  278.    Con-  no  law  should  be  revived  or  amended 

suit  Goodenow  v.  Buttrick,  7  Mass.  140,  by  reference  to  its  title  was  not  violated 

143 ;   King  v.  Grant,  1  Bam.  &  Adol.  b^  a  statute  which  added  an  entire  sec- 

104.    Where  a  kUer  staiuU  undertaken  tion  to  the  charter  of  the  city  adding 

to  revUe  the  entire  subject  maUer  of  a  certain  territory. 

prior  etatuU,  it  will  generally  be  taken  *  S^gypt  Street,  2  Grant  (Pa.)  Gas. 

as  mtended  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  455.    See  further,  tn/ra,  {  235,  as  to 

former  statute  unless  a  contrary  pur-  repeals  by  implication. 
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nances  as  appear  to  them  necessary  for  the  security,  welfare,  &c.  of 
the  city.^  So,  also,  where  a  State  statute  required  auctioneers  to  take 
out  a  State  license,  and  a  subsequent  charter  to  a  city  gave  it  power 
"to  provide  for  licensing,  taxing,  and  regulating  auctions,"  &c.,  it  was 
held  that  a  license  granted  by  the  city  corporation  to  an  aucti<Mieer 
did  not  relieve  him  of  the  necessity  of  obtaining,  also,  a  license  from 
the  State  authorities,  the  court  being  of  opinion  that  both  statutes 
could  and  ought  to  stand,  as  they  were  not  inconsistent.' 


§  235  (87).  General  Laws  and  Special  Ohartera;  Bepeals  bj 
Implication;  Oonflict;  Oonstmction.  —  It  is  a  sound  and  reason- 
able principle  of  very  extensive  operation  that  ajfirmative  stattdes  of 
a  general  nature  do  not  repeal  by  implication  chartere  and  special  ads 
passed  for  the  benefit  of  particular  municipalities; '  but  ihej  do  so 


^  Haywood  v.  Savannah,  12  Ga.  404. 

'  Simpson  v.  Savage,  1  Mo.  359; 
m/ra,  §  235.  Text  approved;  Sieben- 
hauer,  In  re,  14  Nev.  365. 

'  Bond  V.  Hiestand,  20  La.  An.  139 ; 
Orange  k.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Alexandria,  17 
Gratt.  (Va.)  176 ;  Hammond  v.  Haines, 
25  Md.  541 ;  Louisville  v.  McKean,  18 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  9;  Cumberland  v.  Mar 
flTuder,  34  Md.  381;  Com'rs  Central 
Park,  In  re,  50  N.  Y.  493 ;  Griflin  v, 
Inman,  57  Ga.370;  post,  §322;  State 
V,  Wilson,  12  Lea  (Tenn.),  246;  Wood 
V.  Board  of  Election,  58  Cal.  561 ;  East 
St.  Louis  V.  Maxwell,  99  111.  439 ;  Faust 
V.  Huntsville,  83  Ala.  279,  citing  text. 
A  provision  in  a  new  State  ConsHtutUm 
held  to  remove  a  limitation  in  a  munici- 
pal charter  upon  the  power  of  taxation 
for  the  payment  of  bonded  indebted- 
ness. East  St.  Louis  v.  Amy,  120  U.  S. 
600.  In  Donahue  v.  Graham,  61  Cal. 
276,  a  "street  law"  contained  in  a  city 
charter  which  was  inconsistent  with  the 

Provisions  of  a  new  Constitution,  was 
eld  to  be  repealed  by  it.  Repeals  by 
implicatum  are  not  favored;  ana  special 
laws  conferring  particular  rights  upon 
mimicipal  corporations  were  held  not 
to  be  repealea  by  subsequent  statutes 
general  m  their  character.  Ottawa  v. 
County,  12  lU.  339;  Egypt  Street,  2 
Grant  (Pa.)  Cas.  455;  Harrisburgh  v. 
Sheck,  104  Pa.  St.  53 ;  supra.  §  234.  A 
general  statute,  repealing  all  acts  con- 
trary to  its  provisions,  held  not  to  re- 
peal a  clause  in  the  charter  of  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject. State  V.  Bramn  (taxation),  23  N. 
J.  L.  484,  485.  The  "Voorhees  Act" 
did  not  impair  the  charters  of  towns 


previously  incorporated  by  medal 
charter.  Butler  v.  Montclair,  67  rf.  J. 
L.  426.  But  a  general  railroad  tax  law 
held  to  repeal  by  implication  prior  spe- 
cial charter  powers  of  municipalities. 
"It  is  really  a  quesHon  of  intention,^' 
says  Wagner,  J.,  and  the  intention  was 
regarded  as  manifest  from  the  scope 
and  purpose  of  the  whole  act,  although 
negative  words,  or  words  of  repeal, 
were  not  used.  State  v.  Severance,  55 
Mo.  378:  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  «. 
Cheyenne,  113  U.  S.  516;  poet,  §  1404. 
It  is  settled  law  in  Tennessee  that  there 
is  no  check  upon  the  |>ower  of  the  le^ 
lature  to  create  a  municipal  oorooratioo 
by  a  special  act.  State  v.  Wilson,  12 
Lea  (Tenn.),  246 ;  Muse  v.  Lexington, 
110  Tenn.  655.  An  act  which  rtjkuU 
laws  under  which  charters  were  obtained 
does  not  repeal  the  charters  thenuelvei. 
State  V.  Huff,  105  Mo.  App.  354. 

The  principle  that  general  Uffidatum 
on  a  particular  subject  must,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  anvthing  showing  a  different 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  legislature, 
^ve  way  to  inconsistent  sj^wl  Ugida- 
Hon  on  the  same  subject,  is  recogni<^ 
and  applied  in  the  following  cases. 
State  V.  Morristown,  33  N.  J.  L.  57; 
Cross  V.  Morristown,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  305; 
State  V.  Trenton,  36  N.  J.  L.  198. 
201;  State  v.  Branin.  23  N.  J.  L.  484, 
485;  State  v.  Clarke,  25  N.  J.  L.  54; 
State  V.  Jersey  City,  29  N.  J.  L.  170; 
Jersey  City  v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  N.  J.  Eq. 
360;  Goddard,  In  re,  16  Pick.  (Mass.) 
504;  Raihoad  Co.  V.  Alexandria,  suf^o- 
In  Mechanics'  &  T.  Bank  v.  Bridges.  30 
N.  J.  L.  1 12,  and  State  v.  Miller,  A  300. 
368,  special  laws  gave  way  to  geoersl 
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when  this  clearly  appears  to  have  been  the  purpose  of  the  legislature. 
If  both  the  general  and  the  special  acts  can  stand,  they  will  be  con- 
strued accordingly.  >  If  one  mu9t  give  way,  it  will  depend  upon  the 
supposed  intention  of  the  law-maker,  to  be  collected  from  the  entire 
legislation,  whether  the  charter  is  superseded  by  the  general  statute, 
or  whether  the  special  charter  provisions  apply  to  the  municipality, 
in  exclusion  of  the  general  enactments.  So  particular  provisions  of 
charters  should  be  read  and  construed  in  the  light  of  the  whole 
instrument,  of  all  preceding  charters,  of  the  general  legblation  of  the 
State,  and  of  the  object  of  the  legislature  in  the  erection  of  munici- 
palities, as  before  explained.^ 


§  236  (88).    ImpUed  Repeal  of  General  Laws.  —  The  presump- 
tion is  not  lightly  to  be  indulged  that  the  legislature  has  by  implication 


laws,  because  the  legislature  had  an- 
nexed to  the  latter  a  repealing  clause 
abrogating  all  inconsistent  local  or  spe- 
cial acts.  Per  Dejmey  J.,  33  N.  J.  L.  57. 
See  Stonington  Sav.  Bank  v,  Davis.  14 
N.  J.  Eq.  286:  CUntonvUle  v.  Keating, 
4  Denio,  341 ;  Tiemey  v.  Dodee,  9  Minn. 
166.  Other  illustrations  will  be  found 
in  the  chapters  on  Ordinances  and  Taxa- 
tion, f09t;  ante,  §  234. 

*  Alexander  v.  Alexandria,   (taxing 
Dower),  5  Cranch  (U.  S.),  2;  Grant  on 
Corp.  27 ;   Canal  Company  v.  Railroad 
Company,4Gill  &  Johns.  (Md.)  1 ;  Smith 
v.Kemochen,7How.  (U.  S.)  198 ;  Jane»- 
ville  V.  Markoe,  18  Wis.  350 ;  Powell  v. 
Parkersburg,  28  W.  Va.  698;  Thomar 
■on  V,  Aahworth,  73  Cal.  73 ;   Babcock 
9.  Helena,  34  Ark.   499;    Eichels  v. 
Evansville  Street  Ry.  Co.,  78  Ind.  261 ; 
Chicago  Dock  Co.  t7.  Garrity,  116  III 
155,    Where  there  was  a  charter  provir 
$ion  in  reference  to  bribery  committed  by 
a  municipal  officer,  and  the  same  crime 
was  made  punishable  by  a  greater  pen- 
alty in  a  code  subsequenUy  adopted  by 
the  legislature,  it  was  held  that,  as  to 
crimes  committed  after  the  code  was 
adopted,  the  charter  provision  was  re- 
peated.    People  V.  Jaehne,  103  N.  Y. 
182;  People  v.  O'Neil,  109  N.  Y.  251 ; 
arUe,  {{  15, 34,  41.    Acts  in  pari  materia 
$hould  be  construed  together;  and  on  thia 
principle,  the  definition  of  the  word 
"owner,"  in  a  subsequent  paving  act, 
was  considered  as  proper  to  be  adverted 
to,  and  as  applicable  to  the  same  word 
in  prior  acts  on  the  same  subject.    Hol- 
land V.  Baltimore,  11  Md.  186;   New 
Bedford  &  F.  Street  Ry.  Co.  v.  Acush- 
net   Street  Ry.  Co.,    143   Mass.  200; 


Moran  v.  Long  Island  City,  101  N.  Y. 
439. 

Where  a  city  charter  adopted  the  gen- 
eral revenue  act  as  to  the  mode  of  as- 
sessing and  collecting  mimicipal  taxes, 
the  subsequent  repeal  of  the  revenue 
act  and  the  jpassage  of  a  general  law 
concerning  the  creation  and  govern- 
ment of  municipalities,  which  contained 
provisions  for  assessing  and  collecting 
their  taxes,  was  held  not  to  alter  the 
powers  and  practice  of  the  city  under 
its  charter.  People  v.  Clunie,  70  Cal. 
504.  When  general  revenue  laws  are  ap- 
plicable to  incorporated  places,  see  post, 
§§  1404-1406.  Provisions  in  a  city 
darter  inconsistent  with  amendtnenis  to 
the  ConatitiUion  of  the  State  afterwards 
adopted  are  void.  Public  School  Trus- 
tees 17.  Taylor,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  618.  Where 
the  amendment  of  a  provision  of  a  city 
charter  covers  the  entire  ground,  and  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  provision,  the 

E'ision  is  replied.  Cnamberlaan  v. 
naw,  135  Mich.  61.  In  Missouri, 
it  its  Constitut^>n  as  to  Freeholders* 
Charters,  charter  provisions  which  are 
in  conflict  with  a  general  statute  appli- 
cable to  all  cities  having  a  certain  popu- 
lation are  inoperative,  for  the  provi- 
sions of  a  charter  must  be  in  harmony, 
not  only  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
State,  but  with  its  general  laws  as  well. 
Kansas  City  v,  OilCo.,  140  Mo.  458, 
469;  Kansas  City  v.  Bacon,  147  Mo. 
259;  Ex  parU  Loving,  178  Mo.  194. 
As  to  Freeholders'  Charters,  see  ante, 
§  63.  As  to  the  repeal  of  special  charter 
provisions  by  eeneial  le^;islation  ap- 
plicable to  a  aass  of  cities,  see  ante, 
{167. 
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repealed,  as  respects  a  particular  municipality,  or  as  respects  all 
municipalities,  laws  of  a  general  nature,  elsewhere  in  force  throughout 
the  State ;  yet  a  charter  or  special  act  passed  subsequent  to  the  gen- 
eral law,  and  plainly  irreconcilable  with  it,  will  to  the  extent  ct  the 
conflict  operate  a  repeal  of  the  latter  by  implication.  But  by  a  wdl- 
known  rule,  founded  on  solid  reasons,  such  repeals  are  not  favoied; 
and  the  principle  of  implied  repeals  ought  to  be  applied  with  extreme 
caution.^ 


§  237  (89).    Extent  of  Power;  Umitottons;  Ottums  of 
tion.  —  It  is  a  general  and  undisputed  proposition  of  law  that 


'  See  cases  cited  to  last  preceding 
section ;  also  St.  Louis  v.  Alexander,  23 
Mo.  483 :  Baldwin  v.  Green,  10  Mo.  410 ; 
State  V.  Binder,  38  Mo.  450.  451 ;  State 
V.  Young  (intozicatii^  liquors),  17 
Kan.  414  (where  the  Kansas  cases  on 
the  subject  are  discussed  by  Horton, 
C.  J.) ;  State  v,  Clarke,  25  N.  J.  L.  54 ; 
State  V.  Douglass,  33  N.  J.  L.  363; 
State  V.  Mills,  34  N.  J.  L.  177,  180; 
Montestuna  v.  Minor,  70  Ga.  191 ;  St. 
Johnsbury  v.  Thompson,  59  Vt.  300. 

The  case  of  State  v.  Clarke,  54  Mo. 
17,  and  of  State  v.  De  Bar,  58  Mo.  395, 
relating  to  the  social  evil  powers  of  the 
city  of  St.  Louis,  are  highly  instructive 
on  the  question  on  the  effect  of  a  special 
act  UDon  the  general  law.  In  each  case 
the  oefendant  was  indicted  under  the 
general  criminal  code  of  the  State, 
which  prohibit^i  the  keeping  of  bawdy 
houses.  In  the  first  case  the  defendant 
pleaded  a  license  from  the  city  to  keep 
such  a  house.  In  1870  the  charter  of 
the  city  was  amended,  and  the  previous 
power  to  "suppress"  such  houses  was 
changed  to  the  i>ower  "to  pass  ordi- 
nances, not  inconsistent  with  any  law  of 
the  State,  to  regulaie  or  suppress"  such 
houses.  Under  this  power  to  regulate, 
the  city  regulated  such  houses  by  pass- 
ing an  order  licensing  them ;  and  such 
an  ordinance  was  held  to  be  valid  not- 
withstanding the  general  law,  and  to 
have  the  effect  to  prevent  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  general  criminal  law  of  the 
State  within  the  city  of  St.  Louis.  The 
question  was  a  close  one,  but  the  ma- 
jority opinion  of  iVapton,  J.,  in  view  of 
the  legislation  recited  in  it,  seems  to  be 
sound.  State  v.  Clark,  54  Mo.  17.  The 
next  year,  1874,  in  consequence  of  the 
decision,  the  charter  of  the  city  was 
amended  in  this  respect,  by  substitut- 
ing the  words  "to  suppress,  but  not 


to  license,  bawc^  houses."  After  this 
act  went  into  effect,  State  v.  De  Bar, 
supra,  arose.  The  defendant  was  in- 
dicted under  the  general  law  of  the 
State  for  keeping  such  a  house.  Then 
was  another  provision  in  the  genenl 
law,  that  the  repeal  of  a  law  shall  not 
by  implication  revive  a  former  law. 
And  it  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the 
court  that  the  amendment  of  1874, 
which  repealed  the  former  amendmeBt 
of  1870,  did  not  thereby  revive  the  gen- 
eral criminal  statute  in  the  city  of  St 
Louis,  and,  as  a  consequence,  that  the 
defendant  could  not  be  convicled. 
This  last  decision  seems  to  the  author 
to  be  erroneous,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Act  of  1870  did  not  ipso  facto  repeal  the 
general  law  in  the  city,  but  such  mpesL 
or  suspension  rather,  was  only  effected 
when  the  city  passed  the  ordinance.  H 
so,  a  repeal  of  the  ordinance  by  the 
council,  without  the  Act  of  1874,  wodd 
have  left  the  general  law  of  the  Slate  m 
force  within  tne  cil^,  and  its  repeal  hf 
the  Act  of  1874  would  have  precise^  the 
same  effect.  These  cases  may  be  aw- 
fully consulted  on  the  nature  and  moe 
of  the  power  to  "regylaie"  See  wso 
Givens  tf.  Van  Studdiford,  86  Ha  149. 
General  power  in  a  municipal  charier 
held  not  to  repeal  by  impGcalkm  the 
chartered  rights  of  a  railroad  oompaoT. 
State  V.  Jersey  aty,  29  N.  J.  L.  170.  Or 
to  interfere  with  vested  righta.  Stete  f . 
Jersey  aty,  34  N.  J.  L.  32,  33. 

A  charter  which  confers  eidutim  * 
jiuisdiction  upon  municipal  authori- 
ties operates  to  repeal  the  generil  bw 
on  the  same  subject  within  the  munici- 
pality; not  so  ordinarily  when  the  char- 
ter confers  concurrent  authority.  8a- 
boki  V.  Pec^le,  86  m.  33.  AstoRpeal 
of  special  provisiona  by  genenl  lawib 
and  trioe  versa,  see  ante,  |  167. 
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a  municipal  corporation  possesses  and  can  exercise  the  following 
powers,  and  no  others:  First,  those  granted  in  express  words;  second, 
those  necessarily  or  fairly  implied  in  or  incident  to  the  powers  ex- 
pressly granted;  third,  those  essential  to  the  accomplishment  of  the 
declared  objects  and  purposes  of  the  corporation,  —  not  simply 
convenient,  but  indispensable.^     Any  fair,  reasonable,  substantial 


»  Smith  V.  Newbern,  70  N.  Car.  14. 
Referring  to  the  text,  McAllister,  J.,  in 
People  V.  Howard,  not  officially  re- 
ported, says :  ''  It  is  the  best  summary 
of  all  the  decisions  upon  that  point  to 
be  found  in  all  the  books."  Text  cited 
and  approved  in  the  following  cases: 
Cook  Co.  V.  McCrea,  93  HI.  236 ;  Ottawa 
V.  Carey,  108  U.  S.  110;  Kelly  v.  Town 
of  Milan,  21  Fed.  Rep.  842;  Scott  v. 
Shreveport,  20  Fed.  Hep.  714;  Des- 
mond V.  City  of  Jefferson,  19  Fed.  Rep. 
483;  /nreLeeTong,  18Fed.  Rep.253; 
Eufaula  v.  McNab,  67  Ala.  588 ;  Henke 
V.  McCord,  55  Iowa,  378;  Ravenna 
V.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  45  Ohio  St.  118; 
Corvalis  v.  Carlile,  10  Oreg.  139;  Dan- 
ville V.  Shelton,  76  Va.  325;  Bell  v. 
Platteville,  71  Wis.  139;  Oilman  v, 
Milwaukee,  61  Wis.  588;  Blake  v. 
Walker,  23  S.  Car.  517;  Charleston  v. 
Reed,  27  W.  Va.  681 ;  Kansas  v.  Swope, 
79  Mo.  446 ;  Portland  v.  Schmidt,  13 
Greg.  17;  Levy  v.  Salt  Lake  City,  3 
Utah,  63;  Richmond  v.  McOirr,  78 
Ind.  192,  197. 

The  doctrine  stated  in  the  text  is  also 
followed,  approved,  applied,  and  illus- 
trated in  tne  following  cases :  Bamett 
V.  DenisoD,  145  U.  S.  135;  Detroit 
Citizens  St.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Detroit  Ry.,  171 
U.  S.  48;  B.  c.  22  U.  S.  App.  570,  590: 
Grand  Rapids  El.,  &c.  Co.  v.  Grand 
Rapids,  &c.  Co.,  33  Fed.  Rep.  659; 
Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  Ry.  Co.,  56  Fed. 
llep.  867 ;  Andrews  v.  Nat.  Foundry  & 
Pipe  Works,  61  Fed.  Rep.  782;  Los 
Angeles  City  Water  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles, 
88  Fed.  Rep.  720;  Fort  Scott  r.  Eads 
Brokerage  Co.,  117  Fed.  Rep.  51 ;  New 
Decatur  v.  Beny,  90  Ala.  432 ;  Gambill 
r.  Erdrich,  143  Ala.  506;  Cleveland' 
School  Fum.  Co.  v.  Greenville,  146  Ala. 
559 ;  San  Pedro  v.  Southern  Pac.  Ry. 
Co.,  101  CaL  333 ;  Durango  v.  Reins- 
bei^,  16  Colo.  327;  Hayward  v.  Red 
Cliff  Trustees,  20  Colo.  33 ;  Bridgeport 
V.  Housatonic  R.  Co.,  15  Conn.  475; 
Grofut  V.  Danbuiy,  65  Conn.  294; 
Jacksonville  Electnc  L.  Co.  v.  Jackson- 
vUle,  36  Fla.  229 ;  Porter  v.  Vinzant,  49 
Fla.  213 ;  Keen  v.  Waycross,  101  Ga. 
588;    Smith  v.  McDowell,  148  III.  51, 


62 ;  Chicago  v.  Norton  Milling  Co.,  196 
III.  580,  afV  97  111.  App.  651 ;  Ladd  v, 
Jones,  61  111.  App.  584;  Pittsburgh, 
Ac.  R.  Co.  V.  Crown  Point,  146  Ind.  421 ; 
Walker  v.  Towle,  156  Ind.  639;  McAl- 
len  V.  Hamblin,  129  Iowa,  329 ;  Ander- 
son V,  Wellington,  40  Kan.  173,  176; 
In  re  Pryor,  55  Kan.  724;  Hender- 
son V.  Covington,  14  Bush  (Ky.), 
312;  Nelson  «.  Homer,  48  La.  An. 
258;  Mayo  v.  Dover  &  Foxcroft  Vil- 
lage Fire  Co.,  96  Me.  539 ;  Foster  v, 
Worcester,  164  Mass.  419;  Taylor  tt 
Bay  aty  St.  R.  Co.,  80  Mich.  77 ;  Peo- 

Sle  V.  Holly,  119  Mich.  637;  Leach  v. 
aigill,  60  Mo.  316;  State  v,  Butler, 
178  Mo.  272,  approving  text ;  Joplin  v. 
Leckie,  78  Mo.  App.  8;  Kirkwood  v. 
Meramec  Highlands  Co.,  94  Mo.  App. 
637 ;  Christensen  v.  Fremont,  45  Neb. 
160 ;  State  ».  Webber,  107  N.  Car.  962 ; 
State  V.  Eason,  114  N.  Car.  787,  citing 
text ;  Love  v.  Raleigh,  116  N.  Car.  296; 
State  V.  Higgs,  126  N.  Car.  1014;  Ra- 
venna V.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  45  Ohio  St. 
118;  Markley  v.  Mineral  City,  58  Ohio 
St.  430;  Mcintosh  v,  Charleston,  45 
S.  Car.  584 ;  Ysleta  v.  Babbitt,  8  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  432;  Ogden  City  v.  Bear 
Lake,  &c.  Irrig.Co.,  16  Utah,  440; 
Winchester  v.  Redmond,  93  Va.  711; 
Lynchburg  &  R.  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Dameron, 
95  Va.  545;  Duncan  v.  Lynchburg 
(Va.),  34  S.  E.  Reo.  964;  Donable 
V,  Harrisonbui^,  104  Va.  533 ;  Tacoma 
Gas  &  Elec.  Light  Co.  v.  Tacoma, 
14  Wash.  288;  Farwell  v.  Seattle,  43 
Wash.  141 ;  Trester  v.  Sheboygan,  87 
Wis.  496;  Schneider  v.  Menasha,  118 
Wis.  298;  Lewis  v.  Alexander,  24 
Canada  S.  C.  R.  551. 

Implied  power  to  appropriate  money 
out  of  city  treasury  to  assist  in  the 
maintenance  of  national  guard  denied. 
Knapp  V.  Kansas  City,  48  Mo.  App. 
485.  But  the  general  welfare  clause  m 
charter  was  held  to  authorize  pensions 
to  members  of  the  police  force.  Com- 
monwealth V.  Walton,  182  Pa.  373. 
Where  an  act  authorized  existing  cor- 
porations by  vote  of  their  members 
to  alter f  change^  and  amend  the  charters, 
but  did  not  confer  upon  the  corporation 
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doubt  concerning  the  existence  of  power  is  resolved  by  the  courts 
against  the  corporation,  and  the  power  is  denied.^  Of  every  munici- 
pal corporation  the  charter  or  statute  by  which  it  is  created  is  its 
organic  act.  Neither  the  corporation  nor  its  officers  can  do  any  act, 
or  make  any  contract,  or  incur  any  liability,  not  authorized  thereby, 
or  by  some  legislative  act  applicable  thereto.  All  acts  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  powers  granted  are  void.'  Much  less  can  any  power 
be  exercised,  or  any  act  done,  which  is  forbidden  by  charter  or 
statute.  These  principles  are  of  transcendent  importance,  and  lie  at 
the  foundation  of  the  law  of  municipal  corporations.  Their  reason- 
ableness, their  necessity,  and  their  salutary  character  have  been  often 
vindicated,  but  never  more  forcibly  than  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
Shaw,  who,  speaking  of  municipal  and  public  corporations,  says: 

the  power  to  incoiporate  within  its  74N.  Y.  338;  State  v.  Passaic,  41  N.  J. 
charter  any  grant  of  any  privilege  not  L.  90;  Penine  v,  Farr,  22  N.  J.  L.  356; 
existing  in  the  original  charter,  it  was  Carron  v.  Martin,  26  N.  J.  L.  594 ;  State 
held  that  the  power  to  establish  a  public  v.  Hudson,  29  N.  J.  L.  104 ;  State  v. 
school  could  not  be  inferred  from  any  Marion  Co.,  21  Kan.  419;  Green  v. 
power  necessary  for  municipal  exist-  Cape  May,  41  N.  J.  L.  45;  Lord  v. 
enoe,  and  that  there  was  no  authority  Oconto,  47  Wis.  386;  Garvev,  in  re. 
\mder  the  act  for  the  corporation  to  so  77  N.  Y.  523 ;  Smith  v,  Newburg,  77 
amend  its  charter  as  to  authorize  the  N.  Y.  130 ;  Allen  v.  Galveston,  51  Tex. 
levering  of  a  tax  for  the  maintenance  of  302 ;  Dore  v.  Milwaukee,  42  Wis.  18  : 
a  high  school,  or  for  any  other  educa-  Butler  v.  Nevin,  88  111.  575;  Kansai 
tional  purpose.  Nelson  v.  Homer,  48  City  v.  Flanagan,  69  Mo.  22;  Bcait^r 
La.  An.  258.  v.  County  Com'rs,  25  Minn.  259 ;   Ful- 

>  Tezt  quoted  with  approval.  Wil-  ton  v,  Lincoln,  9  Neb.  358 ;  Huiford  r. 
liams  V,  Davidson,  43  Tex.  33;  Bren-  Omaha,  4  Neb.  336, 350 ;  Reiso.  Graff, 
ham  V.  Water  Co.,  67  Tex.  542;  Hanger  51  Cal.  86.  Text  cited  with  i^proval  in 
V.  Des  Moines,  52  Iowa,  193;  City  of  Cook  Co.  v.  McCrea,  93  III  236;  Bir- 
Corvalis  v.  Carlile,  10  Oreg.  139;  Kirk-  mingham  &  Pratt  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Bir* 
ham  V.  Russell,  76  Va.  956;  Tax  Col-  mingham  Street  Ry.  Co.,  79  Ala.  465; 
lector  V.  Dendinger.  38  La.  An.  261;  Davenport  v,  Klemschmidt,  6  Mont 
Merrill  t^.  Monticello,  138  U.  S.  673;  502;  Heiskell  v.  Baltimore,  65  Md.  125; 
Hart  V.  Buckner,  2  U.  S.  App.  488;  Dwyerv.Cityof  Brenham,65Tez.526; 
Los  Angeles  City  Water  Co.  v.  Los  St.  Johnsbuiy  v.  Thompson,  59  Vt.  300; 
Angeles,  88  Fed.  Rep.  720'  Ex  parU  Christie  v.  Maiden,  23  W.  Va.  667; 
Florence,  78  Ala.  419;  Newport  v,  Spengler  v.  Trowbridge,  62  Miss.  46  (an 
BatesviUe  &  B.  Railway  Co.,  58  Ark.  a(>propriationtopayexpensesof  acom- 
270;  Von  Schmidt  v.  Wiber,  105  Cal.  mittee  in  endeavoring  to  obtain  legisla- 
151 ;  St.  Louis  v.  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  96  Mo.  tion  from  Congress  held  illegal,  and 
623;  Knapp  v.  Kansas  City,  48  Mo.  payment  enjoined);  Gas  Co.  v.  Par- 
App.  485 ;  Joplin  v.  Leckie,  78  Mo.  kersburg,  30  W.  Va.  435.  The  citiseos 
App.  8 ;  Meday  v.  Rutherford,  65  N.  J.  of  a  ci^  cannot  confer  upon  its  com- 
L.  645.  mon  council  powers  not  granted  by 

'  McCann  V.  Otoe  Co.,  9  Neb.  324;  charter.  Torrent  v.  Muskegon,  47 
Stewart  v,  Otoe  Co.,  2  Neb.  177;  Sioux  Mich.  115.  Appling  the  rule  in  the 
City  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Washington  text,  an  act  authorizing  the  sale  of  mo- 
County,  3  Neb.  30,  42 ;  SomervilTe  v.  nicipal  bonds  at  not  less  than  par  was 
Bickerman,  127  Mass.  272 ;  Boylston  held  not  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  a 
Market  v.  Boston,  113  Mass.  528 ;  Har-  commission  to  a  purchaser  of  the  bonds 
Yard  College  v,  Boston,  104  Mass.  470 ;  from  the  city  at  par.  Whelm's  Ap- 
Briomierv.  Boston,  102  Mass.  19;  Peo-  peal,  108  Pa.  St.  162,  197.  Post^ 
pie  V.  Weber,  89  111.  347 ;  Bryan  v.  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds. 
Page,  51  |Tex.  532 ;   Francis  v.  Troy, 
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"  They  can  exercise  no  powers  but  those  which  are  conferred  upon 
them  by  the  act  by  which  they  are  constituted,  or  such  as  are  neces- 
sary to  the  exercise  of  their  corporate  powers,  the  performance  of 
their  corporate  duties,  and  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  of 
their  association.  This  principle  b  derived  from  the  nature  of  cor- 
porations, the  mode  in  which  they  are  organized,  and  in  which  their 
affairs  must  be  conducted." 

§  238  (90).  Same  Subject.  —  "In  aggregate  corporations,  as  a 
general  rule,"  continues  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  "  the  act  and  will  of  a 
majority  is  deemed  in  law  the  act  and  will  of  the  whole,  —  as  the 
act  of  the  corporate  body.  The  consequence  is  that  a  minority  must 
be  bound  not  only  without,  but  against,  their  consent.  Such  an 
obligation  may  extend  to  every  onerous  duty,  —  to  pay  money  to  an 
unlimited  amount,  to  perform  services,  to  surrender  lands,  and  the 
like.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  if  this  liability  were  to  extend  to 
unlimited  and  indefinite  objects,  the  citizen,  by  being  a  member  of  a 
corporation,  might  be  deprived  of  his  most  valuable  personal  rights 
and  liberties.  The  security  against  this  danger  is  in  a  steady  adher- 
ence to  the  principle  stated,  viz.,  thai  corporations  can  only  exercise 
their  powers  over  their  respective  members,  for  the  accomplishment  of 
limited  and  defined  objects.  And  if  this  principle  is  important,  as  a 
general  rule  of  social  right  and  municipal  law,  it  is  of  the  highest 
importance  in  these  States,  where  corporations  have  been  extended 
and  multiplied  so  as  to  embrace  almost  every  object  of  human  con- 
cern." ^    The  language  of  another  learned  judge  on  this  subject  is 

'  Per  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Spaulding  v,  v.  Mobile  (market-house  case),  5  Port. 

Lowell,  23  Pick.  (Mass.)  71,  74 ;  Bangs  (Ala.)  279 ;  Head  v.  Ins.  Co..  2  Crancb, 

V.  Snow,  1  MsLsa,  181 ;  Stetson  v.  Kemp-  127 ;  DeRussy  v.  Davis  (sale  of  ferry 

ton,  13  Mass.  272;    Willard  v.  New-  lease),   13    La.   An.    468;    People    v. 

buryport,  12  Pick.  (Mae».)  227 ;  Keyes  Oakland  County  Bank,  &c.,  1  Doug. 

V,  Westford,  17  Pick.  273,  279;  Com.  (Mich.)  282:  Montgomery  v.  Montgom- 

V.  Turner,  1  Cush.   (Mass.)  493,  495;  ery  &  W.  Plank  Road  Co.,  31  Ala.  76; 

Cooley  V.  Granville,  10  Cush.  56,  57 ;  Burnett,  In  re,  30  Ala.  461.  and  cases 

Merriam  v.  Moody,  25  Iowa,  163 ;  Min-  cited ;  Le  Couteulx  v,  Buffalo,  33  N.  Y. 

turn  p.  Larue,  23  How.   (U.  S.)  435;  333;   Hayes  v,  Appleton,  24  Wis.  544; 

Lafajrette  v.  Cox,  5  Ind.  38 ;  Paine  v.  People  v.  River  Raisin  &  L.  E.  R.  Co., 

Spratley,  5  Kan.  525;  Vincent  v.  Nan-  12  Mich.  389;  Vance  v.  Little  Rock,  30 

tucket,  12  Cush.  (Mass.)  103, 105 ;  Clark  Ark.  435 ;   Indianapolis  v.  Indianapolb 

V.  Davenport,  14  Iowa,  494 ;  Mays  v.  Gas  Co.,  66  Ind.  396.   Text  approved  in 

Cincinnati,  1  Ohio  St.  268 ;  Gallia  Co.  the  following  cases :   Noyes  v.  Mason^ 

V.  Holcomb,  7  Ohio,  parti.,  232;  Ham-  53  Iowa,  418:  Frank,  In  re,  52  Cal. 

ilton  County  Com'rs  v.  Mighels,  7  Ohio  606;  Green  v.  Cape  May,  41  N.  J.  L.  45. 

St.    109;    Fitch  v.  Pinckard    (taxing  "The  powers  of  aU  corporoHons  are 

power),  5  IlL  78;    Caldwell  v.  Alton  limited  by  the  grants  in  their  charters, 

(market  ordinance),  33  111.  416;  Jack-  and  cannot  extend  beyond  them."    Per 

sonville,  dec.  v,  McConnel,  12  111.  138,  Breese,  J.,  Petersbuig  v.  Metzker,  21 

140;    Louidana  State  Bank  v.  New  111.  205.    ''Corporations  have  only  such 

Orleeuis  Nav.  Co.,  3  La.  An.  294 ;  State  rights   and   powers  as   are   expressly 
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well  chosen,  and  fittingly  supplements  that  which  we  have  quoted  in 
the  preceding  section.  "In  this  country,"  says  Church,  J.,  "all  cor- 
porations, whether  public  or  private,  derive  their  powers  from  l^is- 
lative  grant,  and  can  do  no  act  for  which  authority  is  not  expressly 
given,  or  may  not  be  reasonably  inferred.  But  if  we  were  to  say  that 
they  can  do  nothing  for  which  a  warrant  could  not  be  found  in  the 
language  of  their  charters,  we  should  deny  them,  in  some  cases,  the 
power  of  self-preservation,  as  well  as  many  of  the  means  necessaiy 
to  effect  the  essential  objects  of  their  incorporation.  And  therefore 
it  has  long  been  an  established  principle  in  the  law  of  corporatioDs, 
that  they  rruiy  exercise  all  the  powers  within  the  fair  intent  and  pm' 
pose  of  their  creation  which  are  reasonably  proper  to  give  effect  to 
powers  expressly  granted.  In  doing  this,  they  must  [unless  restricted 
in  this  respect]  have  a  choice  of  means  adapted  to  ends,  and  are  not 
to  be  confined  to  any  one  mode  of  operation."  ^ 

§  239  (91).  Same  Sabject;  Pzinciples  of  Oonstmetion. — The  eap- 
tent  of  the  powers  of  municipalities,  whether  express,  implied,  or 
indispensable,  is  one  of  construction.  And  here  the  fundamental 
and  universal  rule,  which  is  as  reasonable  as  it  is  necessary,  is,  that 
while  the  construction  is  to  be  just,  seeking  first  of  all  for  the  legi^ 
tive  intent  in  order  to  give  it  fair  effect,  yet  any  ambiguity  or  fair, 
reasonable,  substantial  doubt  as  to  the  extent  of  the  power  is  to 
be  determmed  in  favor  of  the  State  or  general  public,  and  against  the 
State's  grantee.  The  rule  of  strict  construction  of  corporate  powers 
is  not  so  directly  applicable  to  the  ordinary  clauses  in  the  charter 
or  incorporating  acts  of  municipalities  as  it  is  to  the  charters 
of  private  corporations;  but  it  is  equally  applicable  to  grants  of 

granted  to  them,  or  as  are  necessary  to  no  officer  for  the  purpose  is  provided  in 
carry  into  effect  the  rights  and  powers  the  charter,  the  autnority  to  use  and 
so  granted."  Per  Storra,  J.,  in  New  employ  the  necessaiy  machineiy  to 
London  v.  Brainard  (illegal  appropri-  maice  the  levy  and  collection  was  held 
ation  of  money  to  celebrate  Fourth  of  to  be  implied.  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Ok 
July),  22  Conn.  552,  approvixjg  Stetson  v.  Ryan,  2  Wyo.  408.  But  see  8.  c.  in 
V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272;  Hodges  v.  Supreme  Court  of  United  States,  113 
Buffalo,  2  Denio,  110.  So,  where  the  U.  S.  516,  where  the  judgment  was  re- 
statute  placed  the  care  of  fire  depart-  versed  on  other  grounds.  Express  ail- 
ments in  the  hands  of  chief  engineers,  a  thority  to  establish  and  maintjun  a  pub- 
power  "to  regulate  and  protect  fire  lie  bath  includes  the  power  to  secure  s 
engines,"  &c.  was  held  not  to  authorize  proper  location  for  it.  Poillon  v.  Brook- 
a  city  to  establish  a  "fire  board"  to  lyn,  101  N.  Y.  132.  The  tfiadMot 
have  chaige  of  that  department.  Ben-  vowera  of  a  municipal  corporation  mo^ 
jamin  v.  Webster,  100  Ind.  15 ;  ante,  be  germane  to  the  purposes  for  which 
§  41.  it  is  created.  Mobile  o.  Yuifle,  3  Ali. 
^  Bridgeport  v.  Housatonic  R.  Co.,  137  (license  to  bakers) ;  Harris  v.  In- 
15  Conn.  475,  501,  per  Church,  J.  So  tendant  of  livingston,  28  Ala.  SS7 
where  power  is  conferred  upon  a  city  (retailing liquors);  Intendantv.Chand- 
council  to  levy  and  collect  taxes,  and  ler,  6  Ala.  W9  (retaiHqg  liqtton). 
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powers  to  municipal  and  public  bodies  which  are  out  of  the  usual 
range,  or  which  grant  franchises,  or  rights  of  that  nature,  or  which 
may  result  in  public  burdens,  or  which,  in  their  exercise,  touch  the 
right  to  liberty  or  property,  or,  as  it  may  be  compendiously  expressed, 
any  common-law  right  of  the  citizen  or  inhabitant.  The  subject  is 
copiously  illustrated  in  the  notes.  ^  The  rule  of  strict  construction 
does  not  apply  to  the  mode  adopted  by  the  municipality  to  carry  into 
effect  powers  expressly  or  plainly  granted,  where  the  mode  is  not 
limited  or  prescribed  by  the  legislature,  and  is  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  municipal  authorities.  In  such  a  case  the  usual  test  of  the  validity 
of  the  act  of  a  municipal  body  is.  Whether  it  is  reasonable  ?  and 
there  is  no  presumption  against  the  municipal  action  in  such  cases.^ 


*  Superior  v,  Norton,  24  U.  S.  App. 
59  (contract  for  purchase  of  land  for  a 
park  void  because  not  countersigned 
by  city  comptroller) ;  Von  Schmidt  v. 
Widber,  105  Cal.  151,  quoting  text 
(purchase  of  real  estate  as  a  site  for  a 
Bmallpox  hospital);  Jacksonville  El. 
L.  Co.  V,  JacksonvUle,  36  Fla.  229, 264, 

?iuoting  text;  Smith  v.  Madison,  7 
nd.  86;  i^le  v.  Maiin,  8  Ind.  34,  57, 
r  Stuart,  J. ;  Pittsburgh  C.  C.  A  St.  L. 
Co.  V.  Crown  Point,  146  Ind.  421, 
citing  text;  St.  Paul  v,  Briggs,  85 
Minn.  290  (power  to  regulate  pedlers, 
etc.),  citing  text;  State  v,  Higgs,  126 
N.  Gar.  1014,  1024,  citing  text;  Mem- 
phis V,  Adams  (impliedpower  to  em- 
ploy an  attorney),  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
518;  Tacoma  Gas,  &c,  Co.  v,  Tacoma, 
14  Wash.  288,  citing  text. 

'  Infra,  {  242;  post,  chapter  on 
Contracts  and  cha{>ter  on  Ordinances, 
where  the  subject  is  fully  considered. 
Courts  adc^  a  strict  rather  than 
liberal  construction  of  powers:  ''It  is  a 
well-eettled  rule  of  construction  of 
grants  by  the  legislature  to  corpora- 
tions, whether  public  or  private,  that 
only  such  powers  and  rights  can  be  ex- 
ercised under  them  as  are  clearly  com- 
prehended within  the  words  of  the  act, 
or  derived  therefrom  by  necessary  [fair 
and  reasonable]  implication,  regard 
being  had  to  the  objects  of  the  grant. 
Any  ambiguity  or  doubt  arising  out  of 
the  terms  used  by  the  legislature  must 
be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  public"  Min- 
tura  V,  Larue,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  435, 
436.  Per  Ndson,  J. ,  construing  munici- 
pal charter  as  to  ferry  rights  of  corpora- 
tion thereunder.  In  subsequent  cases 
the  Supreme  Court  has  said  that  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  "can  exercise  no 
power  whicn  is  not,  in  express  terms  or 


by  fair  implication,  conferred  upon  it." 
Tiiomson  v.  Lee  Co.  (municipal  bond 
case),  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  320, 327 ;  Thomas 
v.  Richmond,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  349; 
8.  p.  Clark  v.  Davenport,  14  Iowa,  494, 
495;  Merriam  v.  Moody's  Executors, 
25  Iowa,  163;  Nichol  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  9 
Humph.  252;  Leonard  v.  Canton,  35 
Miss.  189;  where  Fisher,  J.,  gives  a 
clear  exposition  of  the  rationale  of  the 
doctrine  that  corporate  grants  should 
be  strictly  construed.  Douglass  v. 
Placerville,  18  Cal.  643,  647;  Argenti 
V.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  255,  282; 
Wallace  v.  San  Jose,  29  Cal.  180.  With 
us,  cities,  towns,  and  municipal  cor- 
porations of  all  kinds  are  created  and 
endowed  with  powers  by  the  legisla- 
ture. These  are  of  a  legislative  and 
administrative  character,  to  aid  in  the 
better  government  of  localities  or  {>or- 
tions  of  the  State.  This  power  exists 
no  further  than  it  has  been  delegated. 
And  municipal  corporations,  in  their 
action,  are  confinea  "to  a  strict  con- 
struction of  the  grants  of  powers  con- 
tained in  their  charters"  or  acts  of 
incorporation.  Lafayette  v.  C^x,  5 
Ind.  38.  "It  is  proper,  too,  that 
these  powers  should  be  strictly  'con- 
strued, considering  with  how  little 
care  chartered  privueges  are  these  days 
granted."  Bank  v.  Cbillicothe,  7  Ohio, 
part  ii.  31,  35,  per  Hitchcock,  J. ;  Col- 
tins  v.  Hatch,  18  Ohio,  523 ;  Port  Huron 
v.  McCall,  46  Mich.  565.  "Boroughs 
and  towns  are,  confessedly,  inferior 
corporations.  They  act  not  by  any 
inherent  right  of  legislation,  like  the 
legislature  of  the  State,  but  their  au- 
thority is  delegated,  and  their  powers, 
therefore,  must  be  strictly  pursued. 
Within  the  limits  of  their  charter,  their 
acts  are  valid ;  vjithout  it  they  are  void." 
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The  general  principles  of  law,  stated  in  this  and  in  the  preceding 
sections,  are  indisputably  settled,  but  difficulty  is  often  experienced 


Willard  v.  Killingworth.  8  Conn.  247, 
per  Daggett,  J,,  approvea  10  Conn.  442. 
''The  action  of  municipal  corporations 
is  to  be  held  strictly  within  the  limitt 

grescribed  by  statute.  Within  these 
mits  thev  are  to  be  favored  by  the 
courts.  Powers  expressly  grant^,  or 
necessarily  implied,  are  not  to  be  de- 
feated or  impaired  by  a  stringent  con- 
struction.'' A  mumcipal  corporation 
has  no  right  to  appropriate  its  revenues 
to  obtain  an  increase  of  its  powers, 
through  persons  sent  by  the  ci^  coun- 
cil to  appear  before  the  State  General 
Assembly  and  Congress.  Henderson 
V.  Covington,  14  Bush  (Kv.),  312; 
Spengler  v.  Trowbridge,  62  Buss.  46. 

In  concluding  this  note,  the  author 
may  be  permitted  to  observe  that  the 
principle  of  strict  construction  should 
not  be  pressed  in  any  case  to  such  an 
unreasonable  extent  as  to  defeat  the 
legislative  purpose  fairly  appearing 
upon  the  entire  charter  or  enactment. 
See  Superior  v.  Norton,  24  U.  S.  App. 
59,  supra.     But  where  the  power  is 

Elainly  conferred  and  the  question  re- 
btes  onW'  to  the  mode  of  exercising  that 
power  (where  no  mode  is  prescribed 
by  the  legislature  but  is  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  municipal  council),  and 
where  the  power  is  one  relating  to  the 
usual  and  ordinary  matters  of  strictly 
local  municipal  rule  and  regulation, 
the  doctrine  of  strict  construction  has 
in  general  no  application,  unless  per- 
haps where  the  municipal  action  is 
plainly  unreasonable  and  oppressive, 
or  violative  of  common  right. 

Perhaps  the  rule  as  it  is  briefly 
expressed  in  the  text  (§§  238,  239) 
best  embodies  the  result  of  the  ad- 
judications upon  this  point,  namely: 
If,  upon  the  whole,  there  be  fair,  rea- 
sonable, substantial  doubt  whether  the 
legislature  intended  to  confer  the  au- 
thority in  question,  particularly  if  it 
relates  to  a  matter  extra-municipal  or 
unusual  in  its  nature,  and  the  exercise 
of  which  will  be  attended  with  taxes, 
tolls,  assessments,  or  burdens  upon  the 
inhabitants,  or  oppress  them,  or  abridge 
natural  or  common  rights,  or  divest 
them  of  their  property,  the  doubt  should 
be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  citizen,  and 
against  the  municipality.  The  rule  as 
here  expressed  has  been  cited  and  ap- 
proved in  Ex  parte  Florence,  78  Ala. 
419;  Grand  Rapids  Electric,  &c.  Co. 


V.  Grand  Rapids  Edison,  Ac.  Co.,  33 
Fed.  Rep.  659  (holding  that  a  power  to 
make,  amend,  and  repeal  ordinances 
deemed  advisable  for  lighting  streets  did 
not  confer  control  of  the  streets  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  legislature,  or  author- 
ize the  city  to  grant  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  streets  for  electric  lights  for  fifteen 
years).  The  conferring  of  francMsa 
upon  other  corporations  is  not  one  of 
the  "common-law"  powers  of  a  muni- 
cipal corporation.  National  Foundry 
and  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  Water  06., 
52  Fed.  29 ;  see  on  appeal  Andrews  v. 
National  Foundry  and  Pipe  Works,  18 
U.  S.  App.  458  (water-works  tranclaae). 
Other  courts,  however,  have  held  in 
respect  of  light  that  because  making 
provision  to  ught  a  city  is  a  duty  essen- 
tially and  peculiariy  oertiuning  to  mu- 
nicipal rule  and  ruination  and  is  not 
an  extra-municipal  or  abnormal  power; 
because  light  is  absolutely  essential  to 
the  comfort,  welfare,  and  safety  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  city ;  bec»asB  of  the 
lar^e  necessary  expense  of  erectiqg  and 
maintaining  light  and  distributkm 
plants;  because  such  plants  are  not 
capable  of  removal  and  are  almost 
valueless  unless  they  can  be  operated 
with  some  profit  or  return  upon  the 
capital  invested ;  because  it  is  unusual, 
unnecessary,  and  impracticable  to  have 
two  or  more  light  plants  and  distiibut- 
ing  systems  in  the  same  streets;  be- 
cause the  public  are  fully  protected  br 
the  State  s  power  to  fix  reasonable 
rates  and  to  prohibit  unreasonable 
rates  and  by  tne  police  and  taxing 
powers  of  the  State  and  municipality; 
because  without  an  exclusive  right  for 
a  reasonable  time  the  city  may  not  be 
able  to  procure  a  supply  of  light  at  all ; 
because  such  contracts  are  private  or 
proprietary  in  their  nature,  and  not 
govemmetUal;  for  these  and  the  like 
reasons,  under  the  power  "to  provide 
light  for  the  city  ana  to  make  contiacis 
therefor,"  where  not  accompanied  with 
an^  restrictions  upon  the  mode  of  pro- 
curing light  or  of  exercising  the  power, 
a  city  may  make  an  exdueive  contract 
for  hght  for  a  reasonable  period  and  as 
incidental  thereto  to  give  for  mxh 
period  the  use  of  its  streets  for  distrib- 
uting pipes,  and  also  as  incidental  anti 
in  order  to  induce  the  investment  of 
the  necessary  capital,  the  city  has  the 
right  (especially  if  it  expressly  resenres 
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in  their  application,  on  account  of  the  complex  character  of  munici- 
pal duties,  and  the  various,  miscellaneous,  and  frequently  indefinite 
purposes  or  objects  which  municipalities  are  authorized  to  execute 
or  carry  into  operation.^ 

Usage  (is  affecting  Municipal  Powers  and  their  Construction 

§  240  (92).  U8ag0  and  PreBcription.  —  In  England,  municipal 
corporations  claim  and  exercise  many  powers  wholly  in  virtue  of 
long-established  usage,  or  of  prescription,  which  implies  a  lost  charter 
conferring  such  powers.'  Indeed,  from  immemorial  usage,  powers 
are  recognized  as  valid  which  could  not  lawfully  originate  in  a  royal 
charter.  A  usage  to  give  a  right  must,  however,  be  long  established, 
and  forty  years'  duration  was  not  considered  of  itself  to  be  suflBcient 

an  option  to  purchase  the  works)  to  hedae  it  about  toith  limitations  designed 
stipujate  with  the  persons  f  urnbhing  to  do  litUe  more  than  bind  the  city  to  carry 
the  capital  and  builoing  the  works  that  out  the  contract  in  good  faith  and  with 
it  will  not  itself  compete  or  grant  to  decent  regard  (or  the  rights  of  the  other 
a  rival  company  the  use  of  its  streets  varty"  Opinion  of  Supreme  Court  per 
to  compete  for  such  limited  period.  Mr.  Justice  Brown  in  Walla  Walla 
Vicksbuig  17.  Vicksburg  Water  Works  case,  172  U.  S.  118;  approved  by  the 
Co.  (thirty-yearcontract  sustained),  206  Supreme  Court  per  Mr.  Justice  Day 
U.  S.  496 :  8.  c.  202  U.  S.  453,  185  in  Vicksbuig  Water  Works  case,  202 
U.  S.  65;  Walla  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla  U.  S.  453,  468.  The  decisionB  of  the 
Water  Works  Co.,  172  U.  S.  1 ;  State  Supreme  Court  in  the  Walla  Walla 
V,  Topeka,  68  Kan.  172 ;  Omaha  Water  and  Vicksburg  cases,  suma^  are,  we 
Works  Co.  V.  Omaha,  147  Fed.  Rep.  1 ;  think,  of  great  value  ana  importance 
Newport  v,  Newport  Light  Co.,  84  Ky.  not  only  to  investors  but  to  the  muni- 
166,  where  it  is  held  that  it  being  the  cipalities  themselves,  since  they  teach 
duty  of  a  mxmicipal  corporation  to  light  them  for  their  own  permanent  ad- 
its streets  and  to  furnish  its  inhabit-  vantage  the  much  neeoed  lesson  that 
ants  with  the  means  of  obtaining  gas  municipalities  must  be  as  honest  as 
at  their  own  expense,  and  where  such  other  people.  See  also  chapters  on 
a  corporation  has  the  power  by  legisla-  Contracts  and  Public  Utilities,  post, 
tive  grant  to  erect  and  maintain  gas  Power  to  fUl  up  and  drain  lots  holding 
works  for  that  purpose,  it  necessarily  stagnant  water,  at  the  expense  of  their 
follows  that  it  has  the  implied  power  owners,  was  held  not  to  authorize  fill- 
to  contract  with  others  to  furnish  it  in  ing  them  up  to  a  greater  height  thtm 
like  manner,  and  may,  therefore,  by  was  necessary  to  abate  the  nuisance, 
contract  grant  to  a  corporation  the  Bush  v.  Dubuque,  69  Iowa,  233 ;  infra, 
exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  its  streets  §  268 ;  Lo^an  v.  Pyne,  43  Iowa,  524 ; 
for  that  purpose  for  a  term  of  years.  Ex  parte  Sims,  40  Fla.  432.  Power  to 
Water  and  light  stand,  of  course,  upon  fill  up  and  drain  lots  holding  stagnant 
the  same  general  footing.  water,  at  the  expense  of  their  owners, 
"Cases  are  not  infrequent,"  says  the  was  held  not  to  authorize  filling  them 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  up  to  a  greater  height  than  was  neces- 
'' where,  Mnder  a  peneral  power  to  cause  sarv  to  abate  the  nuisance.  Bush  v. 
the  streets  of  a  city  to  be  lighted  or  to  Dubuque,  69  Iowa,  233 ;  infra.  {  268 ; 
furnish  its  inhabitants  with  a  supply  of  Logan  v.  Pvne,  43  Iowa,  524 ;  ix  parte 
water,  without  limitation  as  to  time,  it  Sims,  40  Fla.  432. 
has  been  held  that  the  city  has  no  right  ^  Spaulding  v.  Lowell,  23  Pick. 
to  grant  an  exclusive  franchise  for  a  pe-  (Mass.)  71 ;  arUfif  §§  10-40;  post^  chap. 
riod  of  years;  but  these  cases  do  not  touch  viii.,  where  some  of  these  miscellaneous 
upon  the  question  how  far  the  city,  in  the  or  special  powers  are  considered. 
exercise   of  an  undoubted   power   to        *  Ante,  chap.  ii.  §  41 ;  chap.  iii.  {  50. 

A    PARTICULAR     CONTRACT,     can 
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for  this  purpose.^  But  usage  in  this  country  has  a  much  more  limited 
operation.  It  is  a  necessary  result  of  the  manner  in  which  our  mu- 
nicipal corporations  are  created  —  viz.,  by  express  legislative  act, 
wherein  their  powers  and  duties  are  wholly  prescribed  —  that  the 
powers  themselves  cannot  be  added  to,  enlarged,  or  diminished  by 
proof  of  usage. 

§  241  (93).  Same  Subject.  —  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  Bigelow,  after  stating  the  decbion  of  the  Su- 
preme G>urt,  that  towns  in  Massachusetts  had  no  authority  to  ap- 
propriate money  for  the  ceUbration  of  the  Fourth  of  July,  remarks,  in 
relation  to  the  attempt  to  sustain  the  appropriation  on  the  ground  of 
usage:  "Usage  cannot  alter  the  case.  An  unlawful  expenditure  of 
money  by  a  town  cannot  be  rendered  valid  by  usage,  however  long 
continued.  Abuses  of  power  and  violations  of  right  derive  no  sanction 
from  time  or  custom.  A  casual  or  occasional  exercise  of  a  power  by 
one  or  a  few  towns  will  not  constitute  usage.  It  must  not  only  be 
general  and  of  long  continuance,  but,  what  is  more  important,  it 
must  also  be  a  custom  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  some  corporate 
power,  or  the  enjoyment  of  some  corporate  right,  or  which  contrib- 
utes essentially  to  the  necessities  and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants. 
The  usage  relied  on  in  the  present  case  would  not  satisfy  either  of 
these  last-named  requisites,  which  are  necessaiy  to  give  it  validity."  ^ 
But  general  and  long-continued  usage  is  not  without  its  importance, 
and  usage  of  this  character  may  be  resorted  to  in  aid  of  a  proper  con- 
struction of  the  charter  or  statute,  but  no  further.  If  the  language 
be  uncertain  or  doubtful,  a  uniform,  long-established,  and  unques- 
tioned usage  will  be  regarded  by  the  courts  in  determining  the  mode 
in  which  powers  may  be  exercised,  and  to  a  reasonable  extent  in 
determining  the  scope  of  the  powers  themselves ;  but  usage  can  have 
no  room  for  operation  where  the  language  of  the  enactment  is  plain 
and  the  legislative  intent  is  clear  upon  the  face  of  it.' 

>  Chad  V.  Tibed,  5  J  B.  Moore  185.  (Mass.),  318;  Butler  v.  Cbarlestown, 
As  to  the  proper  office  of  usage  in  Eng-  7  Gray  (Mass.),  12,  16 ;  Sherwin  r. 
land,  both  as  a  source  of  power  and  to  Bugbee  (validity  of  school  meeting), 
aid  in  the  interpretation  of  charters,  see  16  Vt.  439,  444,  where  Redfidd,  J.,  re- 
Grant  on  Com.  19, 27, 28, 29, 552, 564.  marks :  "  In  construing  statutes  appli- 

*  Hood  V,  Lynn,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  103.  cable  to  public  corporations,  courts  wiO 

Further  as  to  usages  consult  WilUrd  v,  attach  no  slight  weight  to  the  unifcrm 

Newburyport,    12   Pick.   (Mass.)  227 ;  practice  under  them,  if  this  practice  has 

Spauldine  v.  Lowell,  23  Pick.  (Mass.),  continued  for  a  considerable  period  of 

71 ;  Smith  v.  Cheshire,  13  Gray  (Mass.),  time."    Port  of  Mobile  v.  LouisviDe  A 

318;    Butler  v.  Charlestown,  7  Gray  Nashville  R.  Co.,  84  Ala.  115  (use  of 

(Mass.),  12,  16 ;   Benoit  v.  Conway,  10  street  by  railroad).  It  is  a  rale  "foonded 

Allen,  525,  528.  on  reason  and  common  sense,"  says  the 

'  Smith    V,    Cheshire,     13     Gray  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maiyiand,  that 
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§  242  (94).  Discretionary  Powers  not  Subject  to  Judicial  Oon- 
troL  —  Power  to  do  an  act  is  often  conferred  upon  municipal  cor- 
porations, in  general  terms,  without  being  accompanied  by  any 
prescribed  mode  of  exercising  it  In  such  cases  the  common  council, 
or  governing  body,  necessarily  have,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  a 
discretion  CLsiothe  manner  in  which  the  power  shall  be  used.^    This 

**dovbtfuL  words  in  a  general  statute  may  given  this  construction  to  the  charter, 

be  expimnded  wUk  reference  to  a  general  and  bonds  have  been  issued  and  in  the 

usage;  and  when  a  staJtvJte  is  applicable  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers  for  value, 

to  a  particular  place  only^  such  words  we  should  have  felt  bound  to  acquiesce 

may  be  oonstrueaby  usage  at  that  vlace"  in  it."     Van  Hostrup  v.  Madison  Cit]r, 

Frazier  v.  Warfield  (Inspection  Act  for  1  Wall.  291.    As  to  holding   munici- 

Baltimore),   13  Md.  279,  303 ;    s.  p.  pality  bound  by  the  practical  construc- 

Love  o.  Hinckley,  Abt.  Adm.  436.    See  tion,     see      Washington     County    v. 

also  Rex  v.  Chester,  1  Maule  &  Selw.  Williams,   111  Fed.  Rep.  801;  Keith. 

101 ;  Rex  v,  Salway,  9  B.  <&  C.  424.  County  v.  Citizens  Sav.  &  Loan  Assoc, 

Where   the  true   construction  of  a  116  Fed.  Rep.  13:  Wetzell  v.  Paducah^ 

charter  admits  of  doubt,  and  the  con-  117  Fed.  Rep.  647;  Schmitz  v.  Zeh,  91 

struction  adopted  by  the  city  author!-  Minn.    290;    97    N.    W.    Rep.    1049; 

ties  has  been  acquiesced  in  generally,  Washington  County  v,  David  (Neb.), 

and  acted  upon  oy  third  persons  m  89  N.  W.  Rep.  737. 

good  faith,  in  their  transactions  with  "Square    dealing";     munidpalUies 

the  citjr,  it  will  be  precluded  by  the  not    immune    from    moral    oblwaHon. 

courts  m  actions  by  such  third  parties  Corporations,  equally    with    individu- 

from  denying  its  construction  to  be  the  als,  are  held  to  a  careful  adherence  to 

true  one,  or  rather,  perhaps,  the  courts  truth  in  their  dealings  with  mai^kind, 

in  such  cases  will  follow  the  practical  and  cannot,  by  their  representations 

construction  thus  aaopted,  acquiesced  or  silence,  involve  others  in  onerous 

in,  and  acted  on.    Van  Hostrup  v.  Madi-  engagements,  and  thus  defeat  the  cal- 

son  CSty  (on  railroad  bonds),  1  Wall,  culations  and  claims  their  own  conduct 

(U:  S.)  291 ;   Meyer  v.  Muscatine  (on  has  superinduced.     Zabriskie  v.  Cleve- 

laibxiad  bonds),  76. 384, 391.    InMichi-  land,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  23  How.  (U.  S.) 

gan,  a  statute  authorized  a  city  to  issue  381 ;   Bissell  v.  Jeffersonville,  24  How. 

bonds  "for  the  refunding  of  bonds  and  (U.  S.)  287;  National  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 

evidences  of  indebtedness  already  is-  Board   of   Education,    62    Fed.    778; 

sued."     It  was  held  to  authorize  the  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston,  96  U.  S.  341; 

issuance  of  bonds  to  refund  judgments.  Hughes  Ck>unty   v.    Livingstone,    104 

Cooley,  J.,  ssud:  "There  is  a  principle  of  Fed.  306,  316;   Hackett  v.  Ottawa,  99 

law  that  municipal  powers  are  to  be  U.  S.  86,  96. 

strictly  interpreted,  and  it  is  a  just  and  "The  rule  of  ordinary  morals  applies 

wise  rule.     Municipalities  are  to  take  as  strongly  to  a  municipality  as  to  an 

nothing  from  the  general  sovereignty  individual."     Columbus  Water-Works 

except  what  is  expressly  granted.    But  Co.  v.  Columbus,  48  Kan.  99 ;   Green's 

when  a  power  is  conferred  which  in  its  Brice's  Ult.   Vir.,  372,  note  A;    and 

exercise  concerns  only  the  municipality,  Aurora  Water  Co.  v,  Aurora,  129  Mo. 

end  can  wrong  no  one,  there  is  not  die  540:  Baxter  Springs  v.  Baxter  Springs 

slightest  reason  for  any  strict  or  literal  Light  Co.,  64  Kan.  591,  598. 

interpretation  with  a  mew  to  narrowing  The  author  ventures  to  express  the 

iis   canstructitm.     If  the  parties    con-  opinion  that  in  the  cases  and  within 

cemed   have  adopted  a  particular  con-  the  limitations  stated  bv  Judge  Cooley, 

struction  not  manifestly  erroneoue,  and  suvra,   the  principle  that  the  courts 

which  wrongs  no  one,  and  the  State  is  will  follow  the  practical  construction 

in  no  manner  concerned,  the  construe-  adopted  by  the  municipality  ought  to 

tbn  ought  to  stand.     That  is  good  be  applied  more  freely  than  seems  to 

seoBe,  and  it  is  the  application  of  coi^  have  been  the  case,  where  such  a  course 

rect  principles  in  municipal  affairs."  is  necessary   to  pi-event  injustice  to 

Port  Huron  v.  McCall,  46  Mich.  565.  third  persons. 

"Even  if  the  case  had  been  doubtful,  ^  Evansville,  I.  A  C.  R.  Co.  v,  Evans- 

inasmuch  as  the  city  authorities  have  ville  (power  to  subscribe  stock  and  to 
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discretion,  where  it  is  conferred  or  exists,  cannot  be  judicially  inter- 
fered with  or  questioned  except  where  the  power  is  exceeded  or  fraud 
is  imputed  and  shown,  or  there  is  a  manifest  invasion  of  private 
rights.  Thus,  where  the  law  or  charter  confers  upon  the  city  council^ 
or  local  legislature,  power  to  determine  upon  the  expediency  or  necessity 
of  measures  relating  to  the  local  government,  their  judgment  upon 
matters  thus  committed  to  them,  while  acting  within  the  scope  ci 
their  authority,  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  courts.  In  such  case 
the  decision  of  the  proper  corporate  body  is,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
final  and  conclusive,  unless  they  transcend  their  powers.*    Thus,  for 


borrow  money),  15  Ind.  395 ;  Kelly  v, 
Milwaukee,  18  Wis.  83 ;  Slack  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  13  B.  Mon.  1 ;  Bridgeport  r. 
Railroad  Co.,  15  Conn.  475,  501,  per 
Church,  J.;  Harrison  v.  Baltimore,  1 
Gill  (Md.),  264 ;  Cincinnati  v,  Gwynne, 
10  Ohio.  192;  Markle  v.  Akron,  14 
Ohio,  586.  Where  a  municipal  corporar 
tion  is  entrusted  with  the  execution  of  a 
power,  and  is  not  confined  to  a  particu- 
lar mode,  but  has  a  discretion  in  the 
choice  of  means,  a  jjiain  case  of  abuse 
must  be  shown,  resulting  in  an  injurjr  to 
the  petitioner,  to  warrant  an  injimction 
against  the  corporation.  Page  v.  St. 
Louis  (special  assessment),  20  Mo.  136; 
Colton  V,  Hanchett,  13  lU.  615;  Bush 
V.  Carbondale,  78  111.  74;  Mayor  of 
Baltimore  v.  Gill,  31  Md.  375 ;  Holland 
V.  Baltimore,  11  Md.  186 ;  suvra,  $  241 ; 
post,  §  306 ;  Dodd  r.  Hartford,  25  Conn. 
232 ;  Sheldon  v.  School  District,  76. 224 ; 
Lockwood  r.  St.  Louis,  24  Mo.  20; 
Deane  v.  Todd,  22  Mo.  90 ;  Brooklyn  v. 
Meserole,  26  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  132 ;  Union 
Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ryan,  2  Wyo.  408; 
8.  c.  on  appeal  svh  nam.  Union  Pacific 
Ry.  Co.  p.  Cheyenne,  113  U.  S.  516; 
Poillon  V.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  132.  A 
power  **to  remove  or  confine  persons 
naving  infectious  or  pestilential  dis- 
eases" confers  authority  to  select  the 
means  of  carrying  it  out,  and  a  city  may, 
under  such  a  power,  rent  a  house  to  be 
used  as  a  smallpox  hospital.  Ander- 
son V.  O'Conner,  98  Ind.  168.  See 
chapters  on  Contracts  and  Taxation, 
post'  Wells  V.  Atlanta,  43  Ga.  67; 
Coulson  ».  Portland,  Deady  R.  481; 
post,  §  273,  also  chap,  xxxii.  In  r^pect 
to  the  legislative  functions  of  a  municipal 
body,  the  courts  are  bound  to  presume 
that  the^  will  exercise  any  discretion 
with  which  they  are  clothed  properly, 
and  that  they  aad  sufficient  reasons  for 
doing  an  act,  the  result  of  such  discre- 
tion.    Railroad  Co.  v.  Mayor  of  New 


York,  1  Hilton  (N.  Y.),  562 ;  Des Moines 
Gas  Co.  V.  Des  Moines,  44  Iowa,  505, 
508  ;po«^§  689. 

By  statute  in  Canada,  certain  supe- 
rior courts  have  power  in  their  dism- 
tion  to  set  aside  oy-laws  for  illegality, 
on  the  application  of  persons  interested, 
but  these  courts  will  not  entertain  an 
application  to  set  aside  a  by-law  on  a 
matter  of  fact,  which,  according  to 
municipal  act,  or  a  by-law  passed  under 
it,  should  be  ascertained  and  finally 
determined  by  an  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion, unless  perhaps  fraud  or  corrapi 
conduct  be  imputed  to  such  officer. 
See  Michie,  In  re,  11  Upper  Can.  C  P. 
379. 

*■  Illustrative  cases:  United  States 
V,  New  Orieans,  31  Fed.  Rep.  537; 
Denver  v.  Campbell,  33  Colo.  162 ;  F^ 
lowes  V,  New  Haven,  44  Conn.  240; 
Dibble  v.  New  Haven,  56  Conn.  199; 
Whitney  v.  New  Haven,  58  Conn.  450, 
457 ;  Danielly  v.  Cabaniss,  52  Ga.  211 ; 
Poulan  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co.,  123  Ga. 
605;  Carr  v,  Augusta,  124  Ga.  116; 
Dunham  v.  Hyde  Park,  75  IlL  371; 
Sheridan  9.  Colvin,  78  IlL  237;  Steveu 
V.  St.  Mary's  Training  School,  144  HL 
336,  343 ;  Tene  Haute  v.  Terre  Haute 
Waterworks  Co.,  94  Ind.  305;  Kitehel 
V.  Union  County  Com'rs,  123  Ind.  540; 
Robling  V.  Pike  County  Com'is,  141 
Ind.  522 ;  Seward  v.  Liberty,  142  Ind. 
551;  Gosport  v,  Pritchard,  156  Ind. 
400,  405;  Lincoln  Sch.  Tp.  v.  Unioa 
Trust  Co.,  36  Ind.  App.  113;  Tax- 
payers V.  Sewerage  Company,  108  La. 
569,  quoting  text;  Droi  v.  Baton 
Rouge,  36  La.  An.  307;  Hovgr  r. 
Mayo,  43  Me.  322 ;  Albeiger  ir.  BtHi- 
more,  64  Md.  1 ;  Madison  v.  HarixNir 
Board,  76  Md.  395;  Parks  v.  Boston, 
8  Pick.  (Mass.)  218;  Baker  v.  Bostoiv 
12  Pick.  (Blass.)  184;  Fay,  Fetitiaoer, 
15  Pick.  (Mass.)  243;  Torreat  «. 
Muskegon,  47  Mich.  115;   Shddley  «. 
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example,  if  a  city  has  power  to  grade  streets,  the  courts  will  not  in- 
quire into  the  necessity  of  the  exercise  of  it,  or  the  refusal  to  exercise 
it,  nor  whether  a  particular  grade  adopted,  or  a  particular  mode  of 
executing  the  grade,  is  judicious.*  So,  if  a  city  has  power  to  buUd  a 
market  hoiise,  the  courts  cannot  inquire  into  the  size  and  fitness  of 
the  building  for  the  object  intended.^  So,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
the  court  refused  to  interfere  by  injunction  with  the  action  of  the 
city  council  in  agreeing  to  rent  a  room  for  city  purposes  for  twenty 
years  and  to  pay  for  the  same  in  advance.^  So,  abo,  the  use  of  the 
revenue  of  a  city,  above  that  set  apart  by  law  for  the  payment  of 
interest  on  its  bonded  debt  and  for  a  sinking  fund,  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  municipal  authorities,  and  the  court  will  not  in- 
terfere by  mandamus  to  require  a  part  of  it  to  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  a  judgment  before  there  b  an  ascertained  surplus  over 
expenditures/ 

§  243  (95).  The  Snbject  iUiuitrated.  —  So,  also,  where,  by  its 
charter,  a  municipal  corporation  is  empowered,  if  it  deems  the  public 
welfare  or  convenience  requires  it,  to  open  streets  or  make  public  imr- 
provem^ents  thereon,  its  determination,  whether  wise  or  unwise,  can- 
not be  judicially  revised  or  corrected.^  On  the  ground  that  it  is  the 
province  of  the  municipal  authorities,  and  not  of  the  judicial  tribu- 
nals, to  determine  what  improvements  shall  be  made  in  the  streets 
and  highways  of  the  corporation,  the  court,  on  application  of  citizens. 

Lynch,  95  Mo.  487,  498;    Heman  v,  sioner),  43    Me.    322;     Benjamin    v. 

Schulte,  166  Mo.  409 ;   State  v.  Gates,  Wheeler,  8  Gray,  409,  413 ;  Richmond 

190  Mo.  540;    Parker  v.  Concord,  71  v.  McGirr  (purchase  of  land  for  public 

N.  H.  468,  citing  text;    Ryan  v.  Pat-  buildings),  78  Ind.   192,  citing  text; 

erson,  66  N.  J.  L.  533;  Kraft  v.  Board  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Defiance,  10  Ohio 

of  Education,  67  N.  J.  L.  512 ;  Carling  Cir.  Ct.  27,  quoting  text. 
V,  Jersey  aty,  71  N.  J.  L.  154;  Talcott        »  Spaulding    v.    Lowell,    23    Pick. 

V.  Buffalo,  125  N.  Y.  280,  rev'g  57  Hun  (Mass.)  71,  80.     So  where  a  city  has 

(N.  Y.),  43 ;  Konrad  v.  Rogers,  70  Wis.  power  to  lease  real  estate  at  a  "  reason- 

492,  493 ;    Kendall  v.  Frey,  74  Wis.  able  ren*,"  the  council  is  to  determine 

26;   Le  Feber  v.  West  Allis,  119  Wis.  what  is  reasonable,  and  their  discretion 

608.  in  the  absence  of  fraud  cannot  be  ju- 

Where  a  conmion  council  was  au-  dicially  revised.    Schanck  v.  Mayor,  69 

thorixed  by  the  city  charter  to  con-  N.  Y.  444. 

ttruei  breakwaters f  &c.,  and  to  defray        '  Moses  v.  Risdon,  46  Iowa,  251; 

the  cost  thereof  by  special  assessments  quoBre,  and  compare  Garrison  v.  Chi- 

upon  the  property  benefited,  and  was  cago,  7  Bissell,  480. 
required  to  determine  the  amounts  to        ^  East  St.  Louis  v.  Zebley,  110  U.  S. 

be  charged  to  each  lot,  it  was  held  that  321.    More  fully,  post^  chap.  xvi. 
the  action  of  the  council  in  determining        '  Methodist  P.  Church  v,  Baltimore, 

what  property  would  be  benefited  was  6  Gill  (Md.),  391.    Passing  ordinances 

conclusive,  while  its  decision  of  what  in  relation  to  opening,  &c.  of  streets,  is 

amoimte  should  be  chaiged  to  each  the  exercise  of  legislative,  not  judicial 

lot  could  be  reviewed.     Teegarden  v.  power.    Wiggin  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New 


Racine,  56  Wis.  545.  York,  9  Paige,   16.     See  chapter  on 

*  Hov^  V.  Mayo  (street  commis-   Eminent  Domain,  post. 
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refused  to  compel  a  city  to  cover  aver  an  open  draining  canal  of  long' 
standing,  it  "not  appearing  to  be  a  nuisance  in  the  legal  sense  of  the 
word."  '  So  where  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  city  to  remove,  as  far 
as  they  may  be  able,  every  nuisance  which  may  endang^  health,  the 
courts,  unless  the  power  be  transcended,  cannot  ordinarily  interfere 
to  control  the  manner  in  which  this  shall  be  done.^  But  the  power 
to  abate  nuisances,  like  all  other  municipal  powers^  must  be  reasonr- 
ably  exercised;  and  although  the  power  be  given  to  be  exercised  in 
any  manner  the  cvrporate  authorities  may  deem  expedient,  it  is  not 
an  unlimited  power,  and  such  means  only  are  intended  as  are  reason- 
ably necessary  for  the  public  good;  wanton  or  unnecessary  injury 
to  private  property  and  private  rights  are  not  thereby  authorized.* 
And  generally  the  judicial  tribunals  will  not  interfere  with  municipal 
corporations  in  their  internal  police  and  administrative  govemmeot, 
unless  they  are  transcending  their  powers  or  some  clear  right  has 
been  withheld  or  wrong  perpetrated  or  threatened/ 

§  244  (96).  Public  Powers  and  Tnuta  Ineapabla  of  Detogatioa. 
—  The  principle  is  a  plain  one,  that  the  public  powers  or  trusts  de> 
volved  by  law  or  charter  upon  the  council  or  governing  body,  to  be 
exercised  by  it  when  and  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  judge  best,  cttn-- 
not  be  delegated  to  others.^  This  principle,  its  scope  and  limitations,  is 
best  shown  by  examples  of  its  application  to  actual  cases.  Thus, 
where,  by  charter  or  statute,  local  improvements,  to  be  assessed  upon 
the  adjacent  property  owners,  are  to  be  constructed  in  "such  man" 

'  Inhabitants  v.  New  Oiieans,   14  eommenced,  and  to  retain  counsel  for 

La.  An.  452.  the  county.    SooUay  v.  Butte  County, 

'  Baker  v.  Boston,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  67  Cal.  249.    The  municipality  cannot 

184.    See  also  Kelly  v,  Milwaukee,  18  delegate  to  a  private  individual  the 

Wis.  83 ;    Goodrich  v.  Chicago,  20  111.  defence  of  an  action  against  it,  even  if 

445.    Further  as  to  nuisances,  see  chap-  he  be  under  an  aflreement  to  hold  it 

ter  on  Ordinances,  post;    Index,  Nuir  harmless  for  all  damages  and  costs. 

tances.  Shelby  v.  Miller,  114  Wis.  660.    Whilst 

*  Babcock  v.  Buffalo,  56  N.  Y.  268,  the  common  council  has  authority  to 
where  the  city  was  enioined  from  filling  employ  an  attorney  to  represent  the 
up  plaintiff's  slip  in  the  canal,  because,  city  in  a  litigation,  it  cannot  delegate 
under  the  circumstances,  it  was  not  a  to  the  attorney  so  employed  the  power 
proper  exercise  of  the  power  to  abate  to  employ  other  and  additional  coun- 
nuisances.  set.     Knight  v.  Eureka,  123  CaL  192; 

*  State  V,  Swearingen,  12  Ga.  23 ;  Bowling  Green  v.  Gaines,  123  Ky.  562; 
supra,  §  241 ;  post,  chap.  xzd.  96  S.  W.  Rep.  852;  Huron  v.  Campbell, 

»  Lowery   r.    Lexington,    116    Ky.  3  S.  Dak.  309;  post,  chapter  on  Ooii- 

157,  quoting  text ;    Corpus  Christi  v.  tracts ;    Index,  Attorney.    The  council 

Central  Wharf  &  Warehouse  Co.,   8  cannot  appoint  ministerial  agents  by 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  94 ;    East  St.  Louis  v.  ordinance  and  authorize  them  to  ap* 

Thomas,  11  111.  App.  283.    The  board  point   additional   agents.     Tampa  v. 

of  supervisors  of  a  county  cannot  dele-  oalomonson,  35  Fla.  446 ;    Ridge^ay 

gate  to  others  the  power  to  determine  v,  Michellon,  42  N.  J.  L.  405. 
whether,  and  if  so  when,  a  suU  skail  be 
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tier  as  the  common  council  shall  prescribe "  by  ordinance,  it  is  not 
competent  for  the  council  to  pass  an  ordinance  delegating  or  leaving 
to  any  oflScer  or  committee  of  the  corporation,  the  power  to  deter- 
mine the  mode,  manner,  or  plan  of  the  improvement.  Such  an 
ordinance  is  void,  since  powers  of  this  kind  must,  as  above  shown, ^ 
be  exercised  in  strict  conformity  with  the  charter  or  incorporating 


'  Supra,  a  238,  239. 

*  State  V,  Hauser,  63  Ind.  155: 
State  V.  Bell,  34  Ohio  St.  194 ;  Birdsall 
V.  Clark,  73  N.  Y.  73 ;  N.  Y.,  Ac.  Tn». 
tees,  In  re,  67  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  500; 
ThomDson  v.  Schermerhom,  6  N.  Y. 
92,  relatisj^  to  grading  and  levelling 
streets ;  affirming  s.  c.  9  Barb.  152,  ana 
approving  in  the  main  the  views  there 
expreased  by  Mr.  Justice  Cody,  Phelps 
«.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  New  York,  112  N.  Y. 
216;  Matter  of  Emigrant  Ind.  Sav. 
Bank,  75  N.Y.  388;  Birdsall  v.  Clark, 
73  N.  Y.  73 ;  Matter  of  Presbytery  of 
New  York,  9  Daly,  116,  aflf'd  80  N:  Y. 
642;  Brooklyn  v.  BresUn,  57  N.  Y. 
591,  distinguishing  Thompson  v.  Scher- 
merhom, supra;  State  v.  Jersey  City, 
25  N.  J.  L.  309;  see  28  N.  J.  L.  500; 
post,  a  661,  1236,  1447.  Indianapolis 
V,  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  66  Ind.  396; 
Baltimore  v,  Scharf,  54  Md.  499,  citing 
this  section.  Same  principle  applied 
in  similar  case,  Ruggles  v.  Collier,  43 
Mo.  359,  holding  that  where  the  charter 
gave  the  city  power  to  require  streets 
to  be  paved,  ''in  all  case9  where  the  city 
council  shall  deem  it  necessary,''  it 
could  not  by  ordinance  make  the  mayor 
the  judge  of  the  necessity  for  paving. 
Reaffirmed  but  distinguished,  Shehan 
V.  Glesson,  46  Mo.  100 ;  East  St.  Louis 
V,  Wehrung,  50  111.  28.  So,  where  the 
charter  gives  the  city  council  power  to 
construct  sewers  of  such  "dimensions  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  ordinance,"  the 
council  cannot  by  ordinance  require 
sewers  to  be  constructed  of  such  di- 
mensions as  may  be  deemed  requisite 
by  the  city  engineer.  St.  Louis  v. 
CJlemens,  43  Mo.  395,  overruling  St. 
Louis  V.  Eters,  36  Mo.  436 ;  reaffirmed, 
St.  Louis  V.  Clemens,  52  Mo.  133 ;  Jack- 
son Co.  V,  Brush,  77  111.  59  (issuing 
bonds).  See  further  State  v.  New 
Brunswick,  30  N.  J.  L.  395 ;  Meuser  v. 
Risdon,  36  Cai.  239 :  Hydes  v.  Joyes, 
4  Bush  (Ky.),  464 ;  Darhng  v.  St.  Paul, 
19  Minn.  389,  citing  text. 

A  direction  in  an  ordinance  provid- 
ing for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  that 


the  enmneer  shall  fix  the  grade  is  not 
unlawnil.  The  fixing  of  the  grade  is 
merely  an  executive  or  ministerial 
function.  Rich  v.  Woods,  118  Ky.  865. 
An  ordinance  for  paving  a  street  pro- 
vided for  bids  for  sheet  asphalt,  aspnalt 
block,  or  bitulithic  paving,  the  materiol 
to  be  used  to  be  determined  by  the  board 
of  awards  after  the  bids  had  been 
opened.  Held,  that  the  ordinance  dele- 
gated to  the  board  of  awards  a  minis- 
terial function  only,  and  that  the  dele- 
gation was  valid.  Baltimore  v.  Gkdban, 
104  Md.  145;  64  Atl.  Rep.  716.  When 
a  charter  authorized  a  city  by  ordi- 
nance "to  erect  lamps  and  to  provide 
for  lighting  the  city,*'  Ac,  the  delega- 
tion of  the  power  so  conferred  to  a  covv- 
mittee  whose  action  was  to  be  final,  was 
declared  illegal.  Minneagpolis  Gas  Light 
Co.  V,  Minneapolis,  36  Bunn.  159.  The 
doctrine  of  the  text  applied  where  a 
city,  empowered  to  erect  and  regulate 
public  wharves,  and  fix  the  rates  of 
wharfage  thereat,  undertook  to  lease 
the  wharf,  farm  out  its  revenues,  and 
delegate  a  person  to  fix  the  rates. 
Matthews  v.  Alexandria,  68  Mo.  115; 
post,  chapter  on  Taxation.  So,  where 
a  charter  directed  the  common  council 
to  appoint  a  time  when  persons  inter- 
ested in  an  application  for  opening  a 
street  would  be  neard,  the  coimcil  must 
itself  fix  the  time,  and  cannot  delegate 
that  duty  to  the  clerk.  If  it  does  so, 
its  proceedings  will  be  set  aside  on  cer- 
tiorari or  other  direct  proceeding. 
State  V.  Jersey  Qty,  25  N.  J.  L.  309; 
State  V,  Jersey  City,  26  N.  J.  L.  444 ; 
State  V.  Paterson,  34  N.  J.  L.  163.  The 
text  is  cited  and  approved  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Birdsall  v,  Clark,  73 
N.  Y.  73 ;  State  v.  Trenton^  42  N.  J.  L. 
74 ;  Parker  v.  New  Brunswick,  30  N.  J. 
L.  395;  State  v.  Paterson,  34  N.  J.  L. 
163.  A  municipal  corporation  cannot 
delegate  powers  conferred  upon  and  to 
be  exercised  by  it  to  &  street  committee 
or  others,  Whyte  v.  Nashville  (side- 
walk assessment),  2  Swan  (Tenn.), 
364.    See  Smith  v.  Morse,  2  CaL  524; 
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So,  where  a  power  —  for  example,  the  power  to  issue  licenses  —  is 
granted  by  law,  or  by  an  ordinance  duly  passed,  to  the  mayor  and 
aldermen,  they  are  constituted  to  act  as  one  deliberative  body,  to  the 
end  that  they  may  assist  each  other  by  their  united  wisdom  and 
experience,  and  the  result  of  their  conference  be  the  ground  of  their 
determination :  where  this  is  the  case,  the  board  of  aldermen  cannot, 
even  by  a  vote,  delegate  the  power  to  the  mayor  alone.^  But  the 
principle  that  the  exercise  of  municipal  powers  or  discretion  cannot 
be  delegated  does  not  prevent  a  corporaiion  from  appointing  agents 
and  empowering  them  to  make  contracts,  or  from  appointing  corn- 
Oakland  V.  Carpenter,  13  Cal.  540;  kets  cannot  be  delegated  to  commis- 
Murray  v,  Tucker,)10  Bush  (Ky.)>  240;  sioners.  State  v.  Paterson,  34  N.  J.  L. 
compare  State  v.  Atlantic  City,  34  N.  J.    163. 

L.  99,  108.  See  Brooklyn  v.  Breslin,  A  grant  by  the  council  of  a  corpo- 
57  N.  Y.  591,  distinguishing  Thompson  ration  to  buud  a  street  railroad  mu0t 
V.  Schermerhom,  supra.  A  ddegation  be  made  by  ordinance  directly  to  the 
of  power  is  of  course  valid  when  ex>  parties  to  be  therein  namedf  and  the  ai»- 
pressly  authorized  by  the  legislature,  thoriiy  to  make  the  grant  cannot  be  dde- 
Brooldyn  v.  Breslin,  supra;  State  v.  gated  by  the  council  to  any  officer  or 
Paterson,  34  N.  J.  L.  163;  post,  §§  1236,  board.  State  v.  BeU,  34  Ohio  St.  194. 
1383.  So  where  the  city  buUt  a  pier  in  respect 

'  Day  V.  Green,  4  Cush.  433,  and  of  which  it  was  authorised  to  fix  tolls 
cases  there  cited.  Further,  as  to  dele-  for  its  use  and  collect  the  same.  It 
gation  of  power,  Coffin  v.  Nantucket,  leaded  it  to  a  party ;  failing  to  keep  the 
5  Cush.  269;  Ru^gles  v.  Nantucket,  11  pier  in  repair,  the  lessee  brought  an 
Cush.  433 ;  Clark  v.  Washington,  12  action  for  damages ;  the  power  of  the 
Wheat.  40,  54 ;  Cool^,  Const.  Lim.  council  not  being  subject  to  delegation, 
204;  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Balti-  the  lease  was  declared  void.  Lord  v. 
more,  21  Md.  93 ;  Winants  v.  Bayonne,  Oconto,  47  Wis.  386 ;  a.  p.  Lauenstein 
44  N.  J.  L.  114 ;  State  v,  Paterson,  34  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  28  Wis.  336 ;  Mullaiky 
N.  J.  L.  163;  Haynes  v.  Cape  May,  52  v.  Cedar  Falls,  19  Iowa,  21;  Gale  v. 
N.  J.  L.  180;  Young  v.  Atlantic  aty,  Kalamazoo,  23  Biich.  344;  Hilhau  tf. 
60  N.  J.  L.  125 ;  Slocum  v.  Ocean  Grove,  Sharp,  19  Barb.  435 ;  Rogers  v.  Collier. 
59  N.  J.  L.  1 10 ;  Lambertville  v.  Apple-  43  Mo.  359 ;  East  St.  Louis  v.  Wehrui«, 
gate,  73  N.  J.  L.  110.  50  111.  28.    Anv  work  not  done  withm 

Where  a  city's  charter  commits  to  the  time  specined,  the  common  eouncH 
the  council  exdusivdy  the  control  of  the  was  required  to  cause  to  be  done  by 
city's  finances,  and  does  not,  in  express  contract  or  otherwise.  An  ordinance 
terms,  or  by  fair  implication,  authorise  directed  that  the  superintendent  of 
the  delegation  to  an  a^nt  of  a  discre-  streets  should  ''cause  the  work  to  be 
tion  to  sell  its  bonds  without  limitation  done,"  thus  delating  the  precise  au- 
as  to  price,  it  was  held  that  the  city  thority  conferreof  upon  it.  This  was 
cannot  delegate  to  the  mayor  power  held  to  be  unauthorized.  Hie  charter 
to  sell  the  bonds  at  his  discretion  as  to  conferred  the  power,  said  the  court,  to 
price.  Blair  i;.  Waco,  75  Fed.  Rep.  800.  cause  it  to  be  aone  by  contract  or  other- 
When  the  statute  gives  the  council  wise ;  this  required  the  exercise  of  dis- 
power  to  fix  license  fees  for  revenue,  it  cretion  and  iudgment  as  to  the  manner 
cannot  delegate  the  power  so  to  do  to  in  which  the  work  should  be  done, 
the  mayor,  or,  in  his  absence,  to  the  The  legislature  said  it  must  be  the  judg- 
recorder.  Thurlow  Medical  Co.  v,  ment  of  the  coimcil,  and  they  at- 
Salem,  67  N.  J.  L.  111.  Power  to  re-  tempted  to  invest  the  superint&adent 
voke  a  liquor  license  cannot  be  delegated  of  streets  with  its  exereise.  This  tbey 
by  the  common  council  to  the  mayor  had  no  power  to  do;  they  could  not 
acting  alone.  Carbondale  v.  Wade,  delegate  the  power  thus  conferred. 
106  lU.  App.  654.  Power  of  mayor  and  Birdsall  v.  Clark,  73  N.  Y.  73. 
aldermen  as  to  choosing  site  for  mar- 
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mittees  and  investing  them  with  duties  of  a  ministerial  or  adminis- 
trative character.^ 

A  municipal  council  having  authority  to  pave  streets  at  the  primary 
expense  of  the  city,  directed  the  making  of  the  pavements  of  one  or 
the  other  of  specified  materiab,  but  giving  to  the  owners  of  abutting 
lots,  on  whom  the  expense  would  ultimately  fall,  the  privilege  of 
selecting  which,  and  reserving  to  the  street  committee  the  authority 
to  select,  in  case  th6  lot-owners  failed,  and  authorized  the  mayor  to 
execute  a  contract  accordingly,  which  was  done.  It  was  objected  by 
the  city  that  this  contract  was  invalid :  (1 )  because  the  city  could 
not  delegate  the  power  to  the  mayor  to  make  it;  and  (2)  because 
the  mayor  could  not  delegate  to  the  lot-owners  the  power  of  deter- 
mining the  kind  of  materials.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  while  admitting  that  "the  council  could  not  delegate  all  the 
power  conferred  upon  it "  in  this  respect,  yet  held  that  it  could  do  its 
minigterial  work  by  agents,  and  that  there  was  here  no  unlawful  dele- 
gation of  power.' 

§  245  (97).  Xiegialativa  Powers  cannot  be  iiizFendered  or  bar- 
gained away.  —  Powers  are  conferred  upon  municipal  corporations 
for  public  purposes;  and  as  their  legislative  powers  cannot,  as  we 
have  just  seen,  be  delegated,  so  they  cannot  vriihout  legislative  avn 
thority,  express  or  implied,  be  bargained  or  bartered  away.  Such 
corporations  may  make  authorized  contracts,  but  they  have  no 
implied  power,  as  a  party,  to  make  contracts  or  pass  by-laws  which 

^  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Go.  v.  Marion  Where  the  charter  gave  the  common 

County,  36  Mo.  294 ;  Schenl^  v.  Com-  council  power  to  "ordain  by-lawB  re- 

monwealth,  36  Pa.  St.  29 ;   Stewart  v.  latiD^  to  wliarveSf  and  the  anchoring. 

Council  Bluffs,  58  Iowa,  642 ;  Harcourt  moving,  and  mooring  of  vessels,"  and 

V.  Asbury  Park,  62   N.    J.    L,    158;  "to  appoint   all   neceaaary  officera   to 

Kramratn  v.  Albanv,  127  N.  Y.  575,  cany  the  by-laws  into  effect,"  and  the 

aff'g  53  Hun,  206 ;  People  v.  Green,  64  council  passed  a  by-law  creating  the 

N.  Y.  606,  rev'g  6  Hun,  11 ;  Dancer  v.  office  of  auperintenderU  of  wharvea,  and 

Mannington,   50  W.   Va.   322,  citing  giving  him  "full  power  to  order  and 

text.  regulate,  whenever  requested  by  the 

Under  authority  "to  regulate  the  owner  or  lessee  of  any  wharf ,  the  moor- 
numbering  of  houses,"  the  board  of  ing  of  vessels  at  such  wharf ,"  such  a  by- 
aldermen  may  authorize  the  appropri-  law  is  not  void  as  delegating  to  tne 
ate  city  officer  to  renumber  a  street,  superintendent  of  wharves  the  making 
Van  Ingen  v,  Hudson  Realty  Co.,  106  of  regulations  which  the  charter  gave 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  444.  Where  the  tax-  the  council  alone  the  power  to  make. 
payers  luive  approved  of  the  purchase  Gregory  v.  Bridgeport,  41  Conn.  76. 
pnoe  and  site  of  land  to  be  purchased,  See  chapters  on  Contracts  and  Corpor- 
the  devoluHon  ujxm  the  city  aolicitor  of  ate  Meetings,  post, 
the  duty  of  obtaining  a  proper  deed  to  '  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston.  96  U.  S. 
the  land  waa  not  an  unlawful  delega-  341.  If  a  contract  should  be  invalid 
tion  of  power,  such  duty  being  purely  because  of  the  del^ation  of  powers,  it 
ministerial  or  administrative.  Ecroyd  mav  be  ratified  by  the  council,  lb, 
r.  CoggjBBhaJl,  21  R.  I.  1,  citing  text.  Inaex,  Curative  Acta,  Ordinance. 
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shall  cede  away,  control,  or  embarrass  their  legislative  or  govern- 
mental powers,  or  which  shall  disable  them  from  performing  their 

public  duties.^     The  cases  cited  mark  the  scope  and  illustrate  the 

'  Richmond  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Middle-  Baltimore,   75  Md.   247,  citing  text ; 

town   (gas  contract),  59  N.  Y.  228;  Lake  Roland  El.  R.  Co.  v.  Baltimore, 

Lord  V.  Oconto,  47  Wis.  388,  approving  77  Md.  352 ;    Detroit  v.  Ft.  Wayne  & 

text;  Matthews  v.  Alexandria,  68  Mo.  E.  R.  Co.,  90  Mich.  646,  654 ;  Flynn  v. 

\  15 ;  Bodine  v.  Trenton  (boundaries  of  Little  Falls  El.  &  W.  Co.,  74  Minn.  ISO; 

streets),  36  N.  J.  L.  198;  State  v.  New  State  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  78  Minn. 

Brunswick,  30  N.  J.  L.  395;    Indian-  331;     (}off  v.   Nolan,    62    How.  Pr. 

apolis  V.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  66  Ind.  (N.  Y.)  323 ;  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

396,  approving  text ;  Milhau  v.  Sharp,  Columbus,  50  Ohio  St.  65 ;    Wabash 

27  N.  Y.  611 ;  111.  Ac.  Co.  v,  St.  Louis,  R.  Co.  v.  Defiance,  10  Ohio  CSr.  a,  27. 

2   Dillon   C.    C.    70 ;    Gale  v.    Kala-  quoting  text.    (Ik>mpare  Attom^-(xeD- 

mazoo    (market-house    contract),    23  eral  v.  Mayor,  &c,  of  New  York,  3  Duer 

Mich.  344;    Louisville  Gty  Railroad  (N.  Y),  119,  131,  147;  Davis  v.  Same. 

Ck>.  V.  Louisville,  8  Bush  (Ky.),  415;  14  N.  Y.  506,  532;  Costar  v.  Brush,  25 

Covington,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Covington,  Wend.  628 ;  Brooklyn  v.  City  Railroad 

9  Bush  f  Ky.),  127 ;   People's  Raihoad  O).,  47  N.  Y.  475. 
V.  Memphis  Railroad,  10  Wall.  38,  50;        It  has  been  by  some  ooarts  held 

Presb.  Church  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  that  one  ItQidatwre,  in  the  enactment  of 

York,   5  Cow.   538 ;    followed,   Stuy-  kiu»,  cannoiy  even  by  contract^  put  U  out 

vcsant  V.  Mavor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  7  of  the  power  of  a  eubeequent  legidaiMn  to 

0)w.  588 ;  Western  Sav.  Fund  Society  repeal  or  amend  them;  cannot  thus  sur- 

t\  Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  St.  175 ;  Lehigh  render  a  portion  of  its  soverragn  power. 

Water  Co.^s  Appeal,  102  Pa.  St.  515;  Debolt  v.  Ins.andTrust  Co.,  1  Ohio  St 

San  Francisco  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Dunn,  564 ;  Plank  R.  Co.  v.  Husted,  3  Ohio 

62  Cal.  580;  Mayor,  Ac.  of  Albany,  In  St.  578,  per  BarOey,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

re  23  Wend.  277;   New  York  &  H.  R.  Matheny  v.  Golden,  6  Ohio  St.  375; 

Co.  V.  Mayor,  Ac.,  1  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  562,  Mott  r.  Pa.  Raiboad  Co.,  30  Pa.  St.  9; 

508;     Martin  v.   Mayor,   Ac.,    1    Hill  Newton  v.  Mahoning  County  Com'n. 

(N.  Y.),  541,  545;   doszler  v.  G^eoige-  100  U.  S.  548;  Amencan  R.  Td.  Co.  ?. 

town,  6  Wheat.  593;    Sedgw.  Const.  Hess,   125  N.  Y.   641;  Henderson  r. 

and  St.  Law,  634 ;  State  v.  Graves,  19  Ogden  City  R.  Co.,  7  Utah,  199.     But 

Md.  351,  373 ;  Bryson  v.  Philadelphia,  see,  in  Supreme  (Ik>urt  of  the  United 

47  Pa.  St.  329;    Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  States,  as  to  legislative  contracts  to 

206;   Albany  St.,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  exempt  from  taxation,  Ac.,  Home  of  the 

273;    Britton  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  Friendlessv.  Rouse,  8  Wall  (U.  a)430. 

York,  21  How.  Pr.  R.  251 ;  New  York  and  prior  cases  cited,  and  the  vigoroas 

V,  Second  Av.,  Ac.  Co.,  32  N.  Y.  261;  dissent  (/&.  441),  which  seems,  were  the 

Dingman  v.  People,  51  111.  277 ;   Brim-  question  open,  to  be  the  sound  view;  at 

mer  v.  Boston,  102  Mass.  19;  Johnson  all  events,  it  is  clear  that  "An  alleged 

V.  Philadelphia,  60  Pa.  St.  445 ;  State  v.  surrender  or  suspension  of  a  power  of 

Cin.  Gas  Co.,  18  Ohio  St.  262,  295 ;  government  respecting  any  matter  of 

Jackson   v.    Bowman,   39   Miss.   671 ;  public  concern  must  be  shown  by  clear 

OakUnd  v.  Carpentier,    13  Cal.   540,  and  inequivocal  lan^ua^ ;  it  cannot  be 

opinion  of  Baldwin,  J. ;  Smith  v.  Morse,  inferred  from  any  inhibitions  upon  pai^ 

2  Cal.  524 ;   Louisville  City  Railway  9.  ticular  officers  or  special  tribunals,  or 

Louisville,  8  Bush  (Ky.),  415;    Karst  from  any  doubtful  or  uncertain  ex- 

V.  St.  Paul,  Ac.  R.  Co.,  22  Minn.  118;  pr&sions."      Wheeling    and    Belmont 

Peru  V.  Gleason,  91  Ind.  566 ;  Brenham  Bridge  Ck>.  v.  Wheeling  Bridge  (>>.,  138 

V.  Water  Co.,  67  Tex.  542;    National  U.  S.  287;    Safety  Insulated  Wire  k 

Bank  v.  St.  Joseph,  31  Fed.  Rep.  216;  Cable  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  25  U.  a  App. 

ante,   §  92   and    note;  post,   §§   277,  166;   ante,  chap.  iv.  more  fully;   also 

1215:   Mahoning   County   v.    Young,  Cooiesy,  Ck>nst.  Lim.  127,  280;   Sedg. 

16  U.  S.  App.  253;  Winter  v.  Mont-  Const,  and  St.  Law,  616,  633;  chapter 

fomery,  83  Ala.  589:  Illinois  Ontral  on  Taxation  and  pMt,  §{  704,  1215. 
lospital  V.  JacksonviUe,  61  IlL  App.       Vieksburg  Waier  Case,  ^  The  Vido- 

199,     citing   text ;   Snouffer  v.  Cedar  buig  case  came  the  third  time  before 

Rapids,   Ac.   R.  (}o.    118  Iowa,   287,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  SUtea 

304;  North  Baltimore  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  in  Vicksburg  v.  Vicksburg  Water  Works 
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application  of  this  salutary  principle  in  a  great  variety  of  circum- 
stances, and,  for  the  protection  of  the  citizen,  it  is  of  the  first 
importance  that  it  shall  be  maintained  by  the  courts  in  its  full 
extent  and   vigor. 


§  246  (98).  Imperative  and  Discretionary  Powers  distingiiialied.  — 
It  is  often  material  to  determine  whether  a  dviy^  imposed  by  law  or 
charter  upon  municipal  corporations  or  public  officers,  is  imperative 
or  discretionary.  This  b  always  a  question  of  legislative  intention, 
and,  therefore,  of  construction.  The  general  tests  to  ascertain  this 
intention,  propounded  in  the  cases  cited,  are  of  doubtful  value.    The 


Co.,  206  U.  8.  496,  decided  May  27, 
1907.  The  charter  of  Vicksburg  author- 
ized the  city  to  provide  **  for  the  erection 
and  maintenance  of  a  system  of  xvcUer 
works  to  supply  the  city  with  water, 
and  to  that  end  to  eorUract  with  a  party 
or  parties  who  shall  build  and  operate 
the  water  works."  This  was  the  only 
legislative  authority  of  the  city  in 
respect  of  water.  No  authority  was 
given  in  terms  to  the  city  to  grant  an 
exclusive  right,  to  make  an  exclusive 
contract,  or  limiting  the  power  of  the 
legislature  subsequently  to  regulate  or 
reduce  water  rates.  The  contract  of 
the  city  of  Vicksburg  with  the  Water 
Company  contained  an  agreement  on 
behalf  of  the  cit^r  that  the  erantees 
"shall  have  the  right  to  make  such 
rates  and  charges  for  the  use  of  said 
water  as  thev  may  determine,  pro- 
vided that  such  rates  and  chaives  snail 
not  exceed  fifty  cents  for  eacn  thou- 
sand gallons  of  water."  The  ordinance 
by  its  terms  ran  for  thirty  years,  and 
contained  an  agreement  by  the  city  to 
pay  during  that  period  a  stipulated 
rental  for  certain  hydrants  for  public 
use. 

The  question  in  the  third  case  was 
stated  (page  508)  as  follows:  "Had 
the  city  authority,  under  the  charter 
of  Vicksbuig,  passed  in  1886,  to  make 
a  binding  contract  fixing  maximum 
rates  for  water  supplied  to  private  con- 
sumers for  a  definite  period,  thirty 
years  in  the  present  case  7  "  It  was  oh- 
jected  that  tne  city  could  not  thus  sur- 
render or  barsain  away  its  legislative 
power.  But  the  court  said  (page  508) 
''  that  a  State  mav,  in  matters  of  wofme- 
tary  rights,  exclude  itself  from  the  right 
to  make  regulations  of  this  kind,  or  aun 
thorite  municipal  corporations  todo  so^ 
when  the  power  is  clearly  conferred 


has  been  too  frequentlv  declared  to 
admit  of  doubt.  Los  Angeles  v.  Los 
Angeles  CSty  Water  Co.,  177  U.  S.  558 ; 
WalU  WalU  v,  Walla  WalU  Water  Co., 
172  U.  S.  1,  7;  New  Orleans  Water- 
works Co.  V,  Rivers,  115  U.  S.  674; 
Freeport  Water  Co.  v,  Freeport,  180 
U.  S.  587,  593."  By  a  subsequent 
act  of  the  legislature,  passed  in  1904, 
any  city  of  Mississippi  was  empowered 
to  prescribe  by  orainance  maximum 
rates  and  charges.  Under  this  last 
legislative  authority  the  city  fixed 
maximum  charges  for  the  use  of  water 
less  than  tiie  maximum  rates  fixed  in 
the  ordinance  and  contract  of  1886. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  decided  that  the  contract  rates 
were  valid,  and  that  the  subsequent 
action  attempting  to  reduce  them  was 
unconstitutional  and  void.  The  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  which  was  unani- 
mous, concludes  as  follows : 

''  In  the  light  of  these  decisions  [in 
Mississippil,  and  others  might  be  cited, 
we  reach  the  conclusion  that,  under  a 
broad  grant  of  power,  conferring,  with- 
out restriction  or  limitation,  upon  the 
city  of  Vicksbuig  the  right  to  make  a 
contract  for  a  supply  of  water,  it  was 
within  the  right  of  the  city  council, 
in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  to  make  a 
binding  contract,  fixing  a  maximum 
rate  at  which  water  should  be  supplied 
to  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  for  a  lim- 
ited term  of  years  [thirty  years  in  this 
case],  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
of  unreasonableness  'so  gross,'  as  the 
court  of  Mississippi  has  said,  'as  to 
strongly  suggest  fraud  or  corruption,' 
this  action  of  the  council  is  binding, 
and  for  the  time  limited  puts  the  right 
beyond  legislative  or  municipal  altera- 
tion to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  con- 
tracting party." 
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words  that  a  corporation  or  officer  "may  "  ad  in  a  certain  way,  or  that 
it  "shall  be  lawful''  to  act  in  a  certain  way,  may  be  imperative. 
On  this  subject  some  of  the  cases  declare  the  doctrine  that  what 
public  corporations  or  officers  are  empowered  to  do  for  others,  and 
that  which  is  beneficial  to  them  or  to  the  public  to  have  done,  the 
law  holds  they  ought  to  do,  especially  if  the  law  specifically  or  ade- 
quately supplies  them  with  the  means  of  executing  the  power.  The 
power  in  such  cases  is  conferred  for  the  benefit  of  others  or  of  the 
public;  and  the  iTiient  of  the  legislature,  which  is  the  test  in  such 
cases,  ordinarily  seems,  under  such  circumstances,  to  be  to  impose  a 
positive  and  absolute  duty.  But,  under  other  circumstances,  where 
the  act  to  be  done  does  not  affect  third  persons,  and  is  not  clearly 
beneficial  to  them  or  the  public,  and  the  means  for  its  performance 
are  not  thus  supplied,  the  words,  "may"  do  an  act,  or  it  is  "lawful" 
to  do  it,  do  not  mean  "  must,"  but  rather  indicate  an  intent  in  the 
legislature  to  confer  a  discretionary  power.  ^    Each  case,  we  repeat, 

'  Mason  v.  Fearson   (duty  of  city  Mayor,  &c.  of  Chester,  1  Maule  &  SeK 

under  tax  law),  9  How.  (U.  S.)  248,  101 ;    Rex  v.  Bailiffs,  Ac.,  1  Bam.  & 

259,  per  Woodburu,  J.,  and  authorities  Cress.    86;     3    Barn.    &   Cress.   272: 

there  cited.     In  Hurford  v.  Omaha,  4  Leavenworth  &  D.  M.  R.  Co.  i;.  PUttc 

Neb.  336,  350,  the  subject  is  fully  ex-  County  Court,  42  Mo.  171;   St.  Joseph 

amined,  and  certain  tests  to  ascertain  &  D.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Buchanan  County 

the   legislative   intention   are    stated.  Court,  39  Mo.  485 ;   Grant  r.  Erie,  ^ 

Veaaie  v.  China,  50  Me.  518,  526.    It  is  Pa.  St.  420;    s.  c.  8  Am.  Rep.  272; 

the  settled  doctrine  in  New  York,  that  Goodrich  v.  Chicago,  20  111.  445,  au- 

where  a  public  or  municipal  corporation  tbority  to  city  "to  remove  all  obstnic- 

or  body  is  invested  with  power  to  do  an  tions  in  the  harbor,"  held  not  impera- 

€Lct  which  the  public  interests  require  to  tive.    lb.  Ottawa  v,  Peoi>le,  48  IlL  233: 

be  done,  and  the  means  for  its  complete  Can-  v.  Northern  Liberties,  35  Pa.  St. 

performance  are  placed  at  its  disposal,  324 ;  Joliet  v.  Verley,  35  111.  58 ;  WilsoD 

not  only  the  execution,  but  the  proper  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  1  Denio,  595.    An  act 

execution  of  the  power,  may  be  insisted  that  ''the  city  council  are  hereby  au- 

on  as  a  duty,  though  the  statute  con-  thorized  to  elect  a  recorder,  in  whom 

ferring  it  be  only  permissive  in  its  terms,  they  may  vest  exclusive  jurisdiction 

Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York  v.  Furze,  Z  of  all  violations  of  their  ordinances." 

Hill,  612,  holding  corporation  liable  for  imposes  the  duty  to  elect  this  officer, 

omitting  its  duty  to  repair  sewers,  al-  The  language  is  mandatory,  and  not 

though  it  would  not  have  been  liable  discretionary.     Vason  v.  Augusta,  3S 

for  having  omitted  to  construct  them  Ga.  542.    Tne  expression,  in  a  supple^ 

originally.     Approved  16  N.  Y.   162,  mental  charter,  "it  shall  be  lawfvl" 

note,  per  Selden,  J. ;    per  Denio,  J.,  9  construed  not  to  enjoin  an  imperative 

N.  Y.  168,  458;  per  Allen,  J.,  lb.  461.  duty  on  the  corporation.     Seiple  r. 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  declared  Eliziabeth,  27  N.  J.  L.  407;  Steines  r. 

.in  New  Jersey,  State  v.  Newark,  28  N.  J.  Franklin  Co.,  48  Mo.  167.    Held  to  be 

L.  491 ;  Seiple  v.  Elizabeth,  27  N.  J.  L.  imperative:    Rock  Island  Co.  Sup.  c 

407;  Reed  v.  Bainbridge,  4  N.  J.  L.  United  States,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  435.  445 

351,  358.    Compare  Reock  v.  Newark,  ("may,  if  deemed  advisable,  levr  a 

33  N.  J.  L.  129.   See  further  chapter  on  sp^iai   tax,"   Ac.) ;    Provisional  Mu- 

Actions,  post.  mcipality  of  Pensaeola  v.  Lehman.  13 

When    words    are    imperative,    and  U.  8.  App.  411,  425  ("  authorised  to 

when  directory,  see  further  Grant,  Corp.  execute  deeds  .  .  .  whenever  it  riiall 

34,  35 ;  Rex  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Hastings,  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  .  .  • 

5  Bam.  &  Aid.  692,  note;    Attorney-  and  it  shall  appear  equitable  to  said 

General  v.  Lock,  3  Atk.  164;   Rex  v.  board  of  commissioners,   Ac.).   Private 
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must  be  largely  decided  on  its  own  circumstances,  and  the  legis- 
lative intent  gathered  from  the  whole  act.    No  positive,  inflexible, 
or  stereotyped  rule  can  be  laid  down. 

§  247  (99).  Same  Subject.  —  It  is  also  sometimes  difficult  to  de- 
termine whether  specific  duties  prescribed  by  the  charter  or  incor- 
poratmg  act  rest  upon  the  corporation  or  upon  the  aldermen  or  other 
ofpcera  named  in  their  individual  capacity.  The  question  also  is  one 
of  construction.  The  general  rule  is  this :  that  where  powers  per- 
taining to  the  duties  of  a  corporation  are  conferred  upon  those  who 
officially  represent  the  corporation,  such  powers,  unless  the  contrary 
appears,  are  deemed  to  be  conferred  upon  them  in  their  corporate, 
not  their  individual  character;  in  oilier  words,  upon  the  corporation 
itself.> 

§  248  (100).  Exemption  of  Muiicipal  Revennes  from  Jndidal 
Seiiure  for  Debts.  —  Municipal  corporations  are  instituted  by  the 
supreme  authority  of  a  State  for  the  public  good.  They  exercise,  by 
delegation  from  the  legislature,  a  portion  of  the  sovereign  power. 
The  main  object  of  their  creation  is  to  act  as  administrative  agencies 
for  the  State,  and  to  provide  for  the  police  and  local  government  of 
certain  designated  civil  divisions  of  its  territory.'  To  this  end  they 
are  invested  with  certain  governmental  powers  and  charged  with 
civil,  pofitical,  and  municipal  duties.  To  enable  them  beneficially  to 
exercise  these  powers  and  discharge  these  duties,  they  are  clothed 
with  the  authority  to  raise  revenues,  chiefly  by  taxation,  and  subor- 
dinately  by  other  modes,  as  by  licenses,  fines,  and  penalties.  The 
revenue  of  the  public  corporation  is  the  essential  means  by  which  it 
is  enabled  to  perform  its  appointed  work.  Deprived  of  its  regular 
and  adequate  supply  of  revenue,  such  a  corporation  is  practically  de- 
stroyed, and  the  ends  of  its  erection  thwarted.*    Based  upon  consid- 

aetion   for    breach    of   statutory  dvij/y  for  filling  the  vacancy,  but  vests  in  the 

when,  Heeney  v.  Sprague,  11  R.  I.  456.  survivors.    Pebple  v.  Palmer,  52  N.  Y. 

Rule  in  the  English  courts.    Addison  83;  People  v,  Syracuse,  63  N.  Y.  291, 

on  Torts  (4th  £ng.   ed.),   1054.    See  297:  distinguishing  People  v.  Nostrand, 

further,  -post,  §§  805,  1489,  1493,  1515,  46  N.  Y.  375^  where  the  statute  pro- 

1573,  1600.  vided  for  fillmg  the  vacancy  in  the 

>  Conrad  v.  Ithaca,  16  N.  Y.  158,  per  commission. 

Sdderij  J.,  p.  170;  Hickok  v.  Platts-  Where  all  are  notified  to  attend,  a 

bunt,  15  Barb.  427;  Glidden  i;.  Unity,  majority  may  act,     Post^  J  413,  note, 

30  N.  H.  104,  119;  post,  §§  387,  433,  522;  Astor  v.  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  567, 

IQSSetseq,    A  power  conferred  by  Stat-  580.     Presumption  as  to  notice,  /&.; 

ute  upon  three  or  more  peraons  as  com-  postf  chap,  xxxii.                               • 

misaionen,  or  otherwise,  for  a  public  *  Antey  chap.  ii.  §§  9,  40. 

purpose.   IS  not  extinguished  by  the  *  Text    approved;    Saloy    v.    New 

detih  of  one,  where  no  provision  exists  Orleans,  33  La.  An.  79.    Taxes  can  only 
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erations  of  this  character,  it  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  law  that  not 
only  the  public  property  but  also  the  taxes  and  public  revenues  of 
such  corporations  cannot  be  seized  under  execution  against  them/ 
either  in  the  treasury  or  when  in  transit  to  it  Judgments  rendered 
for  taxes,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  judgments  in  the  hands  of  oflSoers 
of  the  law,  are  not  subject  to  execution  unless  so  declared  by  statute. 
The  doctrine  of  the  inviolability  of  the  public  revenues  by  the  cred- 
itor is  maintained,  although  the  corporation  is  in  debt,  and  has  no 
means  of  payment  but  the  taxes  which  it  is  authorized  to  collect' 

be  collected  under  authority  from  the 
legislature.  Even  in  the  case  of  taxes 
levied  under  judicial  direction  for 
the  payment  of  judgments  recovered 
against  a  city,  a  court  of  chancery  can- 
not, Tvithout  legislative  authority,  col- 
lect them  through  the  agency  of  a  re- 
ceiver appointed  bv  it  at  the  instance 
of  the  creditors.  Meriwether  v.  Gar- 
rett,  102  U.  S.  472.  See  also  Weaver 
V.  Ogden  City,  111  Fed.  Rep.  323.  See 
more  fully,  post,  chapters  on  Municipal 
Bonds,  Mandamus,  and  Remedies. 

*  Jersey  City  v,  Horton,  38  N.  J.  L. 
88;  Brown  v.  Gates,  Treasurer,  Ac.,  15 
W.  Va.  131.  As  to  the  levy  of  execution 
on  the  public  or  private  property  of  a 
municipal  corporation,  see  posty  §§  992, 
993. 

'  Edgerton  v.  Municipality,  1  La.  An. 
435,  where  the  subject  is  ably  discussed 
in  the  opinion  of  Rost,  J.  He  says: 
**  On  the  first  view  of  this  question  there 
is  something  very  repugnant  to  the 
moral  sense  in  the  idea  that  a  municipal 
corporation  should  contract  debts,  and 
that,  having  no  resources  but  the  taxes 
which  are  due  to  it,  these  should  not  be 
subjected  by  legal  process  to  the  satis- 
faction of  its  creditors.  This  considera- 
tion, deduced  from  the  principles  of 
moral  duty,  has  only  given  way  to  the 
more  enlarged  contemplation  of  the 
great  and  paramount  interests  of  pub- 
Ec  order  and  the  principles  of  govern- 
ment." Ih.  440 ;  8.  p.  Municipality  v. 
Hart,  6  La.  An.  570.  This  case  holds 
that  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  cor- 
poration for  a  fine  inciured  for  a  viola- 
tion of  a  municipal  ordinance  is  exempt 
from  execution ;  but  that  an  ordinary 
debt  due  the  corporation  (as  on  a  bond 
taken  for  paving)  is  liable  to  be  seized. 
But  giKPrc.  In  Edgerton  v.  Municipal- 
ity, suprOf  it  was  decided  that  the 
public  taxes  and  revenues  of  the  cor- 
poration could  not  be  seized  under 
execution,  notwithstanding  the  general 
provision  of  the  Code  of  Practice  of 


Louisiana,  authorizing  the 
under  execution,  of  "all  sums  of 
money  which  may  be  due  to  the 
debtor  in  whatsoever  right,"  —  this 
general  language  being  construed  to 
refer  alone  to  righta  of  property,  and 
not  to  taxes  imposed  for  tne  protectHm 
of  those  rights.  So  in  New  Oileaiis  A 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Municipality,  7  La.  An. 
148,  it  was  held  that  peipetual  gioaifed 
rents,  created  and  intended  by  VUb  leg- 
islature to  form  part  of  the  permanmt 
revenue  of  the  city  to  enable  it  to  cx- 
ereise  its  municipal  powers  of  pofice 
and  local  government,  cannot  be  sold 
on  execution  against  the  corpofstiolu 
In  Police  Jury  v,  Michael,  4  La.  An.  94, 
a  seizure  of  public  buildings,  &c.  by  a 
creditor  was  enjoined. 

The  public  nature  of  mumcina]  cor- 
porations is  well  illustrated  oy  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  17 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  322.  The  case  involved 
the  right  of  Congress  to  levy  a  tax  upon 
the  income  or  property  of  a  mumapai 
corporation,  ana  viewing  such  a  corpora- 
tion as  an  arm  of  the  State,  and  partak- 
ing of  the  State's  exemption  from  lia- 
bility to  be  taxed  upon  the  means  and 
instrumentalities  employed  in  conduct- 
ing its  operations,  it  was  held  that  the 
tax  sought  to  be  enforced  under  the 
Internal  Revenue  Act  could  not  be 
collected.  The  later  and  notable  case 
of  Meriwether  V.  Garrett,  102  U.  8. 472, 
noted,  infra  J  chap,  vii.,  still  more  dis- 
tinctly illustrates  the  principles  of  the 
text ;  post^  §§  334  et  aeq.  See  chi^yter 
on  Taxation,  post.  Property  owned 
by  a  city  as  an  investment  of  funds 
merely,  held  liable  to  seizure  on  execu- 
tion. New  Orleans  v.  Home  Mut^  Ina^ 
Co.,  23  La.  An.  61.  In  this  case  the 
court  declare  a  distinction  between  it 
and  Ed^rton  v.  Municipality,  supra^ 
and  Pohoe  Jury  v.  Michael,  4  La.  An. 
84;  but  qwere.    Underbill  v.  Oalhoun, 


§  249  GARNISHMENT 

§  249  (101).  Oainiahxnent.  —  Upon  similar  considerations  of 
public  policy,  municipal  corporations  and  their  officers  have  usually, 
though  not  uniformly,  been  Considered  not  to  be  subject  to  garnish^ 
meni  to  reach  and  apply  moneys  owing  by  them  to  third  persons  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  latter,  although  private  corporations, 
equally  with  natural  persons,  are  liable  to  this  process.  The  cases  on 
the  subject,  as  respects  municipal  corporations,  are  referred  to  in  the 
note;  and  it  will  be  seen,  on  examination,  that  some  of  them  turn  on 
the  construction  of  particular  statutes,  and  that  the  judges  differ  in 
opinion  respecting  the  policy  and  expediency  of  subjecting  upon 
general  principles,  such  corporations  to  the  process  of  garnishment. 

This  exemption  is  usually  placed  upon  grounds  of  public  policy 
based  upon  the  following  considerations.  Municipal  corporations 
are,  to  a  large  extent,  in  the  exercise  of  governmental  powers; 
they  control  pecimiary  interests  of  great  magnitude,  and  to  permit 
the  public  duties  of  these  corporations  to  be  imperfectly  performed 
in  order  that  individuals  may  the  better  collect  their  private  debts 
is  to  pervert  the  objects  of  their  creation.  If  a  dty  cannot,  at 
short  intervals,  make  a  settlement  of  its  multitudinous  accounts, 
but  is  liable  to  be  drawn  into  court  at  the  suit  of  every  creditor 
of  those  to  whom  it  owes  money,  it  will  not  only  be  engaged 
in  much  expensive  and  vexatious  litigation  in  which  it  has  no 
interest,  but,  if  unable  to  safely  pay  the  money  which  it  owes,  it 
may  lose  the  services  of  persons  that  may  be  of  much  value.  A 
municipal  corporation  exists  simply  for  the  public  welfare,  and 
cannot  be  required  to  consume  the  time  of  its  officers  or  the 
money  in  its  treasury  in  defending  suits  in  order  that  one  private 
individual  may  the  better  collect  a  demand  due  from  another. 
Upon  considerations  such  as  these,  numerous  cases  in  various 
States  hold  that  debts  owing  by  a  municipality  cannot  be  made 
the  subject  of  garnishment  in  the  absence  of  express  statutory 
enactment  subjecting  them  to  the  process.^      The  author's  view, 

63  Ala.  216,  approving  the  text;  post,  Harper,  59  111.   21   (money  in  hands 

§§  992,    1607,   1619.     The  remedy  of  of  school  directors) ;  Addyston  Pipe  &, 

creditors  of  municipal  corporations  is  Steel  Co.  v.  Chicago,  170  111.  680;  Wal- 

diacuBsed  in  the  subseauent  chapters  lace  v.  Lawyer,  54  Ind.  601 ;    Switzer 

on  Contracts,  Municipiu  Bonds,  Man-  v,  Wellington,  40  Kan.  260;    28  Am. 

damus,  and  Remedies.  Law  Re^.  281,  and  note  reviewing  the 

^  Underhill  v.  Calhoun,  63  Ala.  216  cases;    First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ottawa,  43 

(overruling  Smoot  v.  Hart,  33  Ala.  69) ;  Kan.  294 ;    Droz  v.  Baton  Rouge,  36* 

Porter.  Ac.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perdue,  La.  An.  307,  340;    Baltimore  v,  Root^ 

106  Ala.  293 ;    Sanders  v.  Steele,  124  8  Md.  96,  102 ;    School  Dist.  v.  Gage, 

Ala.  415 ;  Las  Anamas  County  v.  Bond,  39  Mich.  328,  484 ;  McDougal  v.  Super- 

3  Colo.  411;    Leake  v.  Lacey,  96  Ga.  visors,  4  Minn.  184;    Dollar  v.  West- 

747;  Millison  v.  Fisk,  43  111.  112;  Mer-  Allen  Commission  Co.,  78  Miss.  274: 

win  IF.  Chicago,  46  111.  133;    Bums  v,  Clarksdale  Compress  Co.  v.  Caldwell 
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where  the  question  is  left  entirely  open  by  statute,  is,  that,  on  prin- 
ciple, a  municipal  corporation  is  exempt  from  liability  of  this  char- 


Co.,  80  Mifls.  343;  Hawthorne  v.  St. 
Louis,  11  Mo.  50,  59;  Fortune  v.  St. 
Louis,  23  Mo.  239,  240;  State  v.  Eberly, 
12  Neb.  616 ;  Erie  v.  Knapp,  29  Pa.  St. 
173;  Bulkley  v.  Eckert,  3  Barr  (Pa.), 
368;  Memphis  v.  Laski,  9  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  511 ;  Chamberlain  v,  Wattere, 

10  Utah,  298;  Van  Cott  v.  Pratt,  11 
Utah,  209;  Bradley  v.  Richmond,  6 
Vt.  121;  Stater. Tyler,  14  Wash.  495; 
Brown  v.  Gates.  15  W.  Va.  131 :  Bum- 
ham  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  15  Wis.  193; 
Paine,  J.,  forcibly  points  out  the  in- 
convenience of  the  opposite  doctrine. 
Merreli  v.  Campbell,  49  Wis.  535.  In 
CUoradOf  although  municipal  corpora- 
tions are  not  subject  to  garnishment 
on  grounds  of  public  policy  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  express  statutory  provi- 
sion (Las  Anamas  County  v.  Bond,  3 
Olo.  411),  they  are,  by  statute,  liable 
to  garnishment  on  judgments  obtained 
in  district  courts.     Denver  v.  Brown  * 

11  Colo.  337.  Counties  are  quasi  and 
not  municipal  corporations  and  are  not 
subject  to  garnishment.  Stermer  v. 
La  Plata  County,  5  CJolo.  App.  379. 
In  this  State  municipal  corporations 
are  now  by  statute  expressly  declared  to 
be  subject  to  garnishment.  See  infra, 
note,  where  the  statute  is  referred  to. 
In  Illinois,  it  is  held  that  a  disbursing 
officer  or  agent  of  a  municipality,  e.g., 
the  treasurer  of  a  citv,  is  not  liable  to 
the  process  of  garnishment  in  respect 
to  any  nionev  held  by  him  by  virtue  of 
his  office.  The  city  and  not  the  officer 
is  the  debtor,  and  if  the  citv  is  exempt, 
as  held  in  this  State,  it  follows  as  a 
consequence,  that  its  treasurer,  a  mere 
agent  of  the  corporation,  is  also  ex- 
empt. Triebel  v.  Colbum,  64  111.  376. 
See  also  Badenoch  v.  Chicago,  222  111. 
71. 

A  municipal  corporation  cannot 
waive  Us  exemption  from  garnishment, 
and,  by  answering  the  writ  of  garnish- 
ment without  objection,  confer  juri»- 
diction  upon  the  court  to  proceed 
against  it  as  a  garnishee  to  judgment. 
Porter,  &c.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perdue, 
105  Ala.  293.  See  also  School  Dist.  v. 
Gage,  39  Mich.  484.  Contra:  Clapp  v. 
Walker,  25  Iowa,  315;  Tone  v.  Shank- 
land,  110  Iowa,  525.  Nor  can  it  waive 
it  by  an  ordinance  which  declares  that 
wages  and  salaries  of  officers  and  em- 
ployees in  its  hands  may  be  garnished. 
Van  Cott  V.  Pratt,  11  Utah,  209. 


In  Washington,  it  has  been  heki  that 
a  judgment  against  a*  county  as  gar- 
nishee defendant  is  void  on  collateral 
attack,  when  the  statutes  do  not  ex- 
pressly make  a  coun^  subject  to  gar- 
nishment. State  V.  Tyler,  14  Wash.  ' 
495;  but  quare  if  the  court  renderiiig 
the  judgment  is  a  court  of  general  ju- 
risdiction. In  Minnesota,  a  judgment 
debtor  may,  in  proceedings  supplemen- 
taiy  to  execution,  be  required,  by 
order,  to  assign  a  debt  due  him  bjr  a 
municipal  corporation.  The  rule  that 
the  debt  is  not  subject  to  garnishment 
has  no  application  to  an  order  of  this 
character.  Knight  v.  Nash,  22  IGnn. 
452.  In  Pendleton  v.  Perkins,  49  Mo. 
565,  it  was  held  that  in  Missouri, 
where  the  main  debtor  has  absconded 
so  that  judgment  cannot  be  obtaixied 
against  him,  and  he  has  no  property 
in  the  State  subject  to  attachm«it, 
but  has  monev  in  the  city  treasury 
belonging  or  due  to  him,  it  may  in 
such  case  be  reached  btf  b^  in  eqvtit^  in 
the  first  instance  without  a  previous 
judgment  at  law,  and  without  showing 
fraud  or  other  ground  of  equitable 
jurisdiction.  It  was  so  decided  not- 
withstanding the  garnishment  act  in 
terms  exempts  municipal  corpoiatioQs 
from  its  operation.  To  the  same 
effect,  Furlong  v.  Thomssen,  19  Mo. 
App.  364;  Beal  v.  McVicker,  3  Mo. 
App.  592;  Lyell  v.  St.  Clair  County.  3 
MeLean  (U.  S.),  580. 

In  Iowa,  an  action  against  a  munici- 
pal corporation  to  subject  an  equitable 
mterest  to  execution  may  have  the 
effect  of  a  garnishment  proceeding,  but 
is  not  affected  by  the  statutory  exemp- 
tion of  municipal  corporations.  Tooe 
V.  Shankland,  110  Iowa,  525.  But  in 
Illinois,  it  hais  been  held  that  a  judg- 
ment creditor  cannot  maintain  a  cred- 
itor's bill  against  a  city  to  reach  a  debt 
owing  by  the  city  to  the  judgment 
debtor.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Go. 
V.  Chicago,  170  111.  580.  The  court  re- 
garded tne  creditor's  bill  as  a  substitute 
for  garnishment,  and  held  that  the  i^t 
to  maintain  it  must  be  denied  on  the 
same  principles  on  which  the  courts  de- 
nied the  right  to  garnishee  a  municipal 
corporation.    In  Alabama,  where  the 

grivate,  as  distinguished  from  the  pub- 
c,  property  of  a  city  is  subject  to  exe- 
cution under  a  judgment  acainst  the 
cit^y,  the  funds  of  the  city  devoted  to 
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acter  with  respect  to  its  revenues,  the  salaries  of  its  officers,  and 
perhaps  also  the  wages  of  its  employees,  or  payments  to  be  made 
under  pending  contracts  for  public  works  and  the  like,  but  that 
where  it  owes  an  ordinary  debt  to  a  third  person  not  in  its  service, 
the  mere  inconvenience  of  having  to  answer  as  garnishee  furnishes 
no  sufficient  reason  for  withdrawing  it  from  the  reach  of  the  reme- 
dies which  the  law  gives  to  creditors  of  natiural  persons  and  of 
private  corporations.  The  rule  that  a  municipal  corporation  is  sub- 
ject  to  garnishment  is  supported  by  a  respectable  body  of  authority.^ 


private  purposes  are  subject  to  garnish- 
ment m  the  hands  of  a  third  part^  at 
the  instance  of  a  creditor  of  the  city. 
Murphree  v.  Mobile,  108  Ala.  663.  in 
lowOf  it  was  held  that  the  words 
"debtor  or  person  holding  property" 
in  the  attachment  act  included  munici- 
pal corporations,  and  that  they  were 
subject  to  garnishment  with  respect 
to  ordinary  debts  which  they  owed  the 
principal  debtor.  Wales  v.  Muscatine, 
4  Iowa,  302.  But  by  statute,  it  is  now 
expressl^r  provided  that  "a  municipal 
or  politic  corporation  shall  not  be 
eamished."  Iowa  Code,  1897,  §  3936. 
See  also  Clapp  v.  Walker,  25  Iowa,  315 ; 
Jenks  17.  Osceola  Township,  45  Iowa, 
554 ;  Des  Moines  v.  Hinkley,  62  Iowa, 
637.  This  exemption  is  not  limited  to 
cases  where  garnishment  would  inter- 
fere with  the  discharge  of  the  corporate 
duties,  but  is  universal  in  its  applica- 
tion. Jenks  V.  Osceola  Township,  45 
Iowa,  554.  But  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion may  waive  its  statutory  privilege 
of  exemption  from  garnishment.  Clapp 
V.  Walker,  25  Iowa,  3 15.  Its  exemption 
from  garnishment  can  be  pleaded  only 
by  the  municipality.  To9e  v.  Shank- 
land,  110  Iowa,  525.  As  to  time  when 
exemption  must  be  claimed,  see  Jenks 
V.  Osceola  Township,  45  Iowa,  554. 

Independentl^r  of  the  rule  which 
excepts  a  municipal  corporation  from 
ganushment,  the  salaries  of  a  munufipal 
officer  cannot,  according  to  the  weight 
of  authority,  be  attached  by  garnish- 
ment proceedings  on  grounds  of  public 
policy,  founded  upon  a  supposed  ne- 
cessity of  enabling  the  officer  to  use  his 
salary  for  support  and  maintenance. 
See  post,  §  428. 

*  In  Connecticut^  public  officers  hav- 
ing money  in  their  hands,  to  which  an 
inoividual  is  entitled,  are  not  subject  to 
garnishment  at  the  suit  of  the  creditors 
of  sueh  indyividual.  Stillman  v.  Isham, 
1 1  Conn.  123,  and  cases  cited ;  Ward  v. 
County  of  Hartford,  12  Conn.  404,  408. 


And  in  that  State  a  county,  not  having 
power  to  contract  a  debt  for  which  an 
action  will  lie  against  it,  is  not  subject 
to  garnishment  m  such  a  case.  Wani  v. 
County  of  Hartford,  12  Conn.  404.  But 
under  a  statute  enabling  towns  and 
cities  to  contract  debts,  and  which  pro- 
vides that  debts  due  from  "  any  person  " 
to  a  debtor  may  be  attachea,  these 
corporations  may  be  factorized  or 
garnished.  Bray  v.  Wallingford,  20 
Conn.  416.  A  debt  owing  by  a  school 
district  may  be  attached,  ^ymour  v. 
Over-River  School  Dist.,  53  Conn.  502, 
509.  In  Kentiu^y,  a  city  or  town,  being 
a  municipal  corporation,  is  as  subject 
to  suit  for  what  it  owes  as  is  a  private 
individual,  and  any  fund  due  from  it 
to  a  debtor  is  a  suDJect  to  attachment 
or  garnishment  while  in  its  hands  as  if 
it  were  a  private  individual.  Rodman 
V.  Musselman,  12  Bush  (Ky.),  354. 
See  also  Speed  v.  Brown,  10  B.  Hon. 
(Ky.)  109. 

In  Masaachtieetts,  all  personal  ac- 
tions may,  with  certain  exceptions,  be 
commenced  by  truetee  process,  and  any 
person  or  corporation  may  be  sum- 
moned as  trustee  of  the  defendant 
therein.  Under  this  statute,  cities, 
towns,  and  counties  are  liable  to  be 
summoned  as  trustees.  Adams  v. 
Tyler,  121  Mass.  380.  But  only  contract 
debts  may  be  attached  by  this  process. 
Fees  payable  to  a  juror  are  not  for 
services  rendered  on  a  contract,  express 
or  implied,  but  for  compulsory  attend- 
ance, and  cannot  be  attached.  Williams 
V.  Boardman,  9  Allen  (Mass.),  570. 
See  also  Walker  v.  Cook,  129  Mass.  577 ; 
Hadley  v.  Peabody,  13  Gray  (Mass.) 
200.  Payment  by  the  disbursing 
officer  to  the  principal  defendant  after 
service  on  the  city,  but  before  notice  to 
the  di8biu*sing  officer,  held  to  dischaxge 
the  city  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of 
delay  m  giving  actual  notice  to  the 
disbursing  officer.  Williams  v.  Kenney. 
98  Mass.  142. 
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The  soundness  or  jtuttce  of  our  view  that  there  is  no  reason  why  a 
municipal  corporation  should  by  implication  be  exempt  from  gar- 
nishment for  an  ordinary  debt  owing  by  it  to  third  persons  is,  we 
think,  supported  by  the  various  statutory  enactments  which  have 
been  enacted  especially  in  recent  years,  giving  to  contractors,  mate- 
rialmen, and  laborers  on  public  improvements  a  lien  or  claim  on 
moneys  owing  by  the  city  to  the  principal  contractor,  or  requiring 
the  city  to  exact,  and  the  contractor  to  give,  a  bond  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  work  done  for,  or  material  furnished  to,  the  latter,  as  well  as 
by  provisions  permitting  a  portion  at  least  of  the  salaries  of  officers 
and  employees  to  be  made  available  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts  and  liabilities  of  the  latter,^  and  statutes  are  to  be  found 
which  expressly  declare  that  municipal  corporations  are  subject  to 
garnishment.' 

In  MofUanOt  the  term  "person"  in  ooiporation  may  be  guniBhed  or  at 
the  garnishment  statute  is  construed  to  tacned  for  a  debt  due  to  one  of  iU 
include  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  creditors  just  as  a  natural  person  mar 
and  a  county  is  subject  to  garnishment  be.  Portsmouth  Gas  Co.  v.  Sanford. 
for  a  debt  due  to  one  of  its  officers.  97  Va.  124.  It  is  also  held  in  this 
Waterbuiy  v.  Deer  Lodge  County,  10  State  that  a  writ  of  fieri  faeiiutLgainst  a 
Mont.  515.  In  New  Hampshire ^  under  contractor  is  a  lien  upon  the  amount  due 
a  statute  making  "any  coiporation pos-  him  by  the  city  for  work  done.  Hicks 
sessed  of  any  money"  of  the  debtor  v.  Roanoke  Brick  Co.,  94  Va.  741. 
subject  to  garnishment,  a  township  ^  For  statutory  enactments  permit- 
was  held  to  oe  included.  Whidden  v.  ting  salaries  and  compensation  of 
Drake,  5  N.  H.  13.  The  fees  of  a  juror  officers  and  employees  to  be  attached 
due  him  from  a  county  are  attacnable  on  for  their  debts,  see  post,  §  428. 
trustee  process  in  this  State.  Wardwell  *  In  Colorado,  by  statute  all  munid- 
V,  Jones,  58  N.  H.  305.  In  New  Jersey,  pal  corporations  are  subject  to  gamisb- 
a  debt  which  a  municipal  corporation  ment.  Session  Laws,  1891,  p.  234; 
owes  to  a  third  person,  not  its  officer  Biills  Anno  Stat.  Supp.  {  2707a.  But 
or  agent,  is  subject  to  garnishment,  this  statute  does  not  extend  to  and  in- 
Jersey  Gty  v.  Horton,  38  N.  J.  L.  88.       elude  the  salaries  of  the  public  offioen 

In  Ohio,  under  a  statute  which  pro-  of  a  city.  Lewis  v,  Denver,  9  Colo.  App. 
vides  that  ''any  claims  or  choses  in  328;  Troy  Laundry,  dec.  Co.  v.  Denver, 
action  due  or  to  become  due"  to  the  11  Colo.  App.  368.  In  Badenoch  v. 
judgment  debtor,  or  "money  which  he  Chicago,  222  111.  71,  it  was  held  that  a 
may  have  in  the  hands  of  any  person,  statute  purporting  to  authoriie  the 
body  politic  or  corporate, "  are  subject  court  to  render  judgment  against  the 
to  execution,  salaries  of  officers  of  in-  treasurer  of  a  city  in  favor  of  a  creditor 
corporated  cities,  due  and  unpaid,  may  of  the  city  for  the  use  of  a  third  person, 
be  subjected,  by  the  judgment  credit^  in  an  attachment  or  garnishment  pro- 
ors  of  such  officers,  to  the  payment  of  oeeding,  and  to  compel  the  dty  treas- 
their  judgments  by  the  garnishment  urer,  by  contempt  proceedings  against 
of  municipal  corporation.  Newark  v.  him,  to  deposit  in  court  the  amount 
Funk,  15  Ohio  St.  462.  In  Rhode  found  due  to  an  officer  or  employee  as 
Idand,  a  municipal  corporation  is  not  salary  or  wages,  toas  uncoruiihUional, 
exempt  from  trustee  process.  Wilson  as  subjecting  the  city  treasurer  to 
V.  Lewis,  10  R.  I.  285.  In  Texas,  it  is  liabilitv  for  a  debt  of  the  city  for 
held  that  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  which  he  was  not  individuallv  respoosi- 
statutory  exemption,  a  city  is  subject  able.  The  statute  was  also  held  to  be 
to  the  process  of  garnishment  for  any  unconstitutional  as  a  special  law  within 
ordinary  debt  it  may  owe  a  third  per-  a  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  agminrit 
son.  Laredo  v.  Malle,  65  Tex.  159, 359,  enacting  special  laws  for  certain  speei> 
quoting  text.   In  Firyinia,  a  municipal,   fied  purposes. 
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§  260  (102).  Outline  of  Subject.  —  While  municipal  corpora- 
tions are  everywhere  instituted  for  the  same  general  purposes,  hereto- 
fore explained/  and  while  there  is  a  striking  resemblance  in  the 
authority  with  which  they  are  clothed,  yet,  except  when  organized 
under  general  acts,  the  powers  given  to  them  in  their  single  and  sepa- 
rate charters  are  various,  both  in  character  and  extent.'  True  policy, 
indeed,  requires,  as  before  suggested,  that  the  powers  of  these  bodies 
should,  in  general,  be  confined  to  subjects  connected  with  civil 
government  and  local  administration;  but  legislatures  are  often 
liberal  in  grants  of  this  character,  and  there  is  no  limit  to  the  facul- 
ties and  capacities  with  which  municipal  creations  may  be  endowed, 
except  as  that  limit  is  contained  in  the  State  or  Federal  G)nstitu- 
tion.^  The  leading  powers  ordinarily  granted  to  municipalities,  such 
as  those  relating  to  contracts,  eminent  domain,  streets,  taxation, 
ordinances,  corporate  officers,  actions,  and  the  hke,  will  be  hereafter 
separately  treated.  But  it  will  be  convenient  to  notice  in  this  place 
certain  special  powers  usually  or  often  conferred  upon  municipalities, 
and  some  special  limitations  upon  ordinary  municipal  powers^  and 
the  construction  which  such  provisions  have  judicially  received. 


§  261  (103).  Wharves  and  Whaifage.  —  Among  the  special  powms 
often  conferred  by  the  legislature  upon  municipal  corporations 
bordering  upon  the  high  seas  or  navigable  waters  is  the  aulhoribf  to 
erect  wharves^  and  charge  wharfage  as  a  compensation  for  making 
and  keeping  the  same  and  their  approaches  in  a  proper  and  safe 
condition  for  the  landing,  loading,  and  unloading  of  vessels.*    Hie 

»  AnU,  chaps,  i.,  ii.;  supra,  §§  247,  2    Dillon   C.   C.    70;    Packet  Co.    r. 

248.  Keokuk,  95  U.  S.  80;    distinguished. 

'  Ante,    i  59,    where   the   general  Baldwin  v.   Franks,    120  U.  S.  688; 

model  of  an  ordinaiy  municipal  corpo-  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324 ;  miTg 

ration  is  given.  s.  c.  below,  4  OiUonC.  C.  593;  Weber 

'  Ante,  §f  18,  21,  120,  and  chap.  iv.  v.  Cal.  Harbor  Gom're,  18  Wall  57 


passim;  Aurora  v.  West,  9  Ind.  74. 
*  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 


Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  100  U.  S.  423 
Vicksbure  V.  Tobin,   100  U.  a_430; 


53,  82;  Pollard's  Lessee  v.  Ha^an,  3  N.  O.,  Bl.  &  T.  Railroad  Co.  v.  EUer- 
How.  (U.  S.)  212;  Municipality  v.  man,  105  U.  S.  166;  note  to  18  Aol 
Pease,  2  La.  An.  538;  Worsley  v.  Mu-  and  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  511 ;  Mayor  of  St. 
nicipaiity,  9  Rob.  (La.)  324;  New  Martinsville  v.  Steamer  Blary  Lewis, 
Orleans  v.  United  States,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  32  La.  An.  1293 ;  The  Geneva,  16  Fed. 
662,  737;  The  Wharf  Case,  3  Bland  Rep.  874;  Leathers  v.  Aiken,  9  F«L 
Ch.  (Md.)  383 ;  m.,  &c.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Rep.  679;  Chester  v.  Hagan,  116  Fed. 
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authority  of  the  State  over  navigable  waters  and  the  shores  is,  of 
course,  subject  to  the  ConstUiUion  of  the  United  SUUes,  and  the  laws 
made  in  pursuance  thereof  regulating  commerce,  and  to  the  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts.*    Although  the  power  to 


Rep.  223 ;  Flandreau  v.  Elsworth,  151 
N.  Y.  473.  Such  a  power  does  not 
violate  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Packet  Co.  v.  Catlettsbuig,  105 
U.  S.  559.  The  right  of  a  municipality 
to  collect  wharfage  is  in  compensation 
for  actual  use  of  structure  provided 
by  the  municipality.  Railroad  v.  EUer- 
man,  105  U.  S.  166;  New  Orleans  v. 
Wilmot,  31  La.  An.  65.  An  incorpo- 
rated town  cannot  charge  wharfage 
for  the  use  of  an  tmimproved  river 
bank  in  front  of  it.  Christie  v.  Maiden, 
23  W.  Va.  667.  Right  of  municipality 
to  authorize  erection  of  building  on 
Water  Street  for  use  as  a  depot  in  aid 
of  navigation,  reserving  mumcipal  and 
police  control,  see  Barney  v.  Keokuk, 
sujira.  To  authorize  grain  Elevator 
building  on  property  d^cated  to  the 

Eublic  for  use  of  a  wharf.  Illinois  &  St. 
..  R.  &  C.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  2  Dillon 
C.  C.  70.  See  infra,  §  273,  note. 
Far  rights  and  powers  of  City  of  New 
York,  in  respect  to  wharves,  see  Tur- 
ner V.  People's  Ferry  Co.,  21  Fed.  Rep. 
90;  Lanang  v.  Smith,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
9 ;  Furman  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York, 
10  N.  Y.  567;  5  Sandf.  16;  People  v. 
New  York  <k  S.  I.  Ferry  Co.,  68  N.  Y. 
71;  Towle  v,  Remsen,  70  N.  Y.  303; 
Langdon  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York, 
93  N.  Y.  129,  and  cases  cited ;  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York  v.  Hart,  95  N.  Y.  443 ; 
Williams  v.  New  York,  105  N.  Y.  419; 
KLogsland  v.  New  York,  110  N.  Y.  569 ; 
Sage  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  154 
N.  Y.  61 ;  Matter  of  aty  of  New  York, 
168  N.  Y.  134;  Knickerbocker  Ice 
Co.  V.  Forty-second  St.,  Ac.  R.  Co., 
176  N.  Y.  408;  Turner  v.  People's 
Feny  Co.,  21  Fed.  Rep.  90.  Brooklyn: 
Brooklyn  v.  New  York  Ferry  Co.,  87 
N.  Y.  204;  Steers  v,  Brooklyn,  101 
N.  Y.  51.  New  Orleans:  The  Lizzie 
E.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  876;  Silver  v.  Tobin, 
28  Fed.  Rep.  545;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
EUerman,  105  U.  S.  166;  New  Orleans 
V.  Wilmot,  31  La.  An.  65.  San  Fran- 
cisco, Cat.:  Weber  v.  Cal.  Harbor 
Com'rs,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  57;  United 
States  V.  Mission  Rock  Co.,  189  U.  S. 
391,  aff's  109  Fed.  Rep.  763;  Knight 
V.  United  States  Land  Assoc.,  142  U.  S. 
161:  Pacific  Gas  Imp.  Co.  v,  Ellert, 
64  Fed.  Rep.  421;    Dana  v.  Jackson 


St.  Wharf  Co.,  31  Cal.  118;  San  Fran- 
cisco V.  Straut,  84  Cal.  124. 

Wharfage  charges  must  be  reason- 
able (see  infra,  §  273),  and  may  be 
graduated  by  the  tonnage  of  vessels  using 
a  wharf ;  and  this  is  not  a  duty  of  ton- 
nage within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  Ouar 
chita  Packet  Co.  v.  Aiken,  121  U.  S. 
444;  Packet  Co.  v.  Catlettsburg,  105 
U.  S.  559 ;  Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  100 
U.  S.  423;  Packet  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  95 
U.  S.  80;  Transportation  Co.  v.  Par- 
kersburg,  107  U.  S.  691  ("wharfage" 
and  "duty  of  tonnage"  defined  and 
distinguished)  *  N.  W.  Packet  Co.  v. 
St.  Louis,  4  Dillon  C.  C.  10;  Keokuk 
V.  K.  A  C.  Packet  Co.,  45  Iowa,  196; 
8.  c.  aff'd,  95  U.  S.  80;  Ellerman  v. 
McMains,  30  La.  An.  190;  Northwest- 
em  Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Paul,  2  Dillon 
C.  C.  454 ;  infra,  §  271.  See  also  United 
States  V,  Duluth,  1  Dillon  C.  C.  469; 
Packet  Co.  v.  Atlee,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  479 ; 
8.  c.  21  WaU.  (U.  S.)  389.  In  McMur- 
rav  V.  Baltimore,  54  Md.  103,  it  was 
held  that  the  **  dedication  of  a  street  to 
public  use  as  a  street  extending  to  the 
water  carried  with  M  by  necessary  im- 
plication the  right  of  the  city  to  extend 
It  into  a  harbor  bv  the  construction  of 
a  wharf  at  the  end  thereof"  To  same 
effect,  Backus  v,  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110; 
infra,  §  268  and  note,  §  271.    ' 

^  State  and  authorized  municipal 
jnlot  and  harbor  regulations,  when  not 
m  conflict  with  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion or  Federal  legislation,  are  valid. 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Joliffe,  2  Wall.  450 
Cooley  V.  Board  of  Wardens,  12  How. 
(U.  S.)  296 ;  Pollard's  Lessee  v.  Hagan, 
3  How.  212;  Ouachita  Packet  Co.  v, 
Aiken  (wharfage  charges),  121  U.  S. 
444;  Cisco  v.  Roberts,  36  N.  Y.  292; 
Port  Wardens  v.  Ship,  &c.,  14  La.  An. 
289 ;  Same  v.  Pratt,  10  Rob.  (La.)  459  ■ 
Chapman  v.  Miller  (pilotage  fee),  2 
Speers  (S.  Car.)  Law,  769;  Alexander 
V,  Wilmington  Railroad  Co.  (duty  on 
Umnage),  3  Strob.  (S.  Car.)  Law,  594; 
State  V.  Charleston  City  Council,  4 
Rich.  (S.  Car.)  Law,  286;  Common- 
wealth V,  Alger,  7  Cush.  53, 82 ;  Worsley 
v.  Municipauty,  9  Rob.  (La.)  324; 
Jeffersonville  v.  Ferry  Boat,  35  Ind  19 ; 
Harbor-master  v.  Southerland,  47  Ala. 
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erect  wharves  and  charge  wharfage  is  not  strictly  one  relating  to 
municipalities  in  their  private  or  local  character,  it  is,  nevertheless, 
competent  for  the  legislature  to  make  them,  in  such  measure  as  it 
deems  expedient,  the  repository  of  it.^  Such  power  may  be  modified 
or  revoked  by  the  legislatiu*e  at  its  pleasure  if  it  does  not  deprive  the 
municipality  of  property  actually  acquired  under  the  exercise  of  the 
power.'    It  may  authorize  a  municipal  corporation  to  establish  a 

511.  But  State  emictments,  which 
amount  to  a  regulation  of  commerce  or 
impose  a  duty  on  tonnage,  are  of  course 
void.  Cannon  v.  New  Orleans,  20  Wall. 
577;  Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Paul,  3  Dillon 
C.  C.  454;  Peete  v,  Moiigan,  19  WaU. 
581 ;  Steamship  Co.  v.  Port  Wardens,  6 
WaU.  31.  The  collection  of  wharfage 
dues  does  not  violate  any  provision  of 
the  United  States  Constitution.  Where 
a  municipal  corporation  imder  express 
legislative  authority  is  clothed  with 
the  exclusive  right  to  collect  wharfage 
rates  from  all  vessels  that  make  use  of 
its  wharves,  it  is  a  vested  li^ht  that 
cannot  be  impaired  by  the  legislature. 
EUerman  v.  McMains,  30  La.  An.  pt.  i. 
190.  But  this  is  denied  and  overruled 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  Railroad  Co.  v.  EUerman,  105 
U.  S.  166.  A  city  has  no  vested  right 
to  wharfage.  "Whatever  powers  the 
municipal  Dody  rightfuUy  enjoys  over 
the  subject  are  derived  from  the  legis- 
lature, and  may  be  revoked  at  any  time. 


not  touching,  of  course,  any  property 
of  the  city  actuaUy  acquired  in  the 
course  of  administration.''  Railroad 
Co.  V,  EUerman,  105  U.  S.  166,  172,  per 
Matthews,  J. 

*  FuUer  v,  Edings,  11  Rich.  (S.  Car.) 
Law,  239;  Wadmngton  v.  St.  Louis. 
14  Mo.  190;  Baltimore  v.  White,  2  GUl 
(Md.),  444;  Wilson  v.  Inloes,  11  GiU 
&  J.  (Mod.)  351;  Weber  v.  Harbor 
Com'rs,  18  WaU.  57;  RaUroad  Co.  v, 
EUerman,  105  U.  S.  166;  Town  of 
Ravenswood  v.  Flemings,  22  W.  Va.  52, 
where  an  act  conferring  upon  a  town 
the  exdusive  right  to  erect  wharves 
within  its  limits  between  ordinarv  h^h- 
water  mark  and  low-water  mark  with- 
out compensation  to  the  adjacent 
lot-owners,  was  held  constitutional, 
and  an  adjacent  owner  enjoined  from 
constructing  a  wharf  within  those  limits 
without  the  consent  of  the  town.  The 
owner  of  a  private  wharf,  whose  land  is 
compulsorily  taken  for  a  pubUc  wharf, 
is  not  necessarily  entitlea  to  be  com- 
pensated for  lo88  of  income  from  his 
private  wharf,  resulting  from  the  estab- 


lishment of  thepublic  wharf  near  to  the 
private  one.  Fuller  v.  Edinss,  «uiiro. 
The  grant  of  an  exdusive  right  to  keep 
a  wharf,  in  order  to  secure  its  election, 
does  not  violate  the  provision  of  a  Slate 
Constitution,  declaring  "that  no  man 
or  set  of  men  are  entiUed  to  excluave, 
separate  pubUc  emoluments  or  privi- 
leges from  the  community,  but  in  con- 
sideration of  pubUc  services."  Such 
an  improvement  is  beneficial  to  the 
pubUc,  and,  in  order  to  secure  it,  the 
exclusive  profits  for  a  given  period  may 
be  granted  to  the  contractor.  Maitio 
V,  CVBrien,  34  Miss.  21 ;  see  also  Geiger 
V.  FUor,  8  Fla.  325.  Eflfect  of  Four- 
teenth Amendment  to  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution on  the  power  of  the  kgisU- 
ture  to  grant  exdueive  privHegee.  See 
Slaughter  House  Cases,  16  WaU.  (U.  &) 
36. 

*  RaUiYMul  Co.  V.  EUerman,  105  U.  & 
166.  This  case  adjudged  two  important 
points.  The  city  of  New  Orleans  was 
empowered  by  the  legislature  to  con- 
struct levees  and  wharves  on  the  banks 
of  the  Mississippi  River  within  its  Umits, 
and  to  chaige  reasonable  oomp^oaataon 
for  their  use.  Under  this  authority  the 
city,  at  its  expense,  graded  the  banks 
of  the  river  at  certain  points,  drove 
piles,  covered  them  with  plank  floor- 
ing, and  thus  constructed  wharves  for 
the  convenient  landing  of  vessels.  The 
legislature  also  authorized  the  drfend- 
ant  railroad  company,  whose  terminus 
was  in  New  Orleans,  to  construct, 
manage,  use,  and  enjoy,  not  only  its 
railroad  property  and  appurtenanees, 
but  also  any  steamboat  piers  and 
wharves  that  the  directors  might  deem 
necessary  or  convenient.  And  after- 
wards, by  an  act  passed  in  1869,  the 
l^slature  authorized  this  raiboad 
company  to  enclose  a  portion  of  the 
banks  of  the  river  (at  a  place  never 
improved  or  used  by  the  citv  as  a 
wharf),  and  to  use  the  place  tnus  en- 
closed for  the  purposes  of  a  wharf  for 
vessels;  and  the  act  further  provided 
that  no  vessel  should  use  such  wharf 
without  the  consent  of  the  rulroad 
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jnMic  wharf  upon  private  property  on  making  compensation  to  the 
owner  of  the  land;  and  the  power,  when  conferred  upon  the  munici- 
pality, cannot  be  arrested  by  an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  landowner 
himself  to  erect  a  wharf.* 


companVi  and  that  all  vesseb  so  using 
such  wharf  and  not  using  any  other 
wharf  in  the  city  should  be  exempt  from 
the  payment  of  levee  and  wharf  dues  to 
the  city.  The  railroad  company  after- 
ward leaaed  its  wharf  to  others,  which 
lease  provided  that  vessels  coming  to 
the  consignment,  custody,  or  care  of 
the  lessees  inight  load  and  unload  their 
caigoes  on  the  said  wharf,  exempt  from 
wharf  and  levee  dues  to  the  city.  The  city 
made  two  {x>ints :  First,  that  inasmucn 
as  under  its  franchise  to  construct 
wharves  it  had  expended  large  sums 
in  tny^lHng  wharves  for  the  public  con- 
venience, it  had  a  vested  right  to  the 
franchise  and  its  revenues,  of  which  it 
could  not  be  deprived,  as  the  l^slature 
had  sought  to  do,  by  the  Act  of  1869. 
Secondf  it  was  also  contended  that  it 
was  a  violation  of  the  city's  rights  for 
the  railroad  company  to  permit  the  use 
and  employment  of  their  property  as 
a  whart  by  persons  not  engaged  in 
conducting  the  proper  busmess  of 
the  railroad  company,  thus  opening 
a  rival  wharf  business  in  competition 
with  the  city;  and  that  the  Act  of 
1869,  if  it  authorizes  this  to  be  done, 
is  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  forbids  the 
taking  of  private  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  See  ante,  §  111, 
note. 

The  Supreme  Court  decided  that  the 
action  comd  not  be  maintained;  that 
the  Act  of  1869  did  not  infringe  any 
vested  rights  of  the  city,  and  that  the 
<]uestion  as  to  whether  the  company 
in  constructing  its  wharf  and  in  leasing 
it  out,  BB  above  stated,  acted  ultra  vires, 
could  not  be  raised  by  the  city,  which 
was  not  a  stockholder  in  the  defendant 


be  decision  below  (2  Woods,  120), 
foUowins  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Louisiana  in  New  Orleans  v. 
New  Orleans  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  27  La.  An. 
414,  based  on  the  proposition  that  the 
Act  of  1869  did  not  confer  upon  the 
nilroad  company  the  right  to  charge 
wharfage  dues  against  vessels  landing 
at  the  said  wharf  which  were  in  no  way 
connected  with  the  business  of  the  rail- 
road company,  and  the  right  to  main- 
tain a  free  wnarf  for  such  vessels,  was 


reversed.  On  this  point  the  Supreme 
Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  city  was 
not  entitled  to  raise  the  question  that 
the  company  was  violating  its  charter 
in  this  respect,  and  under  that  cover 
to  Create  and  protect  a  monopoly  which 
the  law  did  not  give  to  it. 

'  Waddington  v.  St.  Louis,  14  Mo. 
190 ;  Iron  Railroad  Co.  v,  Ironton,  19 
Ohio  St.  299 ;  Page  v.  Baltimore,  34  Md. 
558;  State  v.  Jersey  Qty,  34  N.  J.  L. 
390.  Mumcipalities  may,  under  legis- 
lative grant,  build  wharves  and  levees 
on  streets  bordering  on  the  Mississippi 
River,  and  make  or  authorize  the  mak- 
ing of  other  improvements  thereon; 
such  as  a  steamboat  depot  buildingf  for 
the  storage  of  freight  and  the  con- 
venience of  travellers.  Barney  v, 
Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324;  s.  c.  below,  4 
Dillon  C.  C.  593 ;  Illmois  &  St.  L.  R. 
<k  C.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  70. 
Where  a  city  has  accepted  for  use  as 
k  public  landing  or  wharf  a  structiu^ 
illegally  erected  by  a  private  indi- 
vidual on  a  strip  of  land  bordering  on 
the  Allegheny  River,  in  the  city  of 
Pittsburg,  the  structure,  being  devoted 
to  a  strictly  public  use  and  under  the 
control  of  tiie  municipal  authority, 
cannot  be  condemned  as  a  nuisance, 
Reighard  v.  Flinn.  194  Pa.  352.  One 
whose  property  aoes  not  abut  on  a 
public  wharf,  and  who  is  not  therefore 
directly  and  specially  affected,  cannot 
attack  the  vahdity  of  a  lease  of  a  wharf 
by  the  city  to  a  private  individual  on 
the  grouna  that  such  lease  is  the  taking 
for  private  use  of  property  dedicated  to 
public  use.  Cummings  v.  Ice  &  Trans- 
portation Co.,  156  Mo.  28.  Although  its 
charter  and  the  statutes  give  a  city 
power  to  maintain  wharves  and  collect 
wharfage,  the  legislature  may  lawfully 
grant  to  a  railroad  company  a  portion 
of  the  water  front  for  its  own  whaif  pur- 
poses, free  from  the  control  of  the  city. 
Railroad  Company  v.  Ellerman,  105 
U.  S.  166.  Statutory  authority  "to 
lay  out  additions  and  extensions  to  the 

Sublic  wharves  and  docks  of  Baltimore 
ity,  and  to  the  basin  or  harbor  of  the 
city,"  is  not  limited  to  the  building 
of  additions  to  existing  wharves  and 
docks,  but  authorizes  the  enlargement 
of  the  facilities  of  the  port,  by  making 


478 


MUNiaPAL  CORPORATIONS 


§262 


§  262  (104).  PabUc  and  Private.  —  Wharves,  piers,  quays,  and 
landing  places  may  be  either  pvblic  or  private.  They  may  be,  in 
their  nature,  public,  although  the  property  be  owned  by  an  individual. 
If  private,  the  public  have  no  right  to  use  the  erection  without  the 
owner's  consent,  express  or  implied ;  *  if  pvblic,  they  may  be  used 
by  persons  generally  upon  the  payment  of  a  reasonable  compensation. 
Whether  they  are  public  or  private  depends,  in  case  of  dispute,  upon 
circumstances,  duch  as  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  built,  the 
uses  to  which  they  have  been  applied,  the  place  where  situated,  and 
the  character  of  the  structure.' 


new  wharves  and  docks.   Dyer  v.  Balti- 
more, 140  Fed.  Rep.  880.     . 

'  A  town  incorporated  under  the 
code  of  West  Virginia  has  no  power  to 
assess  and  collect  wharfage  from  the 
owner  of  a  private  wharf,  who  uses  it 
as  the  landing  of  a  ferry  of  which  he  is 
the  proprietor.  Christie  v.  Maiden,  23 
W.  Va.  667.  A  lease  by  a  city  to  a 
steamship  company  pursuant  to  statu- 
tory authority  of  a  portion  of  the  hai^ 
bor  for  the  erection  and  repair  of  a 
wharf  does  not  require  the  lessee  to 
permit  the  use  of  the  wharf  by  the 
vessels  of  other  owners,  although  such 
owners  tender  the  maximum  dockage 
specified  in  the  lease,  and  although  the 
wharf  leased  to  the  steamship  com- 
pany is  the  sole  wharf  existing  in  the 
harbor.  This  was  so  held  where  the 
harbor  had  about  two  miles  of  water 
front  and  the  leased  portion  formed 
only  a  small  part  thereof.  Pacific 
Steamship  Co.  v.  KimbaU,  114  Cal.  414. 
The  dedication  of  a  highway  along  the 
shore  of  navigable  waters,  outside  of 
cities  and  towns,  does  not  carry  with 
it  a  right  to  land  vessels  indiscrimi- 
nately on  such  highway  and  use  it  as 
a  public  landing  place  to  dischaige  or 
receive  freight  and  passengers.  CaU- 
fomia  Navigation,  &c.  Co.  v.  Union 
Transportation  Co.,  126  Cal.  433. 
Dedication  of  lands  for  use  as  a  land- 
ing or  wharf,  see  postj  §  1 101 .  A  private 
wharf  may  exist  not  only  on  the  shores 
of  a  navigable  river  or  lake,  but  also 
in  a  harbor  of  a  city  from  which  access 
is  obtained  directly  to  the  sea.  Dutton 
V.  Strong,  1  Black  (U.  S.),  23,  32; 
Louisville  <k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  West  Coast 
N.  S.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  483,  498,  rev'g  128 
Fed.  Rep.  1020.  A  wharf  constructed 
by  a  railroad  company  at  a  terminus 
on  a  navigable  harbor,  and  used  as  a 
facility  to  forward  merchandise  by  con- 
necting carriers  by  water  is  a  private 


wharf.  The  fact  that  the  wharf  was 
erected  under  authority  from  the  city 
at  the  foot  of  a  public  street  of  the  dtj 
does  not  affect  its  private  character  in 
the  absence  of  the  imposition  of  any 
conditions  as  to  its  use  by  the  puMc. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  West  Coast 
N.  S.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  483,  rev'g  128  Fed. 
Rep.  1020. 

*  Dutton  V.  Strong,  1  Black  (U.  S.>. 
23 ;  Thousand  Island  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Vb- 
ger,  179  N.  Y.  206,  aff'g  86  N.  Y.  Ai>p. 
Div.  126.  The  owner  of  a  private  pier 
may,  it  was  held  in  Dutton  v.  Strong, 
cut  loose  a  vessel  attached  to  it  without 
a  license  if  the  pier  be  thereby  endan- 
gered, no  matter  how  great  the  stress  of 
the  weather  or  the  peril  to  which  the 
vessel  may  be  thereby  subjected.  That 
compensation  is  received  for  the  use  of 
a  puolic  wharf  does  not  deprive  it  of  \U 
public  character.  Galveston  Wharf  Co. 
V.  Galveston,  63  Tex.  14. 

Wharf:  What  constUutea.  —  Upon  a 
non-tidai  streamy  any  construction  of 
timber  or  stone  upon  the  bank,  of  such 
shape  that  a  vessel  may  lie  aiongskle 
of  It,  with  its  broadside  to  the  snore, 
constitutes  a  wharf ;  and  a  paved  street 
extending  to  the  toater'a  edge,  and  used 
by  vessels  as  a  place  for  receiving 
and  discharging  freight  and  passengers, 
may  be  so  designated.  Keokuk  r. 
Keokuk,  &c.  Packet  Co.,  45  Iowa.  U^. 
206.  What  constitutes  a  pMic  wharf. 
see  Weems  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Peoples 
Steamboat  Co.,  141  Fed.  Rep.  454: 
Buffalo  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R,  Co.. 
68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  488,  aTd  178  N.  Y. 
561 ;  Whyte  v.  St.  Louis,  1533  Mo.  80: 
Harrington  v.  Commercial  Dock  Co..  IS 
Wash.  170.  If  a  riparian  owner  ac- 
cepts and  acts  upon  a  grant  by  the 
State  of  lands  under  water  "for  the 
purpose  of  promoting  the  commerce'* 
of  tne  State  and  for  no  other  purpose 
whatsoever,    a    dock    or   whan    coo- 
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§  263  (105).  DutieB  and  Bights  of  Owner. —  The  keeping  of  a 
wharf  or  dock,  erected  and  opened  to  the  public,  Uke  the  keeping  of 
an  inn,  confers  a  genercd  license  to  boats  and  vessels  to  occupy  it  for 
lawful  purposes,  —  a  license  which  can  be  terminated  only  by  notice 
and  request  to  remove  the  vessel.^  When  thus  established,  the 
owner  at  common  law  is,  as  respects  the  public,  bound  to  keep  it  in 
good  repair.^  In  view  of  these  obligations  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
of  the  wharf,  the  common  law  gave  him  the  right  to  distrain  for  his 
wharfage  or  toU.^   The  right  of  wharfage  held  by  a  grantee  under  a 

structed  by  him  is  appropriated  to  the  dise  through  the  wharf  giving  way  in 
use  of  all  who  are  engaged  in  promoting  consequence  of  his  failure  to  keep  it  in 
the  purposes  of  the  grant,  and  is  a  pub-  good  condition  and  repair  in  conse- 
lie  dock  or  wharf  subject  only  to  the  quence  of  which  the  merchandise  was 
owner's  ri^ht  to  collect  a  reasonable  precipitated  into  the  waters  of  the  har- 
compensation  for  its  use.  Thousand  Dor.  Chapman  v.  State,  104  CaL  690 ; 
Island  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Vi^er,  179  Oregon  Imp.  Co.  v.  Seattle  Gas  light 
N.  Y.  206,  aflPg  86  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  126.  Co.,  4  Wash.  634,  635. 
See  also  Harper  t^.  Williams,  110  N.  Y.  Where  a  wharf  at  the  river  end  of 
260.  .  a  street  of  New  York  City  was  shut  off 
The  word  levee  has  a  well-under-  from  the  street,  the  only  access  to  it 
stood  meaning  in  the  West  and  South,  being  through  a  gate  or  over  property 
It  is  a  place  on  a  river,  or  other  navi-  of  other  persons,  it  was  held  that  a 
^le  water,  for  the  loading  or  unload-  person  getting  access  to  the  wharf 
ing  of  goods  or  for  the  reception  and  m  a  roundabout  way  over  adjoining 
deuvery  of  passengers.  It  is  either  the  property  must  be  treated  as  a  tres- 
bank  or  the  whan  to  and  from  which  passer,  and  the  owner  of  the  wharf  was 
persons  and  things  may  go  from  or  to  not  liable  in  damages  for  personal  in- 
some  vessel  in  the  contiguous  waters,  juries  sustained  by  him.  MaUoy  v. 
It  means  the  land  contiguous  to  a  river  Staten  Island  R.  T.  Co.,  78  Hun  (N.  Y.)^ 
or  other  navigable  water,  used  as  a  166.  The  court  said:  ''While  origi- 
landing  place  for  water  craft,  and  for  nally  the  wharves  and  exterior  streets 
the  transfer  of  freight  and  passengers  which  were  constructed  at  the  expense 
to  and  from  such  craft,  ot.  Paul  v,  of  or  by  riparian  owners,  were  made 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  63  Minn,  public  and  open  to  the  commerce  of 
330,  352;  citing  State  v.  Randall,  1  the  port,  and  the  free  access  of  the 
Strob.  (S.  Car.)  110;  State  v.  Graham,  people,  later  legislation  has  modified 
15  Rich.  Law  (S.  Car.)  310;  Coffin  v,  the  prohibitions  and  restraints  of  the 
Portland,  27  Fed.  Rep.  412,  418.  earUer  law.  And  now  many  of  the 
*  Heeney  v.  Heeney.  2  Denio  (N.  Y.),  piers  and  wharves  on  the  river  front 
625;  Nicoil  v.  Gardner,  13  Wend,  are  occupied  by  steamship  and  rail- 
(N.  Y.)  289 ;  Lansing  v.  Smith,  4  Wend,  road  companies  and  by  private  indi- 
(N.  Y.)  9 ;  Dutton  v.  Strong,  1  Black  viduals  by  titles  whicn  are,  for  the 
(U.  S.),  23,  distinguished  from  Heeney  time  being,  practically  that  of  private 
V.  Heeney,  supra:  Chicago  Dock  Co.  ownership." 

V.  Garrity,  115  111.  155.  •  Hale,  de  Port.  Maria,  77;   Bradley 

'  A  municipality  owning  a  wharf  is  on  Distress,  133 ;  NicoU  v.  Gardner,  13 

bound  to  exercise  the  same  care  as  is  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  289.    The  ri^hi  of  die- 

required  of  an  individual  owner,  for  the  trees  is  regulated  by  statute  in  the  city 

convenience  and  safetv  of  boats,  &c,,  of  New  York,  and  it  was  there  held 

using  it.    Willey  v.  Allegheny,  118  Pa.  that  where  wharfage  accrued  in  the 

St.  490.    It  is  tne  duty  of  occupants  of  seventh  ward,  the  owner  of  the  wharf 

public  wharves  in  the  city  of  New  York  might  distrain  therefor  in  the  eleventh 

to  keep  them  in  proper  repair,  and  they  ward.     13  Wend.    (N.  Y.)  289.     See 

are  liable  in  damages  for  personal  in-  Lansing  v.  Smith,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  9, 

juries  to  persons  injured  by  their  failure  2 1 .    Wharfage  is  not  properly  a  tax,  like 

to  do  so.    Delaney  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  that  levied  to  support  government,  but 

R.  Co.,  78  Hun  (N.  Y.),  393.    A  wharf-  rather  compensation  paid  by  owners  of 

inger  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  merchan-  vessels  for  accommodation  for  their 
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valid  city  grant,  although  it  is  an  incorporeal  right,  is  nevertheless 
property,  or  a  property  right  which  can  only  be  taken  away  by  the 
legislature  by  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  on  making 
compensation  to  the  owner  of  the  wharfage  right. 

§  264  (106).  Bights  of  Bapaiian  Owner  as  to  Wharves.  — By 
the  common  law  of  England,  both  the  title  and  the  dominian  of  the 
eea  and  of  rivers  and  arms  of  the  sea,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows, 
and  of  all  the  lands  below  high-water  mark,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Crown  of  England,  are  in  the  King.     Such  waters  and  the  land 


boats  and  merchandise.  Swartz  v. 
Flatboats,  14  La.  An.  243;  s.  p.  Keo- 
kuk V.  Keokuk  Packet  Co.,  45  Iowa, 
196.  If  a  city  is  entitled  to  the  wharf- 
age from  pubuc  wharves,  and  the  owner 
of  a  lot  adjacent  to  such  wharf  receives 
wharfage,  he  is  liable  to  the  city  there- 
for. Baltimore  v.  White  (assumpsit), 
2  Gill  (Md.),  444.  The  right,  as  be- 
tween private  persons  and  a  city  cor- 
poration, to  the  money  collected  for 
wharfage,  may  be  tried  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received.  Murphy  v, 
Montgomery  Gty  Coimcil,  11  Ala.  586. 
See  Grant  v.  Davenport,  18  Iowa,  179 ; 
Langdon  v.  Mayor.  Ac.  of  New  York, 
93  N.  Y.  129;  WiUiams  v.  Mayor,  Ac. 
of  New  York,  105  N.  Y.  419;  Matter 
of  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  113  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  84,  87.  For  measure  of  com- 
pensation to  the  wharf  proprietor  when 
his  right  of  wharfage  is  taken  by  emi- 
nent domain,  see  Lingsland  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York,  1 10  N.  Y.  569 ;  Matter 
of  New  York  aty,  95  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
501. 

The  word  wharfage  is  usually  ordi- 
narily employed  to  designate  the  charge 
made  for  the  use  of  a  wharf  for  the  pur- 
pose of  loading  or  unloading  freight  on 
or  from  vessels  lying  at  its  side.  Balti- 
more V.  Baltimore  A  P.  S.  B.  Co.,  104 
Md.  485;  65  Atl.  Rep.  353.  A  wharf 
U  a  structure  on  the  mar^  of  navigable 
waters  alongside  of  which  vessels  can 
be  brought  for  the  purpose  of  bein^ 
conveniently  loaded  or  unloaded,  ana 
wharfage  is  the  fee  paid  for  tying  ves- 
sels to  a  wharf,  or  for  loading  go^la  on 
a  wharf  or  shipping  them  therefrom. 
Per  Earl,  J.,  in  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  Ac. 
of  New  York,  93  N.  Y.  129,  151.  The 
right  to  collect  wharfage  is  an  incor- 
poreal right  incident  to  the  use  of  a 
wharf  for  the  mooring,  loading,  and  un- 
loading of  vessels.  Mayor,  &.  of  New 
York  V.  Mabie,  13  N.  Y,  151 ;  Eastman 


V.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  152  N.  Y. 
468,  afiTg  13  N.  Y.  Misc.  774.  In  the 
absence  of  a  statute  regulating  chaiges, 
a  wharfinger  is  entitled  to  recover  upon 
an  implied  contract  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  use  of  his  wharf.  Wood- 
ruflf  V,  Havermeyer,  106  N.  Y.  129; 
International  Hide,  Ac.  Co.  v.  New 
York  Dock  Co.,  93  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  662. 
The  legislature  may  comer  upon  a 
municipality  the  power  to  regulate  the 
use  of  a  public  wharf. 

The  wharfinger  exercises  a  public 
employment,  and  is  therefore  sabjeei 
to  constitutional  lenslative  contooL 
Langdon  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  Yofk, 
93  N.  Y.  129.  130,  161;  Matter  of 
Union  Ferry  Co.,  98  N.  Y.  139.  156; 
Buffalo  V,  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  R.  Co., 
68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  488,  500,  aff^d  178 
N.  Y.  561.  A  lease  of  "all  and  sin- 
gular, the  wharfage  which  may  arise, 
accrue,  or  become  due  from  the  use 
and  occupation''  of  certain  described 
public  wbaif  propertv  is  not  a  lease 
of  the  wharf  itself,  but  is  merely  a 
lease  of  the  incorporeal  right  to  col- 
lect wharfage  incident  to  the  use  of  the 
wharf  hj  vessels  engaged  in  commeroe. 
If  the  city,  the  lessor,  fails  to  put  the 
lessee  in  possession  of  the  gnmted  right 
to  collect  wharfage,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  not  the  value  of  the  use  of  the 
wnarf  for  the  purposes  of  the  kflsee'f 
private  business,  but  the  differenee  be- 
tween the  rent  reserved  and  the  value 
of  the  use  of  the  wharf  at  the  rale  of 
wharfage  fixed  by  law.  R^«t»>M>  t. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  152  N.  Y. 
468,  aflTg  13  N.  Y.  Misc.  774.  Where  a 
city  owned  half  of  the  pier  it  was  hdd 
that  it  had  no  right  to  so  use  its  half  ai 
to  render  the  pier  uaelesB  to  the  owner 
of  the  other  half  or  to  meveai  the 
public  use  of  the  pier.  WX  v.  New 
York,  139  N.  Y.  495. 
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which  they  cover,  either  at  all  times,  or  when  the  tide  is  in,  are  in- 
capable of  ordinary  occupation,  cultivation,  and  improvement;  and 
their  natural  and  primary  uses  are  public  in  their  nature,  for  high- 
ways of  navigation,  and  commerce,  domestic  and  foreign,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  fishing  by  all  the  King's  subjects.  Therefore  the 
title,  pis  privatum,  in  such  lands,  as  of  waste  and  unoccupied  lands, 
belongs  to  the  King  as  the  sovereign ;  and  the  dominion  thereof,  jus 
pMicum,  is  vested  in  him  as  the  representative  of  the  nation  and 
for  the  public  benefit.*  The  English  possessions  in  America  were 
claimed  by  right  of  discovery.  Having  been  discovered  by  subjects 
of  the  King  of  England,  and  taken  possession  of  in  his  name,  by 
his  authority,  or  with  his  assent,  they  were  held  by  the  King  as 
the  representative  of  and  in  trust  for  the  nation;  and  all  vacant 
lands  and  the  exclusive  power  to  grant  them,  were  vested  in  him. 
The  various  charters  granted  by  different  monarchs  for  large  tracts 
of  territory  on  the  Atlantic  coast  conveyed  to  the  grantees  both  the 
territory  described  and  the  powers  of  government,  including  the 
property  and  the  dominion  of  lands  under  tide  waters.  Upon  the 
American  Revolution  all  the  rights  of  the  Crown  and  of  Parliament 
vested  in  the  several  states,  subject  to  the  rights  surrendered  to  the 
national  government  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.'  In 
this  manner  the  governments  of  the  Colonies,  and  their  successors, 
the  original  States  of  the  Union,  became  vested  with  the  title  to 
lands  under  navigable  waters;  and  the  new  States  admitted  to 
the  Union  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  have  the  same 
rights  as  the  original  States  in  the  tide  waters,  and  in  the  lands 
below  the  high-water  mark  within  their  respective  jurisdictions.' 

I  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  11.  in  the  crown.    But  the  right  to  use  and 

This  may  justly  be  considered  as  the  control  both  the  land  and  water  was 

leading  case  in  this  country  on  the  sub-  deemed  a  jits  jyubUcum^  and  was  vested 

ject  of  the  title  and  rights  of  riparian  in  parliament.    The  crown  could  con- 

and  littoral  nroprietors/  the  rignts  of  vey  the  soil  under  water  so  as  to  give 

the  several  States  and  of  the  general  pnvate  rights  therein,  but  the  dominion 

government.  and  control  over  the  lands,  in  the  in- 

In  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  terest  of  commerce  and  navigation,  for 

York,  93  N.  Y.  129,  155,  Earl,  J.,  de-  the  benefit  of  all  the  subjects  of  the 

scribing  the  nature  of  the  estate  or  kingdom,  could  be  exercised  only  by 

right  of  the  crown  in  navigable  waters  parliament.    In  this  country  the  State 

and  the  soil  thereunder,  said :   "  From  has  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  both 

the  earliest  times  in  England  the  law  crown  and  parliament  in  the  navigable 

has  vested  the  title  to,  and  the  control  waters  and  the  soil  under  them,  and 

ovetf  the  navigable  waters  therein,  in  here  the  jus  privatum  and  the  ;u«  pub- 

the  crown  and  parliament.    A  distinc-  licum  are  both  vested  in  the  State." 
tion  was  taken  between  the  mere  owner-        '  Shively  ».  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1, 14 ; 

ship  of  the  soil  under  water  and  the  Stevens  v,  Paterson  &  N.  R.  Co.,  34 

control   over  it  for  public  purposes.  N.  J.  L.  532;   Lanjgdon  v.  Mayor,  dbc. 

The  ownership  of  the  soU,  analogous  to  of  New  York,  93  NT  Y.  129,  155. 
the  ownership  of   dry  land,  was   re-        ■  Pollard  v.  Hagan,  3  How.  (U.  S.) 

garded  as  jus  privatum,  and  was  vested  212;  Weber  v.  Cat.  Harbor  Gom'rs,  18 
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The  same  doctrine  which  in  England  is  applied  onlj  to  waters 
where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  is  applied  in  this  country  to  the 
Great  Lakes,  which  are  treated  as  inland  seas.'  It  has,  abo,  in 
some  of  the  States,  been  extended  to  navigable  rivers,  such  as  the 
Mississippi,  Missouri,  and  Ohio  Rivers.'  But  the  governments  of 
the  Colonies  and  their  successors  the  States,  with  a  view  to  induce 
persons  to  erect  wharves  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce, early  allowed  to  the  owners  of  lands  bounding  on  tide 
waters  greater  rights  and  privileges  in  the  shore  below  high-water 
mark  than  they  had  in  England.  The  nature  and  degree  of  such 
rights  and  privileges  differed  in  the  different  G)lonies  and  States,  and 
in  some  were  created  by  statute,  while  in  others  they  rested  upon 
usage  only.'  Each  State  has  dealt  with  the  lands  under  the  waters 
within  its  boundaries  according  to  its  own  views  of  justice  and  policy, 
reserving  its  own  control  over  such  lands,  or  granting  rights  theran 
to  individuals  or  corporations,  whether  owners  of  the  adjoining 
upland  or  not,  as  it  considers  for  the  best  interests  of  the  public,  and 
there  is  no  universal  and  uniform  law  upon  the  subject^  Hence 
there  is  in  the  United  States  no  general  rule  of  law  applicable  to  all 
lands  under  niavigable  waters,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  held  that  the  title  and  rights  of  riparian  or  littoral  proprie- 
tors in  the  soil  below  high-water  mark  of  navigable  waters  are  gov- 
erned by  the  local  laws  of  the  several  States,  subject  to  the  rights 
granted  by  the  Federal  Constitution  to  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  regulating  and  improving  navigation.^ 

The  right  of  a  riparian  ovmer  to  establish  a  wharf  on  hb  own  land 
extending  over  the  shore  between  high  and  low  water  marks,  and 
Umds  under  water  for  the  purpose  of  reaching  the  point  of  ordinary 
navigability,  is  not  uniformly  conceded.    In  some  States  it  b  held  — 

Wall.  (U.  S.)  57;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  be  exercised.     In  Shively  ».  Bowlbr. 

V.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387,  435;  Shively  152  U.  S.  1,  31,  it  is  pointed  outilut 

V.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  26;   s.  c.  22  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Gouit  of 

Oreg.  410.  the  United  States  reeaixiinff  the  shores 

^  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  146  of  waters  where  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the 

U.  S.  387,  435.  tide  from  the  sea  is  not  felt,  but  wfaicfa 

*  In  Hardin  V.  Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  are  merely  navigable,  should  be  eoo- 

382,  it  is  said  that  in  this  country  the  sidered  with  reference  to  the  facts  upon 

rule  has  been  extended  to  not  only  the  which   they    were   made,   keeping  in 

Great  Lakes,  which  are  treated  as  in-  mind  the  local  laws  of  the  oifferect 

land  seas,  but  also  in  some  of  the  States  States  as  well  as  the  provisions  of  the 

to  na viable  rivers,  as  the  Mississippi,  Acts  of  Congress  relating  to  such  waters 

Missoun,  and  the  Ohio,  and  in  Penn-  The  court  also  examines  the  deaaocs 

svlvania  to  all  the  navigable  rivers  of  on  this  subject, 
the  State ;  but  it  depends  upon  the  law        •  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  I.  ''^ 
of  each  State  to  what  waters  and  to        *  Shively  v,  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1.  '^ 
what  extent  the  prerogative   of  the        *  Barney  v,  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  321; 

State  over  the  lands  under  water  shall  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1. 
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sometimes  because  of  long-continued  usage,  sometimes  by  virtue  of 
statutory  enactments,  and  sometimes  upon  the  interpretation  of  the 
common  law  adopted  by  the  courts  —  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  available  the  right  of  the  riparian  owner  to  access  to  navi- 
gable waters,  he  may  make  a  landing,  dock,  wharf,  or  pier  extend- 
ing to  the  ordinary  point  of  navigation  for  his  own  use  or  for  the 
use  of  the  public,  subject  to  such  general  rules  and  regulations  as 
the  legislature  may  prescribe  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the 
public,  and  subject  also  to  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  exer- 
cise its  powers  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  improving  naviga- 
tion.^     The  right  of  the  riparian  ovmer  to  construct  a  landing  or 

>  In  some  of  the  decisions  of  the   1  Alaska,  533 ;  United  States  v.  Roth,. 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,   2  Alaska,  257. 

language  is  to  be  found  which  seems  CannecticiU.  Title  to  lands  below 
to  recogniro  the  right  of  the  riparian  high-water  mark  is  in  the  State.  By 
owner  to  'wharf  out  to  the  point  of  ancient  usage,  without  any  early  legis- 
navigation.  See  Dutton  v.  Strong,  1  lation,  the  proprietor  of  the  upland  has 
Black  (U.  S.),  23 ;  St.  Paul  &  Pac.  R.  a  right,  in  the  nature  of  a  franchise,  U> 
Co.  9.  Schurmeir,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  272,  wharf  out  and  occupy  the  flats,  even 
289;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall,  below  low-water  mark,  provided  he 
(U.  S.)  497 ;  Weber  v.  Harbor  Com'rs,  does  not  interfere  with  navigation ;  and 
18  Wail.  (U.  S.)  64;  Potomac  Steam-  this  rieht  may  be  conveyed  separately 
boat  Go.  V.  Upper  Potomac  Steamboat  from  the  upland ;  and  the  fee  in  flats 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  682,  683;  Illinois  Cent,  so  reclaimed  vests  in  him.  Ladies' 
R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  445.  The  Seamen's  Friend  Societ^r  v.  Halstead, 
cases  in  which  this  language  was  used  58  Conn.  144,  150 ;  Prior  v.  Swartz, 
have  more  recently  been  examined  and  62  Conn.  132,  136 ;  Mather  t^.  Chap- 
reviewed  by  the  court,  and  the  conclu-  man,  40  Conn.  382 ;  Ockerhausen  v, 
sion  which  it  has  reached  appears  to  be  Tyson,  71  Conn.  31 ;  New  York,  N.  H. 
that,  whilst  the  cases  were  rightly  de-  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Long,  72  Conn.  10.  The 
cided,  the  question  of  the  right  to  wharf  exercise  of  this  right  is  subject  to  all 
out  Was  not  at  issue  in  them,  and,  regulations  which  the  State  may  see 
therefore,  not  in  fact  before  the  court,  fit  to  impose  bv  authorizing  commis- 
and  that  the  language  used  by  the  court  sioners  to  establish  harbor  lines,  or 
so  far  as  it  appears  to  lay  down  a  rule  otherwise.  State  v.  Sai]^nt,  45  Conn, 
of  general  appucation  was  unnecessary.  358.  But  it  has  been  mtimated  that 
See  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  36.  it  cannot  be  appropriated  by  the  State 
It  would  seem,  however,  that  in  some  to  a  different  pubuc  use  without  com- 
at  least  of  the  States  in  which  these  pensation.  Farist  Co.  v.  Bridgeport, 
cases  arose  the  language  used  by  the  60  Conn.  278. 

court  is  the  foundation  for  the  rule  of  Florida.  By  a  statute  of  1856,  the 
law  which  has  been  adopted  therein,   title  to  the  submerged  lands  of  navi- 

AUuka.  A  riparian  owner  on  tide  gable  waters  from  the  channel  to  the 
water  has  no  title  to  the  tide  lands  in  shore  was  vested  in  the  then  riparian 
front  of  his  premises.  The  title  thereto  owners  or  their  grantees.  Rivas  v, 
is  held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  Solary,  18  Fla.  122,  126;  Sullivan  v. 
for  the  future  State.  Sutter  v.  Heck-  Moreno,  19  Fla.  200.  By  statute,  also, 
man,  1  Alaska,  81 ;  United  States  v.  the  riparian  owner  has  the  right  to* 
Roth,  2  Alaska,  257.  But  he  has  a  wharf  out  or  fill  in  out  to  the  channel, 
right  of  access  over  the  tide  lands  and  provided  his  improvements  are  for  th& 
the  right  to  construct  a  wharf  thereon  benefit  of  commerce  and  navigation. 
for  the  purpose  of  reaching  navigable  Sullivan  v.  Moreno,  19  Fla.  200 ;  Dumas 
water.  Martin  v,  Heckman,  1  Alaska,  v.  Gamett,  32  Fla.  64 ;  State  v.  Black 
165;  Sutter  v.  Heckman,  1  Alaska,  River  Phosphate  Co.,  32  Fla.  82,  84. 
188;  Lewis  V.  Johnson,  1  Alaska,  529 ;  Indiana.  The  title  of  a  riparian 
Juneau  Ferry  Co.  v.  Alaska  S.  S.  Co.,   proprietor  upon  the  Ohio  River  ex- 
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wharf  is  largely  founded  upon  equitable  considerations  growing 
out  of  the  fact  that  riparian  owners  everywhere  upon  the  numer- 


tends  to  low-water  mark.  Stinson  v. 
Butler,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  285;  Cowden 
V.  Kerr.  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  280 ;  Doe  v. 
Hildreth,  2  Ind.  274;  Bainbridge  v. 
Sherlock,  29  Ind.  364 ;  Gentile  v.  State, 
29  Ind.  409;  Martin  v.  Evansville,  32 
Ind.  85.  The  riparian  owner,  though 
his  title  extend  no  further  than  to  tne 
stream  not  embracing  the  shore  or 
lands  between  high  and  low  water 
mark,  ma^  build  a  wharf  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  public  navigating 
the  river  and  for  his  own  private  profit, 
not  interfering  with  the  navigation. 
Sherlock  v.  Bainbridge,  41  Ind.  35,  42. 
But  the  right  thus  to  construct  and  use 
a  wharf  is  subject  to  the  paramount 
right  of  the  public  to  navigate  and  use 
the  river  as  a  common  highway,  and  can 
in  no  way  interfere  with  such  use  of  the 
river  for  the  public.  Hence  the  owner 
of  a  wharf  has  no  cause  of  action 
against  a  person  who  moors  his  vessel 
at  an  adjoining  wharf,  although  the 
effect  thereof  is  neoessaril^r  to  obstruct 
access.  Sherlock  v.  Bainbridge,  41  Ind. 
35. 

Iowa.  The  title  of  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor on  the  banks  of  the  Mississippi 
extends  only  to  ordinary  high-water 
mark  and  the  soil  between  high  and  low 
water  mark  as  well  as  the  bed  of  the 
river  belongs  to  the  State.  Barney  i;. 
Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324,  336;  McManus 
V.  Carmichael,  3  Iowa,  1;  Haight  v, 
Keokuk,  4  Iowa,  199;  TomSn  v. 
Dubuque,  Ac.  Ry.  Co.,  32  Iowa,  106; 
Musser  v.  Hershey,  42  Iowa,  356; 
Houghton  V.  Chicago,  D.  k  M.  R.  Co , 
47  Iowa,  370 ;  Renwick  v.  D.  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.,  49  Iowa,  664 ;  Wood  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  60  Iowa,  456;  Steele 
V.  Sanchez,  72  Iowa,  65;  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  V,  Porter,  72  Iowa,  426; 
Bennett  v.  Nat.  Starch  M:fg.  Co.,  103 
Iowa,  207;  Holman  v.  Hodges,  112 
Iowa,  714;  Carr  v.  Moore,  119  Iowa, 
152.  By  the  common  law  the  riparian 
owner  has  no  right  in  the  waters  of  the 
Mississippi  River  or  the  bed  or  shore 
thereof,  and  the  fact  that  he  is  de- 
prived of  access  by  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  along  the  banks  between 
high  and  low  water  mark  gives  him  no 
cause  of  action.  Tomlin  v.  Dubuque, 
B.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  32  Iowa,  106;  Ingra- 
ham  V,  Chicago,  D.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  34 
Iowa,  249,  252;  Cook  v.  Burlington, 
36  Iowa,  357;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 


V.  Porter,  72  Iowa,  426.  The  State  or 
a  city,  as  its  agency,  representing  the 
pubhc,  has  the  right  to  widen  and  im- 
prove a  street  upon  the  bank  of  a  river 
to  any  extent  on  the  river  side  by  fiUicg 
in  below  high  water  and  building 
wharves  and  levees  for  the  public  ac- 
commodation. Barney  v,  Keokuk. 
94  U.  S.  324,  339.  But  it  has  been  said 
in  this  State  that' a  riparian  owner 
(outside  of  any  incorporated  city  or 
town)  may  erect  wharves  or  lapaine 
places  on  the  shores  of  navigable 
streams  if  they  conform  to  the  State 
regulations,  if  any,  and  do  not  c^bstruct 
the  paramount  right  of  navigation. 
Grant  v,  Davenport,  18  Iowa,  179. 
192.  And  in  later  cases  a  right  at 
common  law  to  wharf  out  is  also  reoo|;- 
nized  even  when  the  lands  are  within 
a  city ;  and  it  has  been  said  that  the 
right  does  not  exist  b^r  virtue  <^  tnj 
proprietorship  in  the  soil  between  hi^ 
and  low  water  mark ;  that  it  is  a  mere 
franchise  appurtenant  to  the  riparian 
proprietorship;  that  it  depends  upon 
the  ownership  of  the  adjacent  soil: 
and  that  it  is  not  the  subject  of  safe 
independently  of  a  conveyance  of  the 
land  to  which  it  is  appurtenant.  Miv- 
ser  V.  Hershey,  42  Iowa,  356,  361: 
Renwick  v.  D.  &  W.  N.  R.  Co.,  49  Iowa, 
664,  672.  In  this  State  a  statute  was 
passed  in  1874,  permitting  riparian 
owners  on  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri 
Rivers  to  construct  piers,  cribs,  booms. 
&c. ,  and  reauiring  companies  constructr 
ing  railroads  alon^  tfa«  shore  or  over 
the  bed  of  the  nver  to  compensate 
riparian  owners  for  the  damages  to 
riparian  property  caused  thereby.  See 
Renwick  v.  D.  <k  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  49  Iowa, 
664,  666,  afiTd  102  U.  S.  180;  MDls  r. 
Evans,  100  Iowa,  712. 

Louisiana.  By  the  Constitution  of 
1898,  art.  290,  riparian  owners  of  prop- 
erty on  navigable  rivers,  lakes,  and 
streams  within  cities  or  towns  having 
a  population  exceeding  5,000  have  the 
right  to  erect  and  maintain  on  the 
batture  or  banks  such  wharves,  tniikl- 
in^,  and  improvements  as  may  be  n- 
qmred  for  the  purpose  of  commerce  and 
navigation ;  but  they  must  first  obtain 
the  consent  of  the  council  or  othergov- 
eming  authority  and  the  board  of 
levee  commissionerB,  uid  must  erect 
the  whs^s,  Ac.,  in  conformity  to  planj 
and   specifications   submitted  to  and 
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ous  navigable  bodies  of  water  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
United  States  have  made  the  easement  or  right  of  access,  which 


approved  bv  the  engineer  of  the  coiin- 
cu  or  other  governing  authority. 
When  80  erected,  such  wharfs,  piers, 
and  improvements  remain  subject  to 
the  administration  and  control  of  the 
councU  or  other  governing  authority 
with  respect  to  their  maintenance  and 
to  the  fees  and  charges  to  be  exacted 
for  their  use  by  the  public  and  to  the 
control  of  the  board  of  levee  commis- 
sioners so  far  as  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  support  and  admin- 
istration of  the  levees.  The  local 
authorities  may  expropriate  such 
wharfs,  Ac.,  when  necessary  for  public 
purposes,  upon  reimbursing  the  owner 
the  cost  of  construction  less  such  de- 
preciation as  may  have  resulted  from 
time  and  decay,  but  such  reimbiu'se- 
ment  shall  in  no  case  exceed  the  actual 
market  value  of  the  property.  It  is 
expressly  declared  that  this  provision 
shall  not  affect  the  right  of  the  State  or 
of  the  boards  of  levee  commissioners 
to  appropriate  without  compensation 
such  wharves,  &c.,  when  necessary  for 
levee  purposes.  Under  this  provision 
of  the  Constitution  the  board  of  com- 
missioners of  the  port,  and  not  the 
common  coimcil  of  the  city  of  New 
Orieans,  is  the  party  whose  consent 
must  be  obtained  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  erection  of  wharves,  &e. 
State  V.  Board  of  Levee  Com'rs,  109 
L&.  403.  By  statute  the  board  of  com- 
miaeaoners  of  the  port  and  not  the  city 
of  New  Orleans  is  vested  with  control 
of  the  wharves  and  landings  within  the 
city,  and  the  city  cannot,  without  the 
consent  of  the  board  of  commissioners, 
authorize  the  construction  of  a  nulroad 
thereon.  New  Orleans  Board  of  Com- 
missioners V.  New  Orleans  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co..  112  La.  1011. 

Maine.  The  proprietor  of  the  lands 
adjoining  flats  on  tide  water  has  a 
property  in  the  flats  to  low- water  mark, 
subject  to  the  right  conferred  by 
a  colonial  ordinance  of  1641  on  the 
owners  of  vessels  to  pass  over  them  in 
vessels,  moor  their  vessels  to  the  shore, 
and  discharge  and  take  on  cargo. 
State  V.  Wilson.  42  Me.  9.  But  the 
riparian  owner  nas  the  right  to  erect 
wharves  and  piers  on  his  own  flats,  al- 
though it  may  prevent  the  free  passage 
of  vesseb  and  boats,  provided  ne  does 
not  encroach  on  the  public  domain. 
Deeting  v.  Proprietors  of  Long  Wharf, 


25  Me.  51 ;  State  v.  Wilson,  42  Me.  9 ; 
Montgomery  v.  Reed,  69  Me.  510; 
Marshall  v.  Walker.  93  Me.  532. 

Maryland,  The  owner  of  land 
bounded  by  tide  water  is  authorized 
by  statutes,  beginning  in  1745,  to  build 
wharves  or  other  improvements  upon 
the  flats  in  front  of  nis  lands  and  to 
acquire  the  right  in  the  lands  so  im- 
proved. Casey  V.  Inloes,  1  Gill  (Md.), 
430,  510;  Baltimore  v,  McKim,  3 
Bland  (Md.),  453 ;  Goodsell  v.  Lawson, 
42  Md.  348;  Garitee  v.  Baltimore,  53 
Md.  422 ;  Homer  v.  Pleasants,  66  Md. 
475;  Baltimore  v.  Baltimore  &  P.  S. 
B.  Co.,  104  Md.  485;  65  Atl.  Rep.  353; 
Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  ».  Upper 
Potomac  Steamboat  Co.,  109  17.  S. 
672,  683.  See  also  Smith  v.  Maryland, 
18  How.  (U.  S.)  71,  74.  The  right  con- 
ferred by  statute  upon  the  owner  of  a 
lot  fronting  on  the  water  to  extend  his 
lot  or  improve  out  to  the  limit  pre- 
scribed by  the  authorities  of  a  city  is  a 
franchise,  —  a  vested  right,  of  which 
the  lot  owner  cannot  be  lawfully  de- 
prived without  his  consent.  Baltimore 
V.  Baltimore  &  P.  S.  B.  Co.,  104  Md. 
485;  65  Atl.  Rep.  353.  If  any  person 
without  his  authority  makes  such  ex- 
tension, no  interest  or  estate  in  the  im- 
provement vests  in  the  improver  which 
will  infringe  the  property  and  estate  of 
the  owner  of  the  franchise.  Baltimore 
&  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Chase,  43  Md.  23. 

MassachtiseUs,  By  virtue  of  a 
colonial  enactment,  known  as  the  Or- 
dinance of  1641,  remaining  in  force  to 
the  present  time,  title  of  tne  owner  of 
land  bounded  by  tide  water  extends 
from  high-water  mark  over  the  shore 
or  flats  to  low-water  mark,  if  not  be- 
y;ond  one  hundred  rods.  The  private 
right  thus  created  in  the  flats  is  not  a 
mere  easement,  but  a  title  in  fee,  which 
may  be  conveyed  by  its  owner  with  or 
without  the  upland.  The  owner  may 
build  upon  or  enclose  the  shore  or  flats 
provided  he  does  not  impede  the  public 
right  of  way  over  it  for  boats  and  ves- 
sels. His  title  is  subject  to  public 
rights  of  navigation  and  fishery  so  long 
as  the  flats  have  not  been  built  upon  or 
enclosed.  The  State,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  police  power  for  the  protection  of 
the  narbors  and  the  promotion  of  com- 
merce, may  without  compensation  to 
the  owners  of  the  flats  establish  harbor 
lines  over  them  beyond  which  wharves 
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is  concededly  appurtenant  to  riparian  lands,  practical  and  avail- 
able by  the  construction  of  docks,  piers,  or  wharves,  and  have 


shall  not  thereafter  be  built,  even 
when  there  would  be  no  actual  injury 
to  navigation.  Boston  v.  Lecraw,  17 
How.  (U.  S.)  426,  432 ;  Richardson  v. 
Boston,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  263,  270; 
24  How.  (U.  S.)  188;  Conunonwealth 
V.  Alger,  7  Cush.  (Mass.)  53,  67,  81 ; 
Wonson  v.  Wonson,  14  Allen  (Mass.), 
71 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Boston  Termi- 
nal Co.,  185  Mass.  281.  Because  of  the 
ordinance  vesting  the  title  in  fee  of  the 
flats  in  the  owner  of  the  upland,  a  con- 
vevance  of  his  land  bounding  on  the 
tide  water,  by  whatever  name,  whether 
"sea,"  "bay,"  "harbor,"  or  "river" 
has  been  held  to  include  the  land  below 
high-water  mark  as  far  as  the  grantor 
owns.  Boston  v.  Richardson,  13  Allen 
(Mass.),  146,  152,  155;  105  Mass.  351, 
355.  The  State  has  jurisdiction  and 
authoritv  to  regulate  fisheries  within  a 
marine  league  from  the  coast.  Man- 
chester V.  Massachusetts,  139  U.  S.  240, 
are  152  Mass.  230. 

A  statute  giving  to  owners  of  land 
on  navigable  waters  the  right  to  erect, 
continue,  and  maintain  wharves  ex- 
tending to  the  navigable  channel  oper- 
ates as  a  legislative  grant  to  the  respec- 
tive owners  of  such  lots  of  an  interest 
in  the  soil  between  the  lots  and  the 
channel  of  the  river  sufficient  to  enable 
them  to  maintain  trespass  if  their  rights 
are  invaded.  Hamlin  v.  Pairpoint  Mfg. 
Co.,  141  Mass.  51 ;  Hastings  v.  Grim- 
shaw,  153  Mass.  497;  Bradford  v. 
McOuesten,  1^  Mass.  80;  Conunon- 
wealth V.  Boston  Terminal  Co.,  185 
Mass.  281.  Subject  to  the  rights  of 
the  public  the  owner  mav  sell  and  con- 
vey his  land  above  high-water  mark, 
or  sell  that  portion  of  tne  soil  covered 
with  water  and  retain  his  wh&rf  and 
dock  or  any  part  of  either  of  them. 
Hastings  v.  Grimshaw,  153  Mass.  497. 
But  it  would  seem  that  the  l^islature 
mav  establish  new  harbor  lines  without 
violating  erants  previously  made  bv 
statute,  although  the  result  of  sucn 
new  harbor  line  is  to  restrict  the  size 
of  the  existing  wharves.  Bradford  v. 
McQuesten,  182  Mass.  80.  And  for  the 
purposes  of  protection  of  the  seashore 
and  to  secure  to  all  the  citizens  of  the 
State  the  ri^ht  and  benefit  of  imob- 
structed  navigation  of  tidal  waters,  the 
State  mav,  notwithstanding  such^rant, 
require  the  grantee  to  obtam  its  hcense 
or  permission  to  wharf  or  to  fill  before 


such  waters  can  be  displaced  by  any 
structure  or  filling.  Attorney-General 
V.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.,  118  Mass.  Uo. 
348;  Attorney-General  v.  Cambridge. 
119  Mass.  518;  Commonwealth  r. 
Boston  Terminal  Co.,  185  Mass.  281. 
See  also  Scully  v.  Commonwealth,  188 
Mass.  178. 

Michigan,  The  fee  of  the  soil 
lying  beneath  the  waters  of  the  Great 
Lakes  is  in  the  State,  ha,  Plaisanee 
Bay  Harbor  Co.  v.  Monroe,  Walk.  Ol 
(HGch.)  155;  People  v.  Silberwood. 
110  Mich.  103  (following  Illinois  Cent 
R.  0>.  V.  Illinois,  146  IL  S.  3S7).  See 
also  as  to  the  rule  in  this  State,  Scran- 
ton  V.  Wheeler,  179  U.  S.  179.  But 
compare  Lincoln  v.  Davis,  53  HicL 
375 ;  Richardson  v.  Prentiss,  48  Mich. 
88;  Harrington  v.  Port  Huron,  86 
Mich.  46;  Btodgett,  &c.  Lumber  Ck>.  r. 
Peters,  87  Mich.  498;  cases  invdving 
rights  in  the  Great  Lakes,  which  were 
disposed  of  on  the  assumption  thai 
sucn  rights  existed.  A  statute  setting 
aside  certain  submei^ged  lands  in  Lake 
Erie  for  public  shooting  grounds,  and 
making  it  unlawful  to  destroy  the 
rushes  and  other  submarine  v^tatioo 
on  such  lands,  is  not  unconstitutiooal 
as  depriving  the  riparian  owner  of 
property  rights  without  compensation. 
People  V.  Slberwood,  110  Mich.  103. 
In  tne  case  of  inland  navigable  watem. 
it  is  the  settled  rule  in  this  State  that 
the  title  of  the  owner  extends  to  the 
middle  line  of  the  lake  or  stream. 
Lorman  v.  Benson,  8  Mich.  18;  Ryan 
V,  Brown,  18  Mich.  196 ;  Rice  v.  Ruddi- 
man,  10  Mich.  125;  Watson  v.  Petere. 
26  Mich.  508;  Bay  City  Gas  Light  Co. 
V.  Industrial  Works,  28  Mich.  182: 
Maxwell  v.  Bay  City  Bridge  Co.,  41 
Bfich.  453,  466 ;  Pere  Marquette  Boom 
Co.  V.  Adams,  44  Mich.  4!03;  Backus 
V.  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110;  Fletcher  r. 
Thunder  River  Boom  Co.,  51  BfidL 
277 ;  Webber  v.  Pere  Bfuxiuette  Boom 
0>.,  62  Mich.  626,  636;  Butler  r. 
Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.,  85  Ifich. 
246.  Rule  applied  to  Detroit  River. 
Lorman  v.  Benson,  8  Mich.  18;  to  St. 
Mary's  River,  Ryan  v.  Brown,  18  UkAl 
196.  The  riparian  owner  has  the  right 
to  construct  warehouses,  wharves,  and 
piers  in  the  water  in  front  of  his  land 
m  aid  of  ^  and  not  obstructing  d*^P~ 
tion.  Lincoln  v.  Davis,  53  IucIl  37d, 
386;  Ryan  v.  Brown,  18  Mich.  196l 
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done  so  without  interference  by  the  State,  where  superior  public 
rights  have  not  been  obstructed.     In  this  method,  large  and  valu- 


Minnesota.  A  riparian  owner  upon 
a  navigable  stream  has  the  fee  to 
low-water  mark.  In  addition,  he  has 
the  incidental  right  to  free  conmiuni- 
cation  with  the  navigable  channel,  and 
to  build  and  maintain  suitable  piers, 
landings,  or  wharves  in  front  of  his 
land,  and  to  extend  the  same  to  the 
point  of  navigability  beyond  low-water 
mark.  Union  Depot,  &c.  Co.  v.  Bruns- 
wick, 31  Minn.  297,  citing  Rippe  v. 
Chicago,  D.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  23  Minn.  18; 
Brisbme  v.  St,  Paul,  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.,  23 
Minn.  114.  See  also  St.  Paul  &  Pac.  R. 
Co.  17.  Schurmeir,  7  WaU.  (U.  S.)  272, 
289 ;  8.  c.  10  Minn.  82 ;  Lake  Superior 
Land  Go.  v,  Emerson,  38  Minn.  406; 
Miller  v.  Mendenhall,  43  Minn.  95; 
Hanford  v,  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.,  43 
Slinn.  104;  Reeves  v.  Backus-Brooks 
Co.,  83  Minn.  339.  The  riparian  owner 
is  entitled  to  fill  in  to  the  point  of  navi- 
gability. Miller  v.  Mendenhall,  43 
Minn.  95.  The  establishment  of  a  dock 
or  harbor  line,  by  legislative  authority, 
gives  to  the  owners  of  the  upland  the 
privilc^  of  filling  in  and  building  out 
to  such  line.  MiUer  v.  Mendenhall,  43 
Minn.  95;  Bradshaw  v.  Duluth  Imp. 
Mill.  Co.,  52  Minn.  59.  These  rights 
are  capable  of  being  severed  and  trans- 
ferred apart  from  the  shore.  Hanford 
V,  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.,  43  Minn.  104 
(overruling  Lake  Superior  Land  Co. 
V.  Emerson,  38  Minn.  406) ;  Bradshaw 
V.  Duluth  Imp.  Mill  Co.,  52  Minn.  59 ; 
Gilbert  v,  Eldridge,  47  Bfinn.  210, 
214. 

Missouri.  The  riparian  owner  owns 
only  to  the  waters  edge.  Benson 
V.  Morrow,  61  Mo.  351;  Naylor  «. 
Cox,  114  Mo.  232;  Rees  v.  McDaniel, 
115  Mo.  145;  Cooley  v.  Golden,  117 
Mo.  33 ;  Myers  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App. 
266,  aff'd-  82  Mo.  367.  A  riparian 
owner  has*not  only  a  right  of  access  to 
the  navigable  stream,  but  also  the  right 
to  construct  a  wharf  or  landing  in  front 
of  his  premises.  St.  Louis  K.  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  V,  St.  Louis  Union  S.  Y.  Co.,  120 
Mo.  541 ;  Myers  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App. 
266^  aff'd  82  Mo.  367.  It  b  held  that  if 
a  city  constructs  a  dike  or  jetty  ex- 
tending into  the  river,  causing  the  river 
in  front  of  the  riparian  owner's  prem- 
ises to  fill  with  silt  and  mud,  thereby 
destroying  the  access  to  his  premises, 
his  property  rights  are  taken  and  he  is 
entitlea   to  compensation.     Myers  v. 


St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  266,  aff'd  82  Mo. 
367;  B.C.  113  U.  8.  566. 

New  Hampshire.  The  right  in  the 
shore  has  been  recognized  to  belong  to 
the  owner  of  the  adjoining  upGind 
either  by  reason  of  its  having  once  been 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  Massachusetts, 
or  by  early  and  long-continued  usage. 
Nudd  V.  Hobbs,  17  N.  H.  524,  526; 
Clement  v.  Bums,  43  N.  H.  609,  621 ; 
Concord  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robertson,  66 
N.  H.  1,  26,  27. 

New  York.  It  was  long  consid- 
ered settled  law,  that  the  State  suc- 
ceeded to  all  the  ri^ts  of  the  crown 
and  parliament  of  England  in  lands 
under  tide  water,  and  that  the  owner 
of  land  bounded  by  navigable  river 
within  the  ebb  and  now  of  the  tide  had 
no  private  title  or  right  in  the  shore 
below  high- water  mark  and  was  entitled 
to  no  compensation  for  the  construc- 
tion under  a  grant  from  the  le^slature 
of  the  State  for  the  construction  of  a 
railroad  along  the  shore  between  high 
and  low  water  mark  cutting  off  all 
access  from  his  land  to  the  nver,  ex- 
cept across  the  railroad.  Lansing  v. 
Smith,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  9,  21 ;  8  (5)w. 
(N.  Y.)  146;  Goulds.  Hudson  Riv.R. 
Co.,  6  N.  Y.  522;  People  v.  Tibbetts, 
19  N.  Y.  523,  528;  People  v.  Canal 
Appraisers,  33  N.  Y.  461,  467;  Lang- 
don  V.  New  York,  93  N.  Y.  129,  144, 
154 ;  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York  v.  Hart, 
95  N.  Y.  443,  .450,  457;  In  re  Staten 
Island  R.  T.  Co.,  103  N.  Y.  251,  260. 
It  was  also  held^that  the  owner  of  the 
upland  had  no  xight  to  wharf  out  with- 
out legislative  authority,  and  titles 
granted  in  lands  under  tide  waters 
were  subject  to  the  right  of  the  State 
to  establish  harbor  fines.  People  v. 
Vanderbilt,  26  N.  Y.  287;  28  N.  Y. 
396 ;  People  v.  New  York  &,  S.  I.  F.  Co., 
68N.  Y.7L 

But  in  Rumsey  v.  New  York  &,  N. 
E.  R.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  79;  b.  c.  114 
N.  Y.  423;  136  N.  Y.  543,  it  is  said 
that  since  the  decision  of  Gould  v.  Hud- 
son River  R.  Co.,  26  N.  Y.  522,  the  que^ 
tions  there  under  consideration  have 
been  elaborately  examined,  discussed, 
and  settled,  in  the  courts  not  only  of 
New  York,  but  also  of  other  States,  and 
the  doctrine  of  that  case  has  been  repu- 
diated and  ignored,  and  it  was  accord- 
ingly held  that  the  riparian  owner  is 
entitled,  as  against  all  but  the  State  as 
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able  interests  in  dock  and  wharf  property  have  been  created,  and 
if  it  were  held,  in  accordance  with  the  English  common  law  doc- 


trustee  for  the  people,  or  its  agencies, 
to  certain  valuable  privileges  or  ease- 
ments, including  the  right  of  access  to 
the  navigable  part  of  the  river  in  front 
for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  unload- 
ing boats,  ar»wing  nets,  and  the  like, 
and  that  this  right  is  a  valuable  ri^ht  of 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without 
compensation  by  the  construction  of  a 
railroad  in  front  of  his  lands  pursuant  to 
statutory  authority.  See  also  Saunders 
v.  New  York  Central  &  H.  R.  R.  Co., 
144  N.  Y.  75, 87.  In  Sage  v.  Mayor,  Ac. 
of  New  York,  154  N.  Y.  61,  99.  it  was 
held  that^  as  against  the  general  public 
as  organized  and  represented  by  the 
State  or  its  agencies,  the  riparian 
owner  has  no  rights  that  do  not  yield 
to  commercial  necessity,  except  the 
right  of  pre-emption  when  conferred 
by  statute,  and  the  right  to  wharfage 
wnen  protected  by  a  grant  or  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  State.  Hence  the 
State,  or  a  municipal  corporation  acting 
by  its  authority,  may  construct  a  dock 
or  wharf  on  lands  under  water  without 
liability  to  the  riparian  owner  because 
of  any  rights  accruing  to  him,  merely 
as  such  irrespective  of  covenant  or 
grant.  But  it  has  now  been  definitely 
settled  that  as  an  incident  to  the  owner- 
ship of  the  upland  the  riparian  owner 
has,  by  virtue  of  his  right  of  access,  the 
right  to  construct  a  dock  or  wharf  for 
the  purpose  of  reaching  navigable 
waters.  Town  of  Brookhaven  v.  Smith, 
188  N.  Y.  74,  rev'g  98  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
212.  See  also  Thousand  Islancf  Steam- 
boat Co.  V.   Visger,   179  N.  Y.  206; 


Brooklyn  v.  Mackay,  13  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  105;  Jenks  v.  Miller,  14  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  474,  480. 

North  Carolina.  When  not  other- 
wise provided  by  statute,  the  private 
ownership  of  land  boundeid  by  naviga- 
ble waters  stops  at  high- water  mark, 
and  the  land  oetween  high  and  low 
water  mark  belong  to  the  State  and 
may  be  granted  oy  it.  Hatfield  v. 
Grimstead,  7  Iredell  (N.  Car.),  139; 
Lewis  V.  Keeling,  1  Jones  (N.  Car.), 
29t>,  306.  Tiie  -^atutes  of  the  Stfite  at 
(liferent  periods  have  either  litijitfd 
grants  of  land  tK)iinded  on  navigable 
WAters  to  high- water  inark,  or  lia^e 
permitted  owners  of  the  soil  to  make 
fntries  of  the  land  in  front,  as  far  as 
deep  water,  for  the  purpose  of  li  wharf; 
ftnd  any  owner  of  the  soil  appeal^  to 


have  the  right  to  wharf  out,  subject  to 
such  regulations  as  the  legidature  may 

Erescrib«  for  the  protection  of  the  [mb- 
c  rights  of  navigation  and  fishery. 
TTilson  r.  Forbes,  2  Dev.  (N.  Car.)  30; 
Collins  V,  Benbuiy,  3  Iredell  (N.  Car.), 
277:  6  Iredell  (N.  Car.),  118;  Gregory 
V.  Forbes,  96  N.  Car.  77;  SUte  v. 
Narrows  Island  Uub,  100  N.  Car.  477; 
Bond  V.  Wool,  107  N.  Car.  139. 

Rhode  Idand,  Owners  of  land  on 
tide  water  have  no  title  below  high- 
water  mark;  but  by  long  usage,  inm- 
ported  by  a  colonial  statute  of  170/, 
thev  have  been  accorded  the  right  to 
build  wharves  or  other  structures  upon 
the  flats  in  front  of  their  lands,  |>ro- 
vided  they  do  not  impede  navigation 
and  have  not  been  prohibited  by  the 
legislature,  and  they  may  recover  dam- 
ages against  any  one  who,  without  au- 
tnority  from  the  legislature,  fills  up 
such  flats  so  as  to  impair  that  right. 
Folsom  V.  Freeborn,  13  R.  I.  200,  204, 
210.  See  also  Thornton  v.  Grant,  10 
R.  I.  477.  It  would  seem,  however, 
that  the  owner  of  the  upland  has  no 
right  of  action  against  any  one  filling 
up  the  flats  b;y  authority  of  the  State 
for  any  pubhc  purpose.  Gerhard  r. 
Seekonk  Com'rs,  15  R.  I.  334;  dark 
V.  Providence,  16  R.  I.  337;  Murphy 
V.  BuUock,  20  R.  I.  35. 

Texas.  By  the  civil  law  the 
shores  of  the  sea,  bays,  and  rivers  be- 
long to  the  nation  that  possesses  the 


country  of  which  they  are  a  part  Bv 
the  common  law  the  ri^ht  to  such 
property  is  vested  in  the  Kmg  as  trustee 
for  the  public.  Galveston  v.  Menard, 
23  Tex.  349.  The  legislature  may 
grant  land  under  navigable  waters  if 
not  a{>propriated  by  prescription  or 
otherwise,  provided  the  grant  doe:s 
not  infringe  upon  the  power  of  the 
United  States  to  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the 
several  States.  Galveston  v.  Menard, 
23  Tex.  349.  A  grant  described  as  ex- 
tending to  the  seashore  and  bounded 
by  it,  does  not  include  the  seashore. 
Galveston  City  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Hciden- 
heimer,  63  Tex.  559.  The  riparian 
owner  has  a  right,  incident  to  his  owner- 
ship, to  construct  docks  and  wharves 
to  the  navigable  channel  Galveston 
V.  Menard,  23  Tex.  349;  Galveston 
YHiarf  Co.  v.  Galveston,  63  Tex.  14. 
Vermont.      The     owner    of    land 
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trioe,  that  they  are  purprestures  or  unlawful  encroachments  upon 
the  riparian  rights  of  the  State,  it  would  follow  that  they  are  re~ 


bounded  on  Lake  Champlain  has  no 
title  to  the  soil  beyond  low-water  mark, 
but  only  a  statutoiy  ri^ht  to  build 
wharves,  &c.  into  the  lake  m  front  of  his 
land.  But  if  a  stranger  fills  in  the 
lake  beyond  low- water  mark  and  erects 
wharves  and  docks  thereon,  the  ripa- 
rian proprietor  has  no  title  thereto, 
notwithstanding  his  statutory  right 
to  build  wharves,  Ac.  in  front  of  nis 
land,  and  cannot  maintain  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the 
wharves  so  constructed.  If  such 
wharves  violate  any  legal  right  of  the 
riparian  owner,  he  must  seek  redress  In 
some  other  form  of  action.  Austin  v. 
Rutland  R.  Co.,  45  Vt.  215. 

Vtnpnia.  By  virtue  of  statutes 
beginmng  in  1679,  the  owner  of  land 
bounded  by  tide  waters  has  the  title  to 
ordinary  low-water  mark  and  the  right 
to  build  wharves,  provided  that  it  is 
not  obstructive  to  navigation.  French 
V.  Bankhead,  11  Gratt.  (Va.)  136,  159; 
Hardy  v.  McCullough,  23  Gratt.  (Va.) 
251,  262;  Norfolk  City  v.  Cooke,  27 
Gratt.  (Va.)  430,  434;  Alexandria  & 
F.  R.  Co.  V,  Faunce.  31  Gratt.  (Va.) 
761 ;   Garrison  v.  Hall,  75  Va.  150. 

Wisconsin.  The  title  of  the  owner 
of  lands  on  the  bank  of  an  inland  navi- 
gable stream  extends  to  the  centre  of 
the  stream,  subject  to  the  easement  of 
the  public  in  its  use  for  navigation :  and 
such  owner  may  construct  docks  or 
lAndBng  places  for  goods  or  passeneers 
taking  care  that  vessels  employed  in 
navigating  the  stream  are  not  impeded 
in  their  passage,  or  prevented  from 
the  use  ot  all  parts  of  tne  stream  which 
are  nav^able.  Dutton  v.  Strong,  1 
Black  (U.  S.),  23 ;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee, 
10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  497,  504;  Jones  v. 
Pettibone,  2  Wis.  308;  Walker  v. 
Shepardson,  4  Wis.  486;  Arnold  v. 
Elmore,  16  Wis.  509 ;  Yates  v.  Judd, 
18  Wis.  118;  Delaplaine  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.,  42  Wis.  214 ;  Stevens 
Point  Boom  Co.  v.  Reilly,  44  Wis.  295, 
305;  Hazeltine  v.  Case,  46  Wis.  391; 
Gohn  V.  Wausau  Boom  Co.,  47  Wis. 
314;  J.  S.  Keator  Lumber  Co.  v.  St. 
Ciotx  Boom  Co.,  72  Wis.  62,  82 ;  Janes- 
viUe  V.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288,  300; 
Northem  Pme  Land  Co.  v.  Bigelow,  84 
Wis.  157,  163 ;  Priewe  v.  Wisconsin,  Ac. 
Imp.  Co.,  93  Wis.  534,  547;  Madison 
V.  MayerB,  97  Wis.  399,  635 :  McCarthy 
V.  Murphy^  119  Wis.  159.   The  riparian 


owner  mav  separate  the  ownership  of 
his  uplands  from  the  ownership  of  the 
bed  of  the  stream  and  convey  them  to 
different  grantees.  If  he  conveys  the 
bank  of  the  stream,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  intended  to  convey  and  did  con- 
vey all  his  rights  to  the  bed  of  the 
stream.  Norcross  v.  Griffiths,  65  Wis. 
599.  Dicta  are  to  be  found  to  the  effect 
that  the  title  of  the  riparian  owner  is 
limited  to  the  bank  of  a  navigable 
stream.  Wisconsin  River  Imp.  Co.  v. 
Lyons,  30  Wis.  61 ;  Wright  v.  Day,  33 
Wis.  260.  But  these  dicta  have  been 
disapproved  and  the  contrary  principle 
finally  adopted.  Olson  v.  Merrill,  42 
Wis.  203,  211.  But  UFK>n  navi^ble 
lakes  and  vonds^  the  riparian  proprietor 
takes  the  land  only  to  the  water  edge. 
Diedrich  v.  Northwestern  Un.  Ry.  Co., 
42  Wis.  248;  Boorman  v,  Sunnuchs, 
42  Wis.  233 ;  Delaplaine  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.,  42  Wis.  214.  And  a 
riparian  owner  upon  navigable  water, 
unless  prohibited  oy  local  law,  has  the 
right  to  construct  in  front  of  his  land 
proper  wharves  and  piers  in  aid  of 
navigation.  Diedrich  v.  Northwestern 
Un.  R.  Co.,  42  Wis.  248. 

The  right  of  the  riparian  owner  to 
construct  a  dock  or  wharf  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  access  to  navigable 
waters  includes  tne  right  to  construct 
it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  reach  a  suf- 
ficient depth  of  water  to  float  vessels 
navigating  the  seas  or  lakes  at  that 
point.  Atlee  v.  Union  Packet  Co.,  21 
WaU.  (U.  S.)  389,  393 ;  IlUnois  Cent. 
R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  358,  387; 
8.  c.  sub  nom.  Illinois  v,  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  184  U.  S.  77.  afTg  91  Fed.  Rep 
955;  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New 
York,  93  N.  Y.  129,  151;  Stevens 
Point  Boom  Co.  v.  Reilly,  46  Wis.  237, 
244;  Union  Depot,  Ac,  Co.  v.  Bruns- 
wick, 31  Minn.  296,  297.  A  riparian 
owner  cannot,  even  where  he  has  the 
incidental  right  to  wharf  out,  be  com- 
pelled by  the  State  or  a  municipality 
to  construct  a  wharf,  nor  can  the  State 
or  the  municipality  in  default  of  his 
doing  so  on  request  construct  the  wharf 
and  affix  the  cost  thereof  upon  his 
lands.  Lathrop  v.  Racine,  119  Wis. 
461. 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  the 
doctrine  of  lateral  support  has  any 
application  to  lands  under  water  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  whose  owner- 
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movable  at  pleasure  and  result  in  a  very  grave  loss  to  individuab- 
This  course  would  ignore  what  has  been  believed  to  be  a  common 
right  within  numerous  adjudications  of  the  courts.     The  inter- 


ship  b  in  the  State  in  trust  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  people,  or  which  are  grants 
by  the  State  for  the  promotion  of  com- 
merce. But  in  any  event  such  doctrine, 
if  applicable,  does  not  apply  to  struc- 
tures erected  upon  the  land  under 
water,  and  the  owner  of  a  dock  or 
wharf  has  no  cause  of  action  against 
the  owner  of  adjoining  soil  under  water, 
because  the  latter,  in  dredging  to  make 
his  dock  or  (dip  available  for  purposes 
of  navigation,  removes  the  lateral  sup- 
port. White  V.  Nassau  Trust  Ck>.,  168 
N.  Y.  149,  rev'g,  s.  c.  sub  nom.  White 
V.  Tebo,  43  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  418. 

Where  a  grant  is  made  to  a  railroad 
company  of  the  right  to  construct  its 
railroad  along  the  shore  of  navigable 
waters,  and  the  estate  or  interest  so 
granted  is  merely  an  ectsemerUf  and  is 
not  the  fee  of  the  shore  or  uplajid,  the 
railroad  company  is  not  a  riparian 
owner  and  has  no  right  to  construct 
wharves  extending  to  the  navigable 
water.  111.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Illinois,  146 
U.  S.  387.  See  also  Rumsey  v.  New 
York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  79 ;  s.  c. 
136  N.  Y.  543. 

As  to  right  to  erect  wharf  by  other 
than  riparian  owner  on  a  tidal  river, 
below  high-water  mark,  qucere.  See 
Hagan  v.  Campell,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  9. 
In  this  case  it  is  said :  ''  It  is  clear  that 
no  part  of  such  erections  can  be  rested 
upon  the  lands  of  the  riparian  pro- 
prietor, nor  can  he  be  excluded  from 
the  use  of  the  water,  or  denied  other 
riparian  rights."  See  People  v.  David- 
son, 30  Cal.  379 ;  Walker  v.  State  Har- 
bor Corners,  17  Wall.  648;  Packet  Co. 
V.  Atlee,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  479 ;  s.  c.  21 
Wall.  389.  The  plaintiff  owned  in  fee, 
subject  to  the  public  easement  of  travel 
thereon,  land  to  the  centre  of  a  street 
extending  to  the  water  line  of  the  East 
River,  on  which  he  had  constructed  a 
bulkhead  and  wharf,  and  had  the  right 
to  collect  wharfage ;  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn, without  plaintiff's  consent  and 
wrongfully,  built  a  pier  at  the  end  of 
the  street,  which  pier  was  attached  to 
the  plaintiff's  soil  and  between  his  land 
and  the  water  line,  and  shut  off  the 
water  from  the  plaintiff's  wharf;  and 
afterwards  the  city  collected  wharfage 
from  all  persons  using  the  same.  It  was 
held  that  the  pier  in  front  of  the  plain- 


tiff 's  half  of  the  street  became  the  pn^ 
erty  of  the  plainti£F  by  accretion,  and 
that  the  plamtiff  could  compel  the  dtr 
to  account  by  way  of  damages  for  all 
of  the  wharfage  received  by  the  city, 
without  allowance  for  any  expente  of 
collecting  the  same^  —  which  latter 
seems  to  be  a  very  li^d  rule,  as  it  ap- 
parently goes  beyond  the  line  of  com- 
pensation. Steers  v.  Broc^yn,  101 
N.  Y.  51. 

Riparian  rigfUs,  such  as  wharfage,  do 
not  necessarily  attach  to  grants  of  land 
hv  the  State  under  tide  water  bdow  the 
more  line,  or  low-water  mark.  In  such 
case  the  right  to  wharfage  depends  i^xn 
the  terms  of  the  grant,  or  its  intent  as 
shown  by  its  declared  purpose  or  by 
fair  inference  from  its  terms  and  the  sui^ 
rounding  circumstances,  such  as  lone- 
continu^  prior  use,  &c.  Weber  v.  CaL 
Harbor  Com'rs,  18  Wall.  57;  Potomac 
Steamboat  Co.  v.  Upper  Potomac  Co., 
109  U.  S.  672.  The  principles  of  then 
cases  were  applied  in  Turner  o.  People's 
Ferry  Co.,  21  Fed.  Rep.  90,  wtef^ 
under  the  circumstanoeSf  it  was  heu 
that  the  owner  or  lessee  of  premJaes 
along  the  bulkhead  line  at  the  head  of 
a  slip,  between  two  wharves  owned  by 
the  city  of  New  York,  was  not  entitled 
to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  erectioD 
of  a  ferry  rack  and  structures  under 
authority  of  the  State  and  the  city  in 
the  slip  m  front  of  his  premises,  which 
structures  when  erected,  although  they 
would  impair,  would  not  cut  the  com- 
plainant off  from  free  and  open  access 
to  his  prenuses.  The  l^islation  of  New 
York  applicable  to  the  question  and 
the  cases  bearing  upon  it  is  cleariv 
presented  in  the  opinion  of  Brawny  J. 
see  great  case  of  Langdon  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York,  93N7y.  129,  refened 
to  suprOf  and  observations  of  Ecgt,  J. 
pp.  144, 145,  as  to  construction  of  water 
grants  by  the  State  and  by  the  city. 
Gould  V.  Hudson  River  R,  R.  Co..  6 
N.  Y.  522 ;  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  Ac  of 
New  York,  93  NT  Y.  130,  144;  Mayor. 
Ac.  v.  Hart,  95  N.  Y.  443;  Timpmv. 
Mayor,  5  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  424;  BeD  «. 
New  York,  77  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  437; 
Hastings  v.  New  York,  39  Misc.  (N.  Y.) 
728,  986;  Lehih  Valley  R.  R  Co.  a. 
Trone,  28  Pa.  St.  206. 
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pretation  of  the  owner's  easement  or  right  of  access  which  permits 
the  construction  of  a  wharf  or  pier  has  been  said  to  be  justified 
in  reason,  and,  when  opposed  to  no  statute,  to  be  in  better  accord 
with  the  circumstances  under  which  in  this  country  such  rights 
are  possessed.  It  has  also  been  said  that  this  broader  view  finds 
some  justification  in  the  peculiar  nature  of  our  political  institu- 
tions. It  has  been  suggested  that  as  the  residuary  ownership  of 
all  property  held  by  the  State  is  in  the  people  of  the  State,  the 
accustomed  exercise  by  property  owners  of  some  incidental  rights 
with  respect  to  it,  as  in  the  use  of  the  soil  of  navigable  arms  of 
the  sea,  or  rivers,  for  the  support  of  piers  and  docks,  may  become 
a  common  right  and  the  common  law  of  the  State.*  But  these 
views  are  not  uniformly  assented  to,  and  in  some  States  the  rights 
of  the  riparian  owner  to  construct  docks  and  wharves  is  denied, 
and  it  is  held  that  he  cannot  extend  his  land  either  by  filling  or 
by  wharfing  beyond  the  bounds  of  his  grant.*    The  view  which 


*  Per  Gray,  J.,  in  Brookhaven  v. 
Smith.  188  N.  Y.  74,  80,  86. 

^  This  subject  is  discussed  at  zreat 
len^h  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Umted  States  in  the  leading  case  of 
Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  with 
the  general  result  above  stated. 

THB  liEADmO  DECISIONS  OF  THE 
DIFFERENT  STATES  ON  THE  SUBJECT  OF 
THB  RIGHT  TO  FILL  IN  OR  WHARF  OUT 
ARE  NOTED  BELOW. 

Alchama,  The  State,  when  ad- 
mitted into  the  Union,  became  entitled 
to  the  soil  under  the  navigable  waters 
below  hiffb-water  mark  witmn  the  limits 
of  the  State  not  previously  granted. 
Pollard's  Lessee  v,  H^an,  3  How. 
(U.  S.)  212:  Mobile  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Mobile,  187  U.  S.  479,  482.  When  a 
person  owns  land  on  a  navigable  river 
where  the  tide  does  not  ebb  and  flow, 
his  ownership  extends  so  far  as  to  em- 
brace the  land  between  high  and  low 
water  marks.  Williams  v.  Glover,  66 
Ala.  189;  Demopolis  v.  Webb,  87  Ala. 
6o9,  670;  Webb  v.  Demopolis,  95  Ala. 
116.  But  on  streams  where  the  tide 
ebbs  and  flows  grants  of  adjoining  lands 
only  extend  to  the  ordinary  high-tide 
line  along  the  shore.  Mobile  v,  Eslava, 
9  Porter  (Ala.)  577,  aff'd  16  Peters 
(U.  8.),  234 ;  Magee  v.  Halliett,  22  Ala. 
699 ;  Boulo  v.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  F.  R. 
Co.,  55  Ala.  480 ;  Mobile  Transportation 
Co.  V.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  335,  aff'd  187 
U.  8.  479. 

The  right  to  maintain  a  wharf  may 
exist  as  an  incident  to  the  ownership 


of  land  abutting  on  a  navigable  non- 
tidal  river  being  ^  riparian  ri^ht  of 
the  proprietor,  and,  as  such,  a  right  of 
property,  subject  of  course  to  reason- 
able legislative  regulation.  Murphy  v, 
Montgomery,  11  Ala.  586;  Demopolis 
17.  Webb,  87  Ala.  659,  669.  But  by 
the  Constitutions  of  1868  (art.  i.  §  26) 
and  1875  (art.  i.  §  26).  it  is  provided 
that  no  wharfage  nhall  be  demanded 
or  received  from  the  owner  of  any 
merchandise  or  commodity  for  the  use 
of  the  shores  or  any  .wharf  erected 
on  the  shores  over,  in,  or  over  the 
water  of,  any  navigable  stream  un- 
less the  same  is  expressly  authorized 
by  the  General  Assembly.  If  there  is 
an  immemorial  usage  and  c\istom  in 
Alabama  according  to  littoral  pro- 
prietors on  tide  waters,  the  right  to 
wharf  out  across  the  shore  as  a  right 
appurtenant  to  the  ownership  of  the 
abutting  lands,  and  the  littoral  pro- 
prietors have  exercised  this  right,  they 
nave  an  adequate  and  complete  de- 
fence at  law  to  an  act  of  ejectment  by 
the  city  to  recover  the  lands  and  cannot 
maintain  a  biU  in  equity  for  an  injunc- 
tion. Turner  v.  Mobile,  135  Ala.  73;  ' 
Murray  v,  Barnes,  146  Ala.  688;  40 
So.  Rep.  348.  But  an  immemorial 
custom  of  persons  to  erect  wharves  on 
a  harbor  of  which  the  title  is  in  the 
State,  or  a  city  as  its  grantee^  can  have 
no  legal  effect  against  the  title  of  the 
State  or  city  and  the  assertion  of  its 
right  to  control  wharves.  To  be  valid, 
a  custom  must  be  lawful,  and  a  citizen 


492 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§264 


denies  to  riparian  owners  the  incidental  right  to  construct  docks 
and  wharves  recognizes  the  trust  upon  which  the  title  of  the  State 


or  corporation  cannot  take  possession 
of  property  belonging  to  a  State  or  a 
municipality  created  by  it,  hold  it  in- 
definitely, and  justify  that  conduct  by 
proof  of  custom.  Mobile  v.  Sullivan 
Timber  Co.,  129  Fed.  Rep.  298,  rev*g 
110  Fed.  Rep.  186. 

California.  The  title  to  lands  in 
California  under  tide  waters  acquired 
by  the  United  States  from  Mexico  was 
held  in  trust  for  the  future  State  so  that 
their  ownership  and  right  of  disposi- 
tion passed  to  it  upon  its  annexation 
to  the  Union.  Weber  v.  Cal.  Harbor 
Com'rs,  18  WaU.  (U.  S.)  57,  65.  But 
this  title  did  not  include  the  title  to 
such  lands  as  had  been  previously 
granted  to  other  parties  by  the  former 
government  or  subjected  to  trusts 
which  could  require  their  disposition 
in  some  other  way.  San  Francisco  v. 
Le  Roy,  138  U.  S.  656,  671.  The  lands 
under  tide  water  which  passed  to  the 
State  upon  her  admission  tc  the  Union 
were  not  those  which  were  affected 
occasionally  bv  the  tide,  but  those  over 
which  the  tide  water  flowed  so  con- 
tinuously as  to  prevent  the  use  and 
occupation.  To  render  lands  tide 
lands  which  the  State  by  virtue  of  her 
sovereignty  could  claim,  there  must 
have  been  such  continuity  of  the  flow 
of  tide  water  over  them,  or  such  regu- 
larity of  the  flow  within  every  twenty- 
four  hours,  as  to  render  them  unfit  for 
cultivation,  the  growth  of  grasses,  or 
other  uses  to  which  upland  is  applied. 
San  Francisco  V.  Le  Roy,  138  U.  S.  656, 
671.  The  submerged  lands  of  the 
State,  though  held  and  owned  by  the 
State  subject  to  a  public  trust,  are 
nevertheless  alienable  in  private  own- 
ership, where  capable  of  reclamation 
without  detriment  to  the  public  right, 
especially  where  their  reclamation  will 
be  of  skdvantage  to  navigation  and 
commerce.  Eldridge  v.  Cowell,  4  Cal. 
80 ;  Ward  v.  Mulford,  32  Cal.  365,  372 ; 
Taylor  v.  Underbill,  40  Cal.  471 ;  Oak- 
land V.  Oakland  Water  Front  Co.,  118 
Cal.  160,  185.  See  also  People  v.  Oak- 
land Water  Front  Co.,  1 18  Cal.  234. 

The  State  may  dispose  of  these 
lands  free  from  any  easement  of  the 
upland  owner.  Pacific  Gas  Imp.  Co. 
V.  EUert,  64  Fed.  Rep.  421.  By  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  it  is  provided 
that  all  tide  lands  within  two  miles  of 
any  incorporated  city    or  town    and 


fronting  on  any  harbor^  estuaiy,  bay. 
or  inlet  used  for  the  purposes  of  navi- 
gation shall  be  withheld  from  grant  or 
sale  to  private  persons,  partnerships, 
or  corporations  (Cal.  Const.,  art.  xw 
§  3).  When  the  waters  are  navigable 
in  fact,  —  whether  they  are  tidal  or  on 
a  navigable  river,  —  the  title  of  a  Hm- 
rian  owner  only  extends  to  the  eage 
of  the  water  or  stream,  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  grant  of  the  land  under 
water.  Packer  v.  Bird,  71  CaL  134, 
aff'd  137  U.  S.  661 ;  United  States  r. 
Pacheco,  2  Wall.  (U.  S.)  587.  A  npar 
rian  owner  has  not,  as  such,  a  right 
to  wharf  out  in  front  of  his  own  land 
Dana  v.  Jackson  Street  Wharf  Co.,  31 
Cal.  1 18.  But  the  riparian  owner  has 
a'vested  right  to  free  access  of  the  na\H- 
gable  waters  of  which  he  cannot  be  de- 
prived without  compensation,  and  the 
erection  of  a  wharf  beyond  the  harbor 
line  under  a  franchise  granted  by  a  city 
which  materially  obstructs  such  access, 
will  be  enjoined  as  a  nuisance.  Shii4ey 
V.  Bishop,  67  Cal.  543.  See  also  San 
Francisco  Sav.  Union  v.  Petroleum  & 
Mining  Co.,  144  Cal.  134.  But  the  es> 
tabUshment  of  a  permanent  water  front 
or  harbor  line  for  a  mtmicipality  pur- 
suant to  statutory  authority,  luia  an 
authorization  of  the  sale  of  lands  under 
tide  water  between  such  line  and  the 
upland,  is  a  legislative  declaration  that 
such  lands  may  be  vested  in  private 
owners  without  interference  with  the 
public  rights  of  navigation  and  fishery. 
They  may  then  be  reclaimed  from  the 
waters  bv  their  owners  and  devoted  to 
any  of  the  uses  to  which  uplands  are 

Eut,  or,  if  suitablsr  located  and  there 
e  no  restriction  in  the  grant,  they 
may,  under  l^al  sanction,  be  covered 
with  wharves,  docks,  and  the  like 
structures.  It  is  the  owners  of  the 
land  abutting  on  the  water-front  line. 
who  under  l^al  sanction  mxv  buU 
into  the  deeper  waters  beyona.  The 
owners  of  the  inner-water  lots  do  not 
enjoy  this  right  by  virtue  of  their  hoU- 
ing  more  tl^  do  the  owners  of  the 
uplands.  Shirley  v.  Benicia,  118  CU- 
344. 

'Ddaware.  All  navigable  rivoB  with- 
in the  State  belong  to  the  State,  not 
merely  in  right  of  eminent  domain, 
but  in  natural  propriety.  BaileT  t. 
Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.^  Hair- 
(Del.)  389,  395.     See  also  WOaoo  v. 
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to  lands  under  water  is  held,  and  tends  to  conserve  the  rights  and 

interests  of  the  public  therein.  This  trust  is  for  the  improve- 

Blackbird  Creek  Co.,  2  Pet.    (U.  S.)  the  public  the  rieht  to  approach  the 

251.  stream  over  the  land  of  the  riparian 

Georgia.  The  rules  of  the  common  owner  against  his  consent,  or  to  use  the 
law  seem  to  be  in  force  as  to  tide  waters,  shore  between  high  and  low  water 
except  as  affected  by  statutes  of  the  mark  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and 
State  providixie  that  "the  right  of  the  unloading  vessels.  Steamboat  Mag- 
owner  of  the  Cuids  adjacent  to  navi-  nolia  v.  Marshall,  39  Miss.  109.  See 
gable  streams  extends  to  low- water  also  Morgan  v,  Reading,  11  Miss.  366; 
mark  in  the  bed  of  the  stream."  Ga.  New  Orleans  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Frederic, 
Code,  1882,  §§  962, 2229, 2230;  Howard  46  Miss.  1,  9. 

V,  Ingersoll,  13  How.  (U.  S.)  381,  411,  New  Jersey.    The  title  to  the  soil 

421 ;  Alabama  v.  Geozgia,    23    How.  under  navigable  waters  which  the  com- 

(U.  S.)  505 ;  Savannah  v.  State,  4  Ga.  mon  law  of  England  placed  in  the  King 

26.  39 ;  Young  v.  Harrison,  6  Ga.  130,  was  transferred  by  tne  Revolution  to 

141.  the  people  of  the  State.    Den  v.  Jersey 

Illinois,    The   right    of  a   riparian  Company,  15 How.  (U.S.) 426;  Martin 

owner  to  access  to  navigable  waters  v.  Waddell,   16  Pet.  (U.  S.)  367;  Ar- 

on  Lake  Michigan  does  not  include  the  nold  v,  Mundy,  6  N.  J.  L.  \,    But  the 

right  to  construct  docks  or  wharves  owner  of  Unas  alon^  the  shore. of  tide 

over  submerged  lands  belonging  to  the  water  has  a  right,  in  the  nature  of  a 

State,  in  the  absence  of  a  grant  or  permit  or  license,  to  extend  his  im- 

license  for  that  purpose.    Nor  can  the  provements  by  wharves  and  fiUine  up 

riparian  owner  erect  wharves  or  other  over  the  shore  in  front  of  his  lands  to 

structures  extending  beyond  his  own  low-water  mark,  unless  prevented  by 

lands  into  the  Uke  for  the  purpose  of  the  State,  provided  he  does  it  so  as  not 

preventing  erosion.    Revell  v.  People,  to  interfere  injuriously  with  naviga- 

177  ni.  468;   Gordon  v.  Winston,  181  tion.    Gough  v.  Bell,  22  N.  J.  L.  441. 

111.  338 ;  Chicago  Yacht  Club  v.  Marks,  The  title  of  the  owner  extends  only  to 

97  111.  App.  406 ;  Cobb  v.  Lincoln  Park  high-water  mark,  and  all  below  that 

Com'rs,  202  III.  427.    See  also  Shortall  belongs  to  the  State.    State  v.  Jersey 

r.  Fitasimons  &  Connell  Co.,  93   III.  City,  25    N.  J.   L.  525;    Stevens  v. 

App.    231.    But   on   the  Ohio   River  Paterson  &  N.   R.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L. 

the  line  of  a  riparian  owner  extends  to  532 ;  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 

the  centre  thread  of  the  stream,  and  he  124  U.  S.  656.    The  owner  has  not  by 

may  establish  a  private  wharf  on  his  the  common  law  any  other  right  to 

land  and  make  reasonable  charts  for  extend  his  front,  either  by  filling  in  or 

its  use  by  those  navigating  the  river,  by  the  erection  of  a  wharf;    and  if, 

Middleton   v.   Pritchard,   4    III.    510 ;  before  the  exercise  of  his  right  to  wharf 

Ensminger  v.  People,  47  III.  384.    Also  by  way  of  license,  the  State  makes  a 

on    the    Chicago    River.      Chicago   v.  grant  of  the  lands  under  water  to  a 

Laflin,  49  III.  172 ;  Chicago  v,  McGinn,  third  party  for  such  use  as  it  may  deem 

51  IlL  266;  Chicago  v.  Van  Ingen,  152  expedient,  e.  9.,  for  railroad  purposes, 

111.  624.     And  on  the  Illinois  River,  such  grant  is  valid,  and  the  rignt  or 

Peoria  V,  Ballance,  61  III.  App.*  369.  license  to  fill  in  or  wharf  out  to  low- 

The   right  to  wharf  out  under  these  water  mark  is  revoked  and  cancelled, 

circumstances  is'  based  on  the  title  of  Stevens  v,  Paterson  &,  N.  R.  Co.,  34 

the  owner  to  the  bed  of  the  stream.  N.  J.  L.  532 ;   State  v,  Jersey  City,  25 

Revell  v.  People,  177  IlL  486.  N.  J.  L.  525.     See  also  Hoboken  v. 

Mississippi.    By  the  common  law  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  124  U.  S.  656; 

the  term  ''navigable"   had  reference  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  New  York  & 

only  to  tidal  streams,  and  the  Missis-  L.  B.  R.  Co.,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  157,  159 ; 

sippi  River  is  not,  above  tide  water.  New  York,  Ac,   R.  Co.  v.  Yard,  43 

a  navigable  stream.    A  grant  of  land  N.  J.   L.  632,  636;    American  Dock 

bounded  "by  "or  "on  "the  river  above  Co.  v.  Trustees  of  Public  Schools,  39 

tide   water   conveys  the    soil  to  the  N.  J.  Eq.  409,  445 ;  Stockton  v.  Ameri- 

middle  of  the  stream,  and  of  course  can  Lucol  Co.  (N.  J.  Eq.),  36  Atl.  Rep. 

conveys  to  the  grantee  the  shore  be-  572. 

tween  high  and  low  water  mark.    The  Ohio.     Lands   on   the    Ohio   River 

right  of  navigation  does  not  secure  to  lying   between   high   and   low   water 
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ment  of  navigation  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  people,  and  it 
has  been  declared  that  it  can  only  be  discharged  by  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  property  in  which  the  public  has  an  interest 
and  cannot  be  relinquished  by  a  general  transfer  of  the  property. 
It  has  been  said  that  the  State  can  no  more  abdicate  its  trust  over 
property  in  which  the  whole  people  are  interested,  like  navigable 
waters  and  soils  under  them,  so  as  to  leave  them  entirely  under 


mark  belong  to  the  riparian  owner 
whose  land  bounds  on  the  river,  and 
are  not  common  to  the  public  as  a 
part  of  the  river.  Blanchard's  Lessee 
V.  Porter,  11  Ohio,  138.  See  also  Booth 
V,  Hubbard's  Admr.,  8  Ohio  St.  243; 
Lembeck  v.  Nsre,  47  Ohio  St.  336, 349. 
But  this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  the 
owners  of  land  bounding  on  Lake  Erie 
and  Sandusky  Bay.  The  bed  of  these 
is  vested  in  the  State.  Sloan  i?.  Bie- 
miller,  34  Ohio  St.  492,  512.  Land 
covered  by  the  water  of  a  navigable 
landlocked  bay  or  harbor  connected 
with  Lake  Erie  may  be  held  in  private 
ownership  under  a  erant  thereof,  but 
subject  always  to  tne  public  rights  of 
navigation  and  fisheiy.  Hogg  v.  Beer- 
man.  41  Ohio  St.  81. 

Oregon.  An  owner  of  land  abut- 
ting upon  tide  water  takes,  under  a 
Eit  trom  the  government,  only  to 
i-water  mark.  He  has  no  right  to 
rf  out  to  the  point  of  navigability 
without  the  permission  of  the  State; 
and  the  State  has  the  power  to  grant 
the  lands  under*  water  either  to  the 
riparian  owner  or  to  a  third  person  at 
its  discretion,  subject  only  to  the  para- 
mount rights  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce over  the  waters.  Bowlby  v. 
Shively,  22  Oreg.  410,  aiTd  152  U.  S.  1. 
See  also  Hinman  v.  Warren,  6  Or^. 
408,  411;  Parker  v.  Taylor,  7  Oreg. 
435,  446 ;  Parkers  v.  Rogers,  8  Oreg. 
183 ;  Montgomery  v.  Shaver,  40  Oreg. 
244. 

Pennsylvania.  Upon  the  Revolu- 
tion, the  State  succeeded  to  the  rights 
both  of  the  crown  and  of  the  proprie- 
tors, in  the  navigable  waters  and  the 
soil  under  them.  Bundle  v,  Delaware 
&  R.  Canal  Co.,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  80,  90 ; 
Oilman  v.  Philadelphia,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
713,  726.  But  by  the  established  law 
of  the  State,  the  owner  of  lands  bounded 
b^  navigable  waters  has  the  title  in  the 
soil  between  high  and  low  water  mark, 
subject  to  the  public  right  of  naviga- 
tion, and  to  the  authority  of  the  legis- 
lature to  make  public  improvements 


upon  it  and  to  regulate  his  use  over  it 
Tinicum  Fishing  Co.  v.  Carter,  61  Pa. 
21,  30;  Wainwright  v.  McCuHou^,  63 
Pa.  66,.  74 :  Zug  v.  Commonwealth,  70 
Pa.  138;  Philadelphia  v.  Scott.  81  Pa. 
80,  86;  Wall  v.  Pittsburg  Harbor  Co., 
152  Pa.  St.  427. 

South  Carolina.  The  rules  of  com- 
mon law  by  which  the  title  in  the  l&ocU 
under  tide  waters  is  in  the  State,  and 
a  grant  of  land  bounded  by  such  waters 
passes  no  title  below  high-mater  mark, 
appear  to  be  still  in  force.  State  t. 
Pacific  Guano  Co.,  22  S.  Car.  50;  Stale 
V.  Pinckney,  22  S.  Car.  484. 

Washington.  The  submerged  land 
under  tide  waters  belong  to  the  State, 
which,  subject  to  the  restrictions  im- 
posed upon  it  by  the  Constitutions  of 
the  State  and  of  the  United  States,  nuT 
dispose  of  them.  Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield. 
2  Wash.  236;  Morse  v.  O'ConneU,  7 
Wash.  117;  Allen  v.  Forrest,  8  Wash. 
700;  Washiougal  &c.  Transportatjoa 
Co.  V.  Dalles,  &c.  Navigation  Co.,  '27 
Wash.  490;  SuUivan  v.  CaUveH,  27 
Wash.  600.  A  riparian  owner  on  tide 
waters  has  no  right  as  against  the  State 
or  its  grantees  to  extend  wharves  in 
front  of  his  lands.  Eisenbach  v.  Hat- 
field, 2  Wash.  236;  Harbor  lias 
Com're  V.  State,  2  Wash.  530;  West 
Coast  Imp.  Co.  v.  Winsor,  8  Wash. 
490. 

West  Virginia.  The  Ohio  River  is 
navi^ble  and  a  public  highway,  and 
ripanan  owners  hold^  their  titl^  onlj 
to  high-water  mark*  as  against  the 
State.  The  l^slature  may,  in  aid  of 
navi^tion,  comer  upon  municipal  cor- 
porations the  exclusive  right  to  ooo- 
struct  wharves  on  the  river  within  their 
corporate  limits  between  ordinanr  hi^ 
water  mark  and  low-water  mark  with- 
out compensation  to  the  adjacent  lot 
owner  for  the  land  so  taken  for  that 
purpose.  Ravenswood  v.  Flemings*  22 
W.  Va.  52.  See  also  Barre  v.  Fteniog. 
29  W.  Va.  314 ;  Point  Pleasant  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Point  Pleasant,  32  W.  Va.  328, 
332. 
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the  use  and  control  of  private  parties,  except  in  the  instance  of 
parcels  devoted  to  the  improvement  of  the  navigation  and  use  of 
the  waters,  or  when  parcels  can  be  disposed  of  without  impair- 
ment of  the  public  interest  in  what  remains,  than  it  can  abdicate 
its  police  powers  in  the  administration  of  government  and  the 
preservation  of  the  peace.^  In  cases  where  the  title  of  the  ripa- 
rian owner  does  not  include  the  soil  under  navigable  waters,  and 
he  has  no  right  to  wharf  out  to  the  point  of  navigation,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  State  may  grant  the  soil  under  water  to  a  third 
person  without  violating  any  rights  of  the  riparian  owner.* 

§  265.  The  Paramount  Bight  of  Navigation.  The  State  holds 
tide  to  the  lands  under  navigable  waters  within  its  limits  so  far  as  not 
granted  by  it,  and  that  title  necessarily  carries  with  it  control  over  the 
waters  above  them,  whenever  the  lands  are  subjected  to  use.  But 
it  is  a  title  different  in  character  from  that  which  the  State  holds 
in  lands  intended  for  sale.  It  is  different  from  the  title  which  the 
United  States  hold  in  the  public  lands  which  are  open  to  pre-emption 
and  sale.  It  is  a  title  held  in  trust  for  the  people  of  the  State,  that 
they  may  enjoy  the  navigation  of  the  waters,  carry  on  commerce  over 
them,  and  have  liberty  of  fishing  in  them  freed  from  the  obstructions 
or  interference  of  private  parties.'  The  State  cannot  abdicate  the 
general  control  in  trust  for  the  public  which  is  thus  vested  in  it  in 
submerged  lands  and  in  navigable  waters.  Such  abdication  is  not 
consistent  with  the  exercise  of  that  trust  which  requires  the  govern- 
ment of  the  State  to  preserve  such  waters  for  the  use  of  the  public. 
The  trust  devolves  upon  the  State  for  the  public,  can  only  be  dis- 
charged by  the  management  and  control  of  property  in  which  the 
public  has  an  interest,  and  cannot  be  relinquished  by  a  transfer  of  the 
property  in  its  entirety.*  But  the  interest  of  the  people  in  the  navi- 
gation of  the  waters  and  in  commerce  over  them  may  be  improved  in 
many  instances  by  the  erection  of  wharves,  docks,  and  piers  therein, 
for  which  objects  the  State  may  grant  parcels  of  the  submerged 

»  Per  FieW,  J.,  in  Illinois  Cent.  R.  (Great  Lake  Front  case),  146  U.  S.  387, 

Co. «.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387,  453.  452;  s.  c.  184  U.  S.  77;  91  Fed  Rep. 

*  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  955;  infra,  §  266;  Ward  v,  Mulford, 

124U.  a  656;  Shively  v.  Bowlby.  152  32    Cal.    365;     Oakland    v.    Oakland 

U.  S.  1,  aff'g  22  Oreg.  410;  Tomfin  v.  Water  Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160. 

Dubuque  B.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  32  Iowa,  106;  *  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Illinois,  146 

Ingraham  v.  Chicago,  D.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  U.  S.  387,  452 ;    Arnold  v.  Mundy,  6 

34  Iowa,  249 ;   Cook  v.  Burlington,  36  N.  J.  L.  1.    See  also  Southern  Pac.  Co. 

Iowa,  357;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  v.  Western  Pac.  R.  Co.,  144  Fed.  Rep. 

Porter,  72  Iowa,  426;   Stevens  v.  Pat-  160;  Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water  Front 

arson  &  N.  R.  Co.,  34  N.  J.  L.  532.  Co.,  118  Cal.  160. 

'  Illinois  Cent.   R.   Co.   v.   Illinois 
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lands;  and  so  long  as  the  disposition  is  made  for  such  purposes  no 
valid  objection  can  be  made  to  the  grants.  It  is  grants  of  parcels  of 
lands  under  navigable  waters  that  may  afford  foundation  for  wharves, 
docks,  piers,  and  other  structures  in  aid  of  commerce,  and  grants  of 
parcels  which,  being  occupied,  do  not  substantially  impair  the  public 
interest  in  the  lands  and  waters  remaining,  that  are  sustained  in  the 
adjudged  cases  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  consistently 
with  the  trust  to  the  public  upon  which  such  lands  are  held  by  the 
State.*  Hence,  while  grants  of  parcels  of  land  under  water,  particu- 
larly when  made  in  aid  of  navigation,  are  recognized  and  are  of  un- 
doubted validity,  the  State  cannot  abdicate  its  general  control  over 
submerged  lands  by  granting  to  a  private  individual  or  corporation  aD 
the  submerged  lands  under  the  navigable  waters  of  an  entire  harbor 
or  bay  or  of  a  sea  or  lake.' 

But  grants  of  avhmerged  lands  of  a  harbor  are  frequently  made  to 
municipalities,  usually  upon  trusts  and  subject  to  public  duties  in 
the  furtherance  of  navigation  and  commerce.  These  grants,  being 
made  to  agencies  of  the  State  and  in  the  furtherance  of  the  trust 
upon  which  the  State  holds  the  submerged  lands,  are  not  open  to 
objection.^      It  has  also  been  said  that  in  every  grant  of  lands 


>  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Illinois,  146 
U.  S.  387,  452;  Ward  v,  Mulford,  32 
Cal.  365,  372.  When  the  State  has 
granted  the  fee  to  a  parcel  of  land  under 
water,  it  cannot  thereafter  confer  upon 
another  person  the  right  to  erect  a 
public  dock  thereon.  De  Lancey  v. 
Wellbrock,  113  Fed.  Rep.  103. 

'  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  IHinois,  146 
U.  S.  387 ;  Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water 
Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160.  In  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387, 
an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Illinois, 
passed  in  1869,  ^nted  to  the  railroad 
company  the  right  and  title  of  the 
State  in  and  to  submerged  lands  con- 
stituting the  bed  of  Lake  Michigan, 
and  extending  into  the  lake  a  distance 
of  one  mile  and  for  a  considerable  dis- 
tance along  the  shore  of  the  lake.  The 
area  of  the  lands  so  granted  embraced 
something  more  than  1,000  acres.  It 
was  of  a  much  larger  area  than  the 
outer  harbor  of  Chicago,  and  not  only 
included  all  that  harbor,  but  embraced 
adjoining  submerged  lands  which  would 
in  all  probabilitv  be  afterwards  in- 
cluded in  the  harbor.  The  area  of  the 
lands  ceded  were  compared  bv  the 
court  with  the  docks  along  the  Thames 
at  London,  the  various  docks  and 
baons  at  laverpool,  the  port  of  Mar- 


seilles, and  the  pier  area  along  the 
water  front  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  am 
ceded  to  the  railroad  company  exceeded 
or  at  least  equalled  any  of  these  public 
enterprises.  In  1873  the  le^aature 
passed  an  act  repealing  the  statute 
containing  the  grant.  It  was  lidd  that 
submeiged  lands  so  slanted  were  af- 
fected by  an  inalienwle  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public ;  that  the  State 
could  not  make  an  irrevocable  gnnt 
thereof ;  that  the  erant  made  in  1869 
was  necessarily  subject  to  TejxaX,  and 
that  the  Itepealinf  Act  of  1873  was  a 
valid  exercise  of  the  power  oi  repeal 
See  8.  c.  niinois  v.  ^  Illincus  Cent.  R. 
Co.,  184  U.  S.  77,  aflPg  91  Fed.  Reo. 
955.  In  construing  a  gnmt  of  lands 
under  water,  that  construction  ia 
doubtful  cases  which  is  most  favorable 
to  the  State  is  to  be  adopted,  whether 
the  grantee  be  a  municipal  corporatioD 
or  a  private,  individual.  Southern  Pae. 
R.  Co.  V.  Western  Pac.  R,  Co.,  144  Fed 
Rep.  160;  Oakland  o.  Oakland  Water 
Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  160. 

'  Mobile  V.  Sullivan  Timber  Go.,  129 
Fed.  Rep.  298;  Mobile  Transportatioo 
Co.  V.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  335,  afTd  187 
U.  S.  479,  491;  People  v.  Vanderbitt, 
26  N.  Y.  287.    See  a&>  Brookhaven  «l 
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bounded  by  navigable  waters  made  by  the  crown  or  the  State  as 
trustee  for  the  public  there  is  reserved  by  implication  the  right  to  so 
improve  the  water  front  as  to  aid  navigation  for  the  benefit  of 
the  general  public  without  compensation  to  the  riparian  owner. 
The  implication  springs  from  the  title  to  the  tide  way  of  navi- 
gable waters,  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  the  grant,  and  its  rela^ 
tion  to  the  navigable  tide  water,  which  has  been  aptly  called  the 
highway  of  the  world.  The  purpose  for  which  the  State  holds  the 
title  to  lands  under  tide  water  is  inconsistent  with  the  power  to  grant 
any  easement  or  right  to  the  adjacent  uplands  that  will  prevent  the 
State,  when  the  necessities  of  commerce  demand,  from  wharfing  out 
to  deep  water  so  that  vessels  can  load  and  unload  and  the  interests  of 
navigation  be  protected.*  Hence  it  has  been  laid  down  in  general 
terms  that  all  the  rights  of  riparian  owners  are  subject  to  the  para- 
mount right  of  navigation  over  tidal  and  other  navigable  waters.' 
The  paramouni  right  of  navigation  which  is  vested  in  the  State  and 
also  in  the  general  government  of  the  United  States  by  virtue  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  it  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  States 
and  vnth  foreign  nations  is  receiving  constant  discussion  and  eluci- 
dation in  the  decisions  of  the  courts,  but  no  fixed  rule  can  yet  be  laid 
down  defining  the  extent  to  which  the  Federal  government  or  the 
State  may  interfere  with  the  property  of  riparian  and  other  ovmers 

Smith,  188  N.  Y.  74,  78;  DeLancey  v.  U.  S.  324;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
Piepgras,  138  N.  Y.  26.  But  it  has  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387,  458;  Shively  v. 
been  said  that  an  irrevocable  grant  by  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  30;  Gibson  v» 
the  legislature  to  a  city  of  the  property  United  States,  166  U.  S.  269,  276; 
in,  and  control  over,  the  waters  and  Scranton  v.  Wheeler,  179  U.  S.  141, 
land  under  waters  of  a  harbor  is  open  163 ;  Manigault  v.  Springs,  199  U.  S. 
to  objection  as  an  abrogation  of  the  473,  485;  West  Chicago  R.  Co.  v. 
trust  upon  which  the  State  holds  navi-  Chicago,  201  U.  S.  506,  524 ;  Brown 
gable  waters  and  the  soil  thereunder,  v.  United  States,  81  Fed.  Rep.  55; 
State  V.  Board  of  Levee  Com'rs,  109  Richardson  v.  United  States,  100  Fed. 
La.  403,  420.  From  this  it  would  fol-  Rep.  714;  Salliote  v.  King  Bridge  Co., 
low  that  a  prant  to  a  city  is  only  valid  122  Fed.  Rep.  378,  382 ;  Braxon  v. 
when  it  is  m  furtherance  or  execution  Bressler,  64  111.  488 ;  Sherlock  v.  Bain- 
of  the  trust,  and  when  the  city  only  brid^,  41  Ind.  35,  43;  People  v.  Van- 
acts  as  the  agent  of  the  State  under  a  derbdt,  28  N.  Y.  396 ;  People  t^.  New 
revocable  authority.  The  mere  fact  YorkA  S.  L  Feny  Co.,68N.  Y.  71,  76; 
that  the  corporate  limits  of  a  munici-  Mayor,  &c,  of  New  York  v.  Hart,  95 
pality  are  so  defined  in  the  act  of  in-  N.  Y.  443 ;  Sage  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New 
corporation  as  to  include  some  por-  York,  154  N.  x.  61 ;  Diedrich  v.  North 
tions  of  navigable  waters  does  not  Western,  &c.  R.  Co.,  42  Wis.  248;  Par- 
vest  the  municipality  with  title  to  the  meter  v.  Attorney-General,  10  Price, 
submerged  lands  within  the  municipal  412;  Williams  v,  Wilcox,  8  Ad.  &  EL 
Umits.  Bliss  v.  Ward,  198  lU.  104;  314;  Colchester  v.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.  339, 
Palmer  v.  Hickes,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  133.  383;  Northwestern  Packet  Co.  v.  Atlee, 

'  Sage  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  2  Dillon  C.  C.  479,  ri^ht  of  navigation 

154  N.  Y.  61 ;    Ravenswood  v,  Flem-  superior  to  right  of  nparian  mill  owner 

ingii,  22  W.  Va.  52.  to  build  a  boom  for  logs  that  obstructs 

'  Weber  v.  Harbor  Com're,  18  Wall,  or  renders  navigation  unsafeu 
(U.  8.)  57,  66;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94 
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without  becoming  liable  for  compensation.'  The  power  to  protect 
the  dominant  right  of  navigation  includes  not  only  the  power  to  keep 
the  navigable  waters  free  from  encroachments  or  obstructions,  but 
also  the  power  to  improve  the  navigability  of  these  waters  by  deep- 
ening, straightening,  or  widening  old  channels,  or  digging  new  chan- 
nels or  otherwise,  anywhere  below  high-water  mark.^  It  has  been 
held  that  where  pursuant  to  the  authority  of  the  Federal  government 
a  contractor  is  engaged  in  removing  an  obstacle  to  navigation,  and, 
in  blasting  in  connection  therewith,  injures  the  plaintiff's  house  situ- 
ated at  a  distance  from  the  improvement,  not  by  the  casting  of  any 
material  upon  the  premises,  but  simply  by  the  vibration  of  the  earth 
or  air  or  both,  the  contractor  is  engaged  in  the  performance  of  a  lawful 
act  by  virtue  of  powers  vested  in  Congress,  to  improve  the  rivers  and 
arms  of  the  sea  forming  the  highways  of  commerce,  and  is  not  liable 
for  the  resulting  damage.^  Similarly,  where,  pursuant  to  an  act  of 
Congress,  dikes  have  been  constructed  along  a  river,  the  owner  of 
lands  abutting'  on  the  river  behind  such  dikes  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  a  contractor  performing  the  work  for  and  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  government  in  dredging  out  the  chan- 
nel of  the  river,  who,  by  express  permission  of  the  State  authorities 
and  with  the  sanction  of  the  United  States,  deposits  material  dredged 
from  the  channel  upon  State  land  under  waters  of  the  river  behind 
the  dike  and  a  bulkhead,  for  damages  incidentally  caused  to  land 
under  water  owned  by  the  riparian  owner  by  sand  washing  through 
the  bulkhead,  or  for  the  impairment  of  rights  of  fishing  in  the  river 
or  taking  ice  therefrom.* 

*  Under  the  present  leaidation  of  *  Slingerland  v.  International  On* 
Congress  no  intention  has  been  mani-  tractinff  Co.,  169  N.  Y.  60,  afiPg  i3 
fested  to  assert  the  exclusive  power  to  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  215. 

invest  persons  with  authority  to  build  In  Gibson  v.  United  States,  166 
docks  and  wharves  in  navi^ble  waters  U.  S.  269,  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
wholly  within  the  territorial  limits  of  action  in  the  Court  of  Claims  to  re- 
a  State,  and  the  right  to  do  so  depends  cover  dama^  against  the  United 
under  existinjg  legislation  upon  the  con-  States  resultiiu;  from  the  constnictum 
current  or  jomt  assent  of  the  State  and  of  a  dike  by  the  United  States  in  tbe 
national  governments.  Cumminss  v.  Ohio  River,  near  plaintiff's  farm- 
Chicago,  188  U  S.  410  See  also  Lake  Plamtiff's  farm  had  a  frontage  of  1,000 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ohio,  165  U.  S.  feet  on  the  main  channel  ol  the  Ohio 
365 ;  Montgomery  v.  Portland,  190  U.S.  River,  and  had  a  landing  that  was  used 
89 ;  Cobb  v.  Com'rs  of  Lincoln  Park,  in  shipping  produce  from  and  bringiiii: 
202  m.  427;  Portland  v.  Montgomery,  supphestoit.  There  was  no  other  ujkI- 
38  Oreg.  215;  infra,  §  266.  ing  on  the  farm  which  the  owner  coaki 
'  Hollister  v.  Union  Co..  9  Conn,  use  in  shipping  produce  and  in  receiv- 
436,  444;  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co.  ing  supplies.  The  dike  was  constructed 
V.  Connecticut  River  Co.,  52  Conn.  570;  under  tne  authority  of  an  Act  of  Coo- 
Lane  V.  New  Haven  Haii>or  Com'rs,  70  eress  appropriating  money  for  impnn- 
Conn.  685.  mg  the  Ohio  River.    It  formed  a  serious 

*  Benner  v.  Atlantic  Dredging  Co.,  obstruction  to  the  approach  to  the 
134  N.  Y.  156.  plaintiff's    lands,    ancf   virtually   de- 
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By  virtue  of  the  paramount  right  vested  in  the  United  States, 
a  pier  may,  under  authority  of  Congress,  he  constructed  on 
submerged  lands  away  from,  but  in  front  of  the  upland  of  a 
riparian  owner  in  such  a  manner  as  to  permanently  destroy  all 
access  from  his  land  to  navigable  waters,  without  incurring  any  lia^ 
bility  to  the  riparian  owner  for  damage  caused  thereby,  if  it  is  con- 
structed, not  with  any  intent  to  impair  the  right  of  the  riparian 
owner,  but  for  the  purpose  only  of  improving  the  navigation  of  a 
river.*  But  the  acts  of  the  Federal  government  in  improving  naviga- 
tion may  have  such  a  direct  consequence  upon  the  lands  of  a  ripa- 
rian owner  as  to  constitute  a  taking  thereof.  Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that  where,  by  the  construction  of  dams,  training  walls,  and  other 
obstructions  in  the  bed  of  a  river  for  the  purpose  of  improving  navi- 
gation, the  water  of  the  river  is  caused  to  overflow  upon  the  lands  of  a 
riparian  owner  in  such  manner  that  it  is  impossible  to  prevent  the 
overflow  or  to  drain  the  lands,  and  they  are  thereby  totally  destroyed 
in  value,  the  injury  is  not  consequential  only,  but  constitutes  a  tak- 
ing of  the  lands  for  which  compensation  must  be  made.^  Subject 
always  to  the  paramount  and  superior  right  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment and  within  such  regulations  and  restrictions  as  may  be  imposed 
by  it,  the  State  has  been  held  to  have  a  similar  right  to  construct 
works  for  the  improvement  of  navigation  without  incurring  any  lia- 
bility to  riparian  owners.  Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  the  city  of  New 
York  has  power  to  improve  the  water  front  of  Manhattan  Island  for 
the  benefit  of  navigation  free  from  any  interference  by  the  riparian 
owner,  whose  sole  right  against  the  State  or  its  municipal  grantee,  as 
trustee  for  the  public,  is  the  pre-emptive  right  to  purchase  in  case  of 
sale,  when  such  pre-emptive  right  is  conferred  by  statute.     This 

stroyed  the  use  of  the  landing  thereof,  propriation  for  their  construction,  but 
It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  this  was  an  exercise  of  a  ri^ht  belong- 
cause  of  action  against  the  United  ing  to  the  government  to  which  riparian 
States,  the  court  saying:  "All  navi-  property  was  subject,  and  not  of  a  right 
gable  waters  are  under  the  control  of  to  appropriate  private  property,  not 
the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  burdened  with  such  servitude,  to  public 
regulating  and  improving  navigation,  purposes.".  Damages  to  land  by  flood- 
and  although  the  title  to  the  soil  and  ing  and  erosion  caused  by  the  construc- 
submerced  soil  is  in  the  several  States  tion  of  revetments  erected  by  the 
and  inmvidual  owners  under  them,  it  United  States  on  the  banks  of  a  river 
is  alwajTs  subject  to  the  servitude  in  to  prevent  erosion  at  that  point  and  to 
respect  of  navigation  created  in  favor  facilitate  navigation  do  not  constitute 
of  the  Federal  government  by  the  a  taking  of  lands  for  which  the  riparian 
Constitution.  .  .  .  Riparian  ownership  owner  may  recover  damages.  Bedford 
is  subject  to  the  obligation  to  suffer  the  v.  United  States,  192  U.  S.  217. 
consequences  of  the  improvement  of  ^  Scranton  v.  Wheeler,  179  U.  S. 
navigation  in  the  exercise  of  the  domi-    141. 

nant  right  of  the  government  in  that  '  United  States  v.  Lynah,  188  U.  S. 
regard.  The  le^lative  authority  for  445.  See  also  Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay 
these  works  consisted  simply  in  an  ap-  Co.,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  166. 
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right  to  improve  navigation  exists  because  in  every  grant  of  lands 
bounded  by  navigable  tide  waters  made  by  the  crown  or  the  State 
as  trustee  for  the  public,  there  is  reserved  by  imjdicaiian  the  right 
to  so  improve  the  water  front  as  to  aid  navigation  for  the  benefit 
of  the  general  public  without  compensation  to  the  riparian  owner.' 
But  the  paramount  right  of  the  State  must  be  exercised  strictly  in 
furtherance  of  the  trust  under  which  it  holds  the  lands  under  water. 
It  must  be  exercised  solely  for  the  piupose  of  improving  navigation. 
If  a  municipal  corporation  which  is  vested  with  the  title  to  lands 
imder  water  constructs  thereon  a  speedway  or  pleasure  drive  from 
which  are  excluded  all  forms  of  commercial  traffic  or  intercourse, 
and  which  can  be  crossed  only  by  means  of  subways  or  overhead 
bridges  available  to  pedestrians  alone,  such  construction,  although 
made  pursuant  to  statutory  authority  from  the  State,  is  not  an 
exercise  by  the  city  of  a  power  conferred  upon  it,  as  trustee  for 
the  public,  in  and  to  the  tide  way  and  waters  beyond  to  make 
improvements  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  and  it  b  liable  to  a 
riparian  owner  for  the  damages  caused  to  his  riparian  property  by 
the  construction  thereof  in  such  a  manner  as  to  exclude  him  from 
access  to  the  river.* 

*  Sage  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  paramount  to  the  right  of  the  public 
154  N.  Y.  61,  aff'g  10  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  to  use  the  water  course  for  the  purpose 
294.  See  alao  Koickeibocker  Ice  Co.  of  draining  lands  in  its  vicinity  pur- 
V.  42nd  St.,  &c.  R.  Co.,  176  N.  Y.  408,  suant  to  statute;  and  that  the  raiiraad 
aff'e  85  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  530 ;  Mani-  company  may  be  required,  at  its  own 
gault  V.  Springs,  199  U.  S.  473.  The  expense,  to  remove  the  obstructioiks 
]>ower  of  tiie  State  to  improve  navigar  to  the  water  course,  such  as  the  foondji- 
tion  may  be  delegated  to  a  board  ap-  tions  of  the  bridge,^.,  although  it  may 
pointed  by  the  State  or  to  private  render  the  rebuilding  of  the  bridge 
individuals  who  are  willing  to  make  necessaiy.  The  fact  that  the  bridge, 
the  improvement  at  their  own  expense,  when  constructed,  did  not  constitute 
Lane  v.  New  Haven  Harbor  Com'rs,  any  obstruction  to  the  then  flow  of 
70  Conn.  685.  The  right  of  a  riparian  water,  and  that  the  change  is  rsidered 
owner  who  also  owns  the  bed  of  the  necessaiy  by  increased  now  resulting 
waters  to  maintain  a  tunnd  under  from  the  drainage  operations,  does  not 
navigable  waters  is  subject  to  the  para-  relievo  the  railroad  company  from  this 
mount  public  right  of  navi^tion,  and  obli^tion.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  r. 
either  by  virtue  of  such  nght  or  by  Drainage  Com'rs,  200  U.  S.  561,  aff's 
\irtue  of  an  express  stipulation  in  a  city  212  IH  103.  A  fortiori^  it  would  seem 
ordinance  permitting  the  tunnel  to  be  that  if  the  changes  were  rendered  nee- 
constructed  that  it  shall  not  inter-  essaiy  by  improvements  for  purposes 
rupt  navigation,  the  owner  of  the  tunnel  of  navigation  the  same  rule  must  be 
may  be  required  to  lower  it  at  his  own  applied. 

expense  so  as  to  permit  the  harbor  or        '  Matter  of  Gty  of  New  York,  168 

ri-er  to  be  dredged  to  greater  depth.  N.  Y.  134,  rev'g  60  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  122. 

West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  If  a  riparian  owner  has  without  the 

201  U.  S.  506,  aff'g  214  111.  9;  s.  c.  203  consent   of  the   State   oonstiueted    a 

111.  551.     It  has  been  held  that  the  wharf,   the   State   cannot  compd    it« 

rights  of  a  railroad  company  to  bridge  removal  unless  it  shows  that  the  wtuarf 

over  a  natural  water  course  crossing  is  actually  a  nuisance  or  an  obstiuctaon 

its  right  of  way  acquired  under  its  to  navi^tion  and  interferes  with    a 

general  powers,  are  not  superior  and  public  nght  or  use.     It  is  only  under 
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§  266  (107).  EsUbliBhment  of  Dock  and  Harbor  Lines.  —  The 
rights  of  riparian  proprietors  in  respect  to  the  erection  of  wharves  are 
subject  to  such  reasonable  limitations  and  restraints  as  Congress  and 
the  legislature  of  the  State  may  think  it  necessary  and  expedient  to 
impose.  Therefore  it  is  competent  for  Congress  and  the  legislature 
to  pass  acts  establishing  harbor  and  dock  linesy  and  to  take  away  the 
rig^t  of  the  proprietors  to  build  wharves  on  their  own  land  beyond 
the  lines,  even  when  such  wharves  would  be  no  actual  injury  to  navi- 
gation.^   Congress  has,  by  legislation,  prohibited  the  construction  of 


such  circumstances,  or  when  necessity 
exists  for  the  improvement  of  the  water 
front  at  that  place,  that  the  State  can 
interfere  with  the  wharf.  People  v, 
MouU,  37  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  35.  See 
also  People  v.  Woodruff,  30  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  43. 

'  Commonwealth  v.  Al^er,  7  Gush. 
(Mass.)  53.  This  subject  is  here  very 
fuUy  and  learnedly  discussed  and  ex- 
ammed.  See  also  Hart  v.  Mayor,  9 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  571,  valuable  case, 
aflPg  3  Paige  (N.  Y.),  213;  Wetmore 
V.  Brooklyn  Gas  Co.,  42  N.  Y.  384; 
People  «.  Vanderbilt,  26  N.  Y.  287; 
Same  v.  Same,  28  N.  Y.  396;  Pollard's 
Lessee  v.  Ha^,  3  How.  (U.  S.)  212; 
Hagan  v.  Campbell,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  9; 
Mc£ile  V.  Eslava,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  577 ; 
CarroUton  R.  0>.  v.  Winthrop,  5  La. 
An.  36 ;  Yesler  v,  Wajshington  Harbor 
Line  Com'rs,  146  U.  S.  646, 656 ;  Pacific 
Gas  Imp.  Ck).  v.  Ellert,  64  Fed.  Rep. 
421;  SUte  v.  Sargent,  45  Ck>nn.  358; 
hane  v.  Harbor  0>m'rs,  70  0>nn.  685 ; 
Attorney-General  v.  Woods,  108  Mass. 
436;  Attorney-General  v.  Boston  & 
L.  R.  Co.,  118  Mass.  345;  Bay  City 
Gas  L.  Co.  V.  Industrial  Works,  28 
Mich.  182 ;  Lincoln  v.  Davis,  53  Mich. 
375 ;  Grand  Rapids  v.  Powers,  89  Mich. 
94,  113 ;  Wool  v.  Edenton,  117  N.  Car. 
1 ;  Portland  v.  Montgomery,  38  Oreg. 
215;  Sherman  v.  Sherman,  18  R.  I. 
504;  Harbor  Line  Com'rs  v.  State,  2 
Wash.  530. 

In  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  497,  Mr.  Justice  MiUer,  on 
behalf  of  the  court,  speaking  of  an 
existing  wharf,  denied  tnat  the  city  of 
Milwaukee,  under  the  power  to  establish 
dock  and  wharf  lineSf  could  create  an 
artificial  and  imaginary  dock  Une,  hun- 
dreds of  feet  away  from  the  navigable 
part  of  the  river,  and,  without  making 
the  river  navigable  up  to  that  line, 
deprive  the  riparian  owners  of  the  right 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  advantages 


of  the  navkable  channel  by  building 
wharves  and  docks  to  it  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  said  that  if  the  city  deemed 
the  removal  of  the  wharf  in  question 
necessary  in  the  prosecution  of  any 
general  scheme  of  widening  the  channel 
or  improving  the  navifl;ation  of  the 
river,  it  miut  first  mali:e  the  owner 
compensation  for  his  property  thus 
taken  for  the  public  use.  As  to  this 
case,  see  infrat  §  272.  Nature  and 
extent  of  riparian  rights  fully  considered 
in  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers'  CJo.,  L.  R.  1 
App.  Cas.  662 ;  Barney  v.  Keokuk.  94 
U.  S.  324. 

The  riparian  proprietor  upon  a  navi- 
gable lake,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
public,  has  the  right  to  build  piers  and 
wharf  in  aid  of  navigation  in  front  of 
his  land,  not  interfering  with  the  public 
easement;  which  rights  appertain  to 
his  title,  and  are  of  such  a  nature  that 
the  legislature  cannot  authorize  a  rail- 
way company  to  build  in  front  thereof 
so  as  to  cut  off  access  to  the  water, 
without  such  company  being  liable  for 
damages  to  the  riparian  proprietor. 
Delaplaine  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  42 
Wis.  214.  The  judgment  is  lar^ly 
founded  on  and  approves  the  opinions 
in  Lyon  v.  Fishmongers'  Co ,  L.  R.  1 
App.  Cas.  662. 

As  to  power  of  the  legislature  in 
respect  of  making  ffrants  of  lands  under 
navigable  waters,  see  Hoboken  v.  Penn. 
R.  R.  Co.,  124  U.  S.  656,  distinguishing 
Hoboken  Land  and  Improvement  Co. 
V.  Hoboken,  36  N.  J.  L.  540,  and  other 
cases  in  New  Jersey.  See  Yates  v. 
Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  497;  Weber  v. 
Harbor  Com'rs,  18  Wall.  57 ;  Railway 
Co.  V.  Renwick,  102  U.  S.  180.  The 
leading  case  in  New  York  as  to  con- 
struction and  effect  of  grants  of  land. 
under  water  is  Langdon  v.  Mayor,  Ac. 
of  Ne.w  York,  93  N.  Y.  129;  followed, 
Tlmpson  v.  New  York,  5  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  424. 
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wharves  outside  the  harbor  lines  fixed  by  the  secretary  of  war  without 
his  permission.  This  is  an  exercise  of  the  paramount  right  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce  and  navigation,  and  operates  as  a  limita- 
tion upon  both  the  State  and  persons  to  whom  the  State  may  grant 
the  right  to  construct  docks  and  wharves.  But  within  the  line  so 
established  a  riparian  owner  is  not  thereby  vested  with  a  right  to 
construct  and  maintain  docks  and  wharves  independently  of  any 
regulation  and  control  by  the  State.  In  the  present  state  of  legisla- 
tion the  righi  to  do  so  depends  upon  the  concurrent  or  joint  assent  of 
the  State  and  national  governments.^   Within  the  dock  line  prescribed 


Referring  to  the  conflicting  cases  as 
to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  rights 
of  the  riparian  proprietor,  Co(deyf  J., 
said :  "In  Railway  Co.  v,  Renwick,  102 
U.  S.  180,  the  better  and  more  sub- 
stantial doctrine  is  laid  down,  that  the 
land  under  the  water  in  front  of  a  ripa- 
rian proprietor,  though  beyond  the  une 
of  private  ownership,  cannot  be  taken 
ana  appropriated  to  a  public  use  by  a 
railway  company  under  its  right  of 
eminent  domain  without  making  com- 
pensation to  the  riparian  proprietor.'' 
Backus  V,  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110,  114. 
Contra,  Langdon  v.  Mayor  of  New  York, 
93  N.  Y.  129,  and  New  York  cases  there 
cited.  See  interesting  opinion  of  Finchf 
J.,  in  Mayor  v.  Hart,  95  N.  Y.  443,  467, 
supra,  §§  264,  265. 

In  the  Chicago  Lake  Front  Case,  33 
Fed.  Rep.  730,  U.  S.  Cir,  Court,  Harlan 
and  Blodgett,  J  J.  (Illinois  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  R.  Co.),  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  railroad  company,  as  the 
riparian  owner  of  certain  water  lots  in 
Chicago,  had  the  right,  by  virtue  of 
such  ownership,  to  connect  the  shore 
line  by  artificial  construction  with  out- 
side waters  that  were  navigable  in  fact, 
in  the  absence  of  legislative  or  govern- 
mental direction  to  the  contrary; 
although  the  court  added,  that  the 
exercise  of  that  right  is  at  all  times 
subject  to  such  r^ulations  —  at  least, 
those  not  amounting  to  prohibition  — 
as  the  State  may  establish ;  citing  text, 
§§  264-274;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee.  10 
Wall.  497,  and  other  cases.  It  was  also 
declared  in  the  same  case  that  the  State 
of  Illinois  had  the  power,  by  legislation, 
to  fix  pier,  dock,  or  wharf  lines,  other 
than  tnose  erected  under  authority  of 
the  United  States,  to  which  riparian 
owners  in  waters  navigable  in  point  of 
fact  must  conform.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  with  the 


qualification  that,  "According  to  the 
law  of  riparian  ownership,  which  we 
have  stated,  this  claim  [of  the  right  to 
connect  the  shore  line  by  artificial  con- 
struction with  outside  waters  that  were 
navigable  in  fact]  is  well  founded  eo 
far  as  the  piers  do  not  extend  beyood 
the  point  of  navi^ibility  in  the  waters 
of  the  lake" ;  and  modified  the  decree 
below  so  as  to  direct  such  an  investiga- 
tion to  be  made  as  may  enable  the  fact 
to  be  determined,  which  the  evidence 
in  the  case  did  not  satisfactorily  show. 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Co.  v.  Illinois, 
146  U.  S.  387,  446.    Supra,  i  265. 

Municipal  control,  under  legidaHve 
grant,  over  right  of  riparian  owner  to 
wharf  out,  Baltimore  v.  White,  2  Gill 
(Md.),  444;  Wilson V.  Inloes,  llGindJ. 
(Md.)  351 ;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  a 
324;  8.  c.  4  Dillon  C.  C.  593;  Weber 
V,  Harbor  Com'rs,  18  WaU.  57.  Where, 
under  acts  of  the  legislature,  a  dty  had 
the  power  to  refuse  assent  to  riparian 
owners  to  erect  wharves,  or  to  allow  it 
upon  such  terms  as  th^  deemed  bene- 
ficial to  navigation  and  the  use  of  the 
port  of  that  city,  it  was  held  that  the 
city  might  make  the  grant  of  Uie  ricfat 
to  erect  a  wharf  upon  the  condition  that 
its  exterior  margin  should  constitute 
a  publie  wharf.  Baltimore  o.  White. 
supra. 

A  city  ordinance  prescribing  a  ^irtiarf 
line  enacted  pursuant  to  statutoiy 
authority  is  presumed  to  be  reason- 
able until  tne  contrary  is  diown. 
Portland  v.  Montgomery,  38  Oreg.  215. 
If  the  owners  of  vemels  have  used  a 
wharf  with  knowledge  of  the  intentioD 
of  the  person  in  possession  of  the  wharf 
to  exact  wharfage,  they  caimot  avoid 
liability  for  pavment  by  setting  up  the 
fact  that  the  wnarf  extends  beyond  the 
harbor  line  of  the  port.  The  Idlewild, 
64  Fed.  Rep.  603. 

^  Cunmungs  v.  Chicago,  188  U.  & 
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by  the  secretary  of  war,  the  State,  or  a  city,  by  virtue  of  statutory 
authority,  may  prescribe  another  and  inner  line  beyond  which 
wharves  and  docks  may  not  be  constructed.^  When,  by  statute,  by 
custom,  or  by  the  interpretation  of  the  common  law  adopted  by  the 
courts,  the  riparian  owner  has  the  right  to  construct  a  dock  or  wharf 
in  front  of  his  premises,  the  land  under  water  on  which  he  has  the 
right  to  so  construct  is  not  ascertained  by  extending  lines  at  right 
angles  to  the  shore  if  the  contour  or  thread  of  the  stream  is  such  that 
thereby  owners  on  either  side  will  be  deprived  of  access  to  the  navi- 
gable channel,  but  the  lines  are  to  be  drawn  at  right  angles  to  the 
navigable  channel  to  the  boundaries  of  the  riparian  owners'  lands,  so 
as  to  divide  the  tide-water  shore  and  navigable  front  equitably  among 
the  riparian  owners.^  Statutory  authority  to  a  city  to  regulate  the 
manner  in  which  riparian  owners  may  construct  their  wharves  does 
not  authorize  the  city  to  confer  the  right  on  a  riparian  owner  to  con- 
struct a  wharf  or  dock  beyond  the  lines  so  drawn.^  It  has  been 
said  that  the  establishing  of  a  dock  or  harbor  line  is  an  abandonment 
of  the  public  easement  in  so  much  as  lies  between  the  dock  line  and 
high-water  mark,*  and  that  it  gives  to  the  owners  of  the  upland  the 
privilege  of  filling  in  and  building  out  to  such  line.*  But  the  more 
correct  view  would  seem  to  be  that,  the  right  to  construct  a  wharf 


410;  Cobb  t;.  Com'r  of  Lincoln  Park, 
202  ni.  427 ;  Portland  v.  Montgomery, 
38  Oreg.  215;  supra,  §  265.  See  also 
Harbor  Line  Com'rs  v.  State,  2  Wash. 
530. 

*  Portland  v.  Montgomery,  38  Oreg. 
215.  No  right  exists  to  fix  a  dock  Hne 
or  to  delegate  to  a  municipality  the 
power  to  do  so  in  that  portion  of  the 
waters  of  a  river  which  are  not  at  the 
time  navigable  for  any  purpose.  Grand 
Rapids  V.  Powers,  89  Mich.  94.  In 
Michigan,  it  has  been  said  that  a  dock 
line  cannot  be  fixed  without  notice 
to  property  owners  and  a  hearing  ac- 
corded to  them.  Grand  Rapids  v. 
Powers,  89  Mich.  94,  103.  But  see  to 
the  contrary  Lane  v.  New  Haven  Har- 
bor Com'rs,  70  Conn.  685. 

'  Jones  V.  Johnston,  18  How.  (U.  S.) 

l.iO;   Emerson  v.  Taylor,  9  Me.  42; 

Baltimore  v.   Baltimore  &   P.   S.   P. 

Co.,  104  Md.  485;  65  Atl.  Rep.  353; 

Knight  V.  WUder,  2  Cush.  (Mass.)  199; 

Rust   V,   Boston    Mill  Corp.,  6    Pick. 

(Mass.)    158;    Deerfield  v.   Arms,    17 

Pick.  (Mass.)  41 ;  Wonson  v.  Wonson, 

14  Allen  (Mass.),  71,  79;    Tappan  v, 

Boston   Water  Power  Co.,  157  Mass. 

24;    Clark  v.  Campau,  19  Mich.  325, 

328 ;   Bay  Gty  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Indus- 


trial Works.  28  Mich.  182;  Grand 
Rapids  Ice  &.  Coal  Co.  v.  South  Grand 
Rapids,  Ac.  Ck).,  102  Mich.  227;  Mont- 

fomery    v.    Shaver,    40    Greg.    244; 
lenasha  Wooden  Ware  Co.  v.  Lawson, 
70  Wis.  600. 

'  Montgomery  v.  Shaver,  40  Oreg. 
244.  Statutory  authority  to  grant 
lands  under  water  construed  to  confer 
authority  to  grant  the  same  to  the 
owner  of  the  ripa  only.  Fitzgerald  v. 
Faunce,  46  N.  J.  L.  591 ;  Polhemus  v, 
Bateman,  60  N.  J.  L.  163.  But  a 
riparian  owner  by  maintaining  a  dock 
or  wharf  in  front  of  his  neighbor's  lands 
for  the  statutory  period  may  obtain  a 
prescriptive  right  to  so  maintain  it. 
Montgomery  v.  Shaver,  40  Greg.  244. 
*  Yates  V,  Judd,  18  Wis.  118,  119. 
'  In  Minnesota,  where  the  riparian 
owner  has  not  only  title  to  land  under 
navigable  waters  to  low-water  mark, 
but  has  also  the  incidental  right  to 
wharf  out  to  the  point  of  navigation, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  establish- 
ment of  a  dock  or  harbor  line  by  legis- 
lative authority  gives  him  the  privilege 
of  filling  in  and  building  out  to  such  line. 
Miller  v.  Mendenhall,  43  Minn.  95; 
Bradshaw  v.  Duluth  Imp.  Mill  Co.,  52 
Minn.  59* 
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having  been  conferred  by  statute  or  grant,  or  existing  as  an  inddent 
to  the  ownership  of  the  upland,  the  establishment  of  a  dock  or  har- 
bor line  is  merely  a  declaration  that,  whilst  the  harbor  line  so  estab- 
lished continues  in  force,  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  wharf  within  the 
limits  of  the  dock  or  harbor  line  is  not  an  obstruction  to  or  inter- 
ference with  the  public  right  of  navigation. 

§  267  (108).  Bight  to  erect  Public  Wharves.  —  While  the  ripa- 
rian proprietor  has  the  right  to  erect  wharves  which  are  private  in 
their  nature,  but  which  may  be  used  by  the  public  with  the  consent 
of  the  owner,  express  or  implied,  the  right  to  erect  public  wharves 
and  to  demand  tolls  or  fixed  rates  of  wharfage  is,  according  to  the  better 
view,  a  franchise,  which  must  have  its  origin  in  a  legislative  grant' 

Braisted  v.  Denton,  115  Fed.  Rep. 
428;  TheC.  Vanderbat,  86  Fed.  Rep. 
785 ;  The  Mary  K.  CampbeU,  24  Blatchf  . 
C.  C.  475,  476;  31  Fed.  Rep.  840;  Tbe 
Georg;e  E.  Beny,  25  Fed.  Rep.  780.  A 
maritime  lien  upon  a  domestic  vesel 
attaches  on  account  of  wharfage  fur- 
nished it.  The  Advance,  60  Fed.  Hep. 
766;  Woodruff  t;.  One  Covered  Scow. 
30  Fed.  Rep.  269 ;  The  Kate  Tremaine, 
5  Ben.  60 ;  The  AUianca,  56  Fed  Rep. 
609.  But  no  lien  for  wharfaj^  arises 
where  the  vessel  has  been  withdrawn 
from  navigation  and  is  kept  at  the 
wharf  for  tne  mere  purpose  of  stora^^. 
The  C.  Vanderbilt,  86  Fed.  Rep.  785. 
But  a  lease  of  a  wharf  is  not  a  maritime 
contract  and  is  not  cognisable  in  a 
court  of  admiralty.  Upper  Steamboat 
Co.  V.  Blake,  2  D.  C.  App.  51. 

The  right  to  coUect  wharfage  may 
exist  either  (1)  as  a  franchise  con- 
ferred by  legislative  grant  or  (2)  as 
incident  to  the  ownership  of  land 
abutting  on  a  navigable  river,  being  a 
riparian  right  of  the  proprietor  and 
as  such  a  right  of  property,  subject, 
of  course,  to  reasonable  Iqeislative 
regulation.  Demopolis  v,  Webb,  87 
AGi.  659.  A  city  having  two  miles  of 
harbor  within  its  limits,  of  which  it  held 
a  ^rant  from  the  legislature,  with  per- 
mission to  lease  for  a  certain  number  of 
years,  was  held  entitled  to  lease  tbe 
only  wharf  existing  within  the  harbor, 
the  lease  operating  as  a  grant  to  the 
lessee  of  an  estate  m  land  and  not  as  a 
mere  francliise,  and  a  rif ht  to  coDect 
wharfage  and  dockage,  limited  to  a 
certain  amount,  if  re^trded  as  a  fran- 
chise, was  held  only  an  unimportant 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  lease, 
and  did  not  require  the  lessee  to  permit 


»  People  V.  Wharf  Co.,  31  Cal.  34; 
The  Wharf  Case,  3  Bland  Ch.  (Md.)  383 ; 
Wiswall  V.  Hall,  3  Paige  Ch.  313 ;  Houck 
on  Rivers,  §  282 ;  Thompson  v.  Mayor, 
11  N.  Y.  115.  Text  approved :  Christie 
v.  Maiden,  23  W.  Va.  667 ;  The  Geneva, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  874 ;  Chester  v.  Hagan, 
116  Fed.  223;  Flandreau  v.  Elsworth, 
151  N.  Y.  473 ;  Walsh  v.  N.  Y.  Floating 
Dock  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  448,  452.  See,  as  to 
navigator' a  right  to  moor  and  land.  Bain- 
bridge  V.  Sherlock,  29  Ind.  364 ;  modi- 
fied, Sherlock  v.  Bainbridge,  41  Ind.  35 ; 
Talbott  V.  Grace,  30  hid.  389 ;  Jeffei^ 
sonville  v.  Ferry  Co.,  27  Ind.  100 ;  b.  c. 

35  Ind.  19 ;  'Railroad  Co  v.  Ellerman, 
105  U.  S.  166;  New  Orleans  v,  Wihnot, 
3 1  La.  An.  65.  Right  of  city  as  to  grant 
to  it  of  land  under  water,  and  the  con- 
struction of  such  grant;  Langdon  v. 
Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  93  N.  Y.  129 ; 
swpra,  §§  264-266;  Weber  r.  Harbor 
Com'rs,  18  Wall.  57;  Hoboken  v.  Pa. 
R.  R.  Co.,  124  U.  S.  656,  distinguishing 
Hoboken  Land  Imp.  Co.  v.  Hoboken, 

36  N.  J.  L.  540;  San  Francisco  v.  Le 
Roy,  138  U.  S.  606,  656;  supra,  §  266, 
note. 

State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  suits 
for  wharfage  against  domestic  vessels. 
JefferBonviUe  r.  Ferry  Co.,  35  Ind.  19, 
23 ;  The  Phebe,  1  Ware  Rep.  360 ;  Rus- 
sell V.  The  Swift,  Newb.  R.  553 ;  Lewis, 
In  re,  2  Gallis.  483.  Wharfage  fur- 
nished to  a  foreign  vessel  is  maritime  in 
its  nature  and  entails  a  lien.  Ex  parte 
Easton,  95  U.  S.  68.  Wharfage  fur- 
nished to  a  domestic  vessel  is  maritime 
in  its  nature.  The  Virginia  Rulon,  13 
Blatchf.  C.  C.  519;  Atlantic  Dock  Co. 
V,  Wenbeig,  9  Ben.  464 ;  The  Shrews- 
bury, 69  Fed.  Rep.  1017;  Pelham  i?. 
The  B.  F.  Woolsey,  16  Fed.  Rep.  418; 
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§  268  (109).  By  Municipality.  —  If  a  municipality  is  itself  a 
riparian  proprietor,  this  will  probably  give  to  it,  in  the  absence  of 
any  restrictive  provision  in  its  organic  act  or  elsewhere,  the  implied 
authority  to  erect  a  wharf  thereon,  and  it  would  have  the  incidental 
right,  the  same  as  a  private^owner,  to  charge  compensation  for  its  use.^ 

tbe  use  of  the  wharf  by  others,  there  belonged  to  the  city.  The  action  was 
beinff  no  obligation  on  the  city  not  to  brought  b^r  the  wnarf  owner  or  his 
bulla,  or  to  permit  others  to  build,  tenant  against  the  city  for  nuisance, 
wharves  for  general  use  within  the  charging  that  the  city  had  erected  pil^ 
harbor.  Pacific  Coast  SS.  Co.  v,  Kim-  in  the  said  water  space,  or  dock,  between 
ball,  1 14  CaL  414.  the  plaintifT's  two  wharves ;  also  a  drain 

^  Murphy  v.  Montgomery,  11  Ala.  in  the  dock  for  carrying  off  sewage.  In 
586.  The  court  say:  "The  title  to  the  the  case  in  17  How.  426,  the  Supreme 
wharf  is  in  the  city,  and,  such  being  Court  decided  that  the  city  of  Boston, 
tbe  fact,  it  had  the  same  right  as  any  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land  under 
other  proprietor  to  collect  wharfage  water  at  tne  foot  of  Sununer  Street, 
from  those  landing  ^oods  there.  This  might  reclaim  the  land  imder  water 
right,  resulting  from  its  proprietary  in-  by  filling  up  the  space  and  building 
tereot,  is  not  a  franchise;  but  a  rignt  of  thereoa,  ana  thus  exclude  the  public, 
property."  lb.,  per  Ormonde  J.,  p.  558;  including  the  plaintiff,  from  its  use  for 
po9i^  §  273  and  notes.  navigation  when  covered  by  the  tide ; 

The  city  of  Boston  has,  under  the  but  that  until  the  owner  (the  city)  did 
]awB  of  Massachusetts,  the  same  rights  so  the  public  might  lawfully  use  the 
as  other  littoral  proprietors,  and  was  same  ,*  and  that  such  use  is  not  adverse 
held  not  to  dedicate  a  dock,  which  it  to  the  city  or  the  owner  of  the  land,  and 
owned,  to  the  public,  by  merely  ab-  lays  no  foundation  for  a  claim  of  dedica- 
staining  from  anv  control  over  it.  The  tion  of  the  land  to  that  use,  since  the 
court  observe :  "The  people  of  Boston,  right  of  navigation  is  the  paramount 
who  owned  the  land  as  their  common  right,  but  was  a  right  defeasiole  by  the 
and  private  property,  acted  through  a  exercise  of  the  city's  right  to  reclaim 
corporation  ^he  city],  whose  corporate  its  land  imder  water  by  wharfing  out  or 
grants  and  hcenses  are  matters  of  reo-  making  erections  thereon  beneficial  to 
ord.  Their  own  use  of  their  own  property  itself;  and  the  court  held  that  there 
for  their  own  benefit  cannot  be  called  was  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  city 
a  dedication  of  it  to  any  other  public  of  or  the  people  of  Boston  had  dedicated 
wider  extent.  Whether  it  was  called  the  slip  or  dock  between  the  plaintiff's 
'town  dock'  or  'public  dock'  [which  wharves  to  any  public  use,  and  that  the 
were  used  as  sjmonymous  tenns],  it  city  had  the  nght  to  drive  piles  or  ex- 
would  furnish  no  ground  to  presume  tend  its  sewers  in  the  locus  in  quo  to 
that  they  had  parted  with  their  right  to  low-water  mark.  In  the  case  in  19 
govern  and  use  it  in  the  manner  most  How.  263,  the  court  decided  that  if  the 
beneficial  to  the  people  or  public  of  the  city  had  determined  to  reclaim  this 
town  or  city."  Boston  v.  Lecraw,  17  dock  or  land  under  water  between  the 
How.  (U.  S.)  426.  ^  ^  plaintiff's  wharves,  and  had  laid  out 

The  title  and  right  involved  in  the  and  constructed  a  street  thereon  or 
Lecraw  eaee^  just  cited,  were  before  the  continued  the  street  to  low-water  mark, 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  then  the  right  to  use  it  as  a  street  or 
three  times  (17  How.  426:  19  How.  highway  on  land  became  appurtenant 
263 ;  24  How.  188).  The  plaintiff  was  to  the  wharf  property  of  the  adjoining 
the  owner  of  two  wharves,  called  the  owners ;  and  also  tnat  if  the  city  in 
Price  Wharf  and  the  Bull  Wharf,  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  make  drains 
which  extended  from  high  to  low  water  under  the  streets  should  so  construct 
mark.  The  city  of  Boston  (the  de-  them  as  to  hinder  the  public  in  their 
fendant)  laid  out  Summer  Street  thirty  use  of  the  streets  as  streets,  or  to  create 
feet  in  width  to  the  water,  and  the  a  nuisance  to  the  adjoining  properties,  it 
lines  of  the  street  if  extended  into  the  would  be  liable  therefor,  since  if  such 
water  would  se^u^te  the  plaintiffs  a  street  be  made  the  plaintiff  would 
two  wharves.  The  land  under  the  have  a  right  to  pass  along  the  same  as 
waters  within  such  extended  space  well  as  the  public.  In  the  case  in  24 
between   high  and   low   water   mark  How.  188,  it  appeared  that  the  space 
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Its  rights  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  any  similar  proprietor, 
and  no  greater,  miless  enlarged  by  legislative  grant. 

§  269.  Exercise  of  the  Power  of  Eminent  Domain.  —  The  con- 
struction of  docks  and  wharves  by  a  municipality  for  general  puUk 
use  is  a  public  purpose  which  justifies  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain.  To  minister  to  the  necessities  of  commerce  bv 
providing  fit  and  proper  places  in  a  seaport  where  ships  can  be 
loaded  and  unloaded  with  all  proper  facilities,  is  a  public  duty 
owing  by  the  State  and  through  it  by  the  municipality  wlich  govons 
and  controls  the  port.  The  only  standard  by  which  to  judge  erf  the 
extent  of  the  duty  consists  in  the  necessities  of  the  business.  If  a 
permanent  pier  and  an  exclusive  right  to  its  use  be  a  necessity  of 
large  steamship  lines,  without  which  business  cannot  properly  be 
transacted,  and  in  the  absence  of  which  steamers  will  resort  to  other 
ports,  then  the  duty  rests  upon  the  State  or  municipality  to  furnish 
such  quarters  for  a  fair  compensation,  or  else  the  State  is  bound  to 

had  not  been  reclaimed  from  the  water,  persons.  In  such  case  the  title  is  not 
and  that  no  street  on  land  had  been  a  public  easement,  but  proprietaiy. 
made ;  and  .  the  court  decided  that  Horn  v.  People,  23  Mich.  221 ;  and  see 
though  the  city  was  the  owner  of  the  Scott  v.  La3n3g,  59  Mich.  43;  supra. 
land  at  the  loot  of  the  street  between  §  261,  note;  infra,  f  271,  note;  {  275, 
high  and  low  water  mark,  it  could  not  note,  as  to  ferry  landing  at  foot  of  street, 
lay  out  a  street  or  highway  in  the  water  '*  Within  the  corporate  limits,  the 
of  the  ocean  for  boats  and  vessels ;  and  city  of  New  Orleans,  under  her  charter 
that  on  the  facts  of  the  case  the  city  was  and  under  the  general  law,  has  the  right 
not  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  of  to  control,  manage,  and  administer  the 
the  wharves,  for  erecting  drains  and  use  of  the  river  banks  for  the  public 
sewers  on  the  city's  own  land  at  the  foot  convenience  and  utility;  to  esUUish 
of  the  street,  for  the  preservation  of  the  wharves  and  landing ;  to  erect  woiks 
health  of  the  city.  See  also  Common-  and  provide  facilities  for  the  use  of 
wealth  V.  Roxbury,  9  Grav,  451,  514,  vessels  and  water  craft ;  andtochaige 
519;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ellerman,  105  iust  compensation /or  the  use  thereof . 
U.  S.  166.  Kiparian  proprietors  have  no  right  to 
B(mafide  purchaser  of  a  wharf  in  the  appropriate  to  their  exclusive  use  these 
city  of  Baltimore,  erected  under  con-  banks,  and  they  have  no  private  prop- 
tract  with  the  cit^r,  and  in  which  the  erty  in  the  use  thereof,  which  is  pubbe. 
city  had  certain  rights,  held  affected  The  discretion  of  the  city  authorities 
with  notice  of  those  rights.  Baltimore  in  determining  what  are  proper  and 
V.  White,  2  Gill  (McT),  444.  A  city  needed  facilities  for  commerce,  and  oo 
authorized  by  its  charter  to  build  what  part  of  the  river  bank,  within  her 
wharves  on  its  own  property,  and  to  limits,  they  should  be  established,  is 
obtain  by  contract  or  purchase  the  manifestly  not  a  proper  subject  for 
title  or  the  control  of  other  wharves  in  judicial  control  or  interference.  What- 
the  city,  and  to  raise  a  revenue  there-  ever  incidental  damage  may  result  to 
from  by  establishing  and  collecting  a  proprietors  from  the  exercise  of  tJbese 
rate  of  dockage  and  wharfage,  had  no  imquestionable  corporate  rights,  it  b 


power  to  take  a  lease  of  a  wharf  con-  damnum  absque  injuria."    Per  Fei 

taining  a  provision  that  it  should  be  J.,  in  Watson  v.  Tumbull,  32  La.  An. 

kept  as  a  free  wharf.    Mobile  t;.  Moog,  856.     A  dty  may  farm   out  by  eon- 

53  Ala.  561.  tract    and    ordinance    the    revenues 

Wharve8f  whether  ierminatina  atreete  arising  from  its  whiurves.    The  Clear- 

ornot,  are  not  etreete-  if  owned  by  the  water,  75  Fed.   Rep.  909,    See  ako 

city,  they  may  be  leased  to  private  Matthews  v.  Alexandria,  68  Ma  llow 


§  269  POWER   OF   EBUNENT  DOBiAIN  507 

permit  the  steamship  companies  to  obtain  such  accommodations 
from  private  owners.  Having  undertaken  the  duty  imposed  upon 
it  by  the  State  to  provide  such  accommodations  as  the  interests  of 
commerce  fairly  require,  all  appropriate  acts  of  a  city  done  in  the 
performance  of  that  duty  are  for  a  public  purpose.  Hence  lai^d 
taken  for  wharves  is  taken  for  a  public  purpose,  although  some 
portions  of  the  land  actually  used  may  be  thereafter,  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  city,  divided  off  and  placed  in  the  exclusive  possession 
of  a  lessee  for  the  sole  purpose  of  using  it  in  the  transaction  of  the 
necessary  business  connected  with  the  loading  and  unloading  of 
passengers  and  cargoes  of  ships  and  steamers.^ 

^  Dyer  v,  Baltimore,  140  Fed.  Rep.  come  at  once  convinced  that  the  leasing 

880 ;     Matter  of  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  which  will  be  actually  carried  on  under 

York,  135  N.  Y.  253 ;  infra,  §  270.  this  mere  permission  will  amount  to  no 
Grain    elevator    building    on    ground  more  than  a  special  regulation  of  the 

dedicated  for  a  public  wharf,  see  Illi-  manner  in  whicn  a  comparatively  small 

nois  &,  St.  L.  R.  &  C.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  portion  of  the  whole  property  of  this 

2  DiUon  C.  C.  70.  nature  owned  by  the  city  shiol  be  used 

In   Matter  of  Mayor,  &c,  of  New  for  the  legitimate  ends  of  commerce. 
York,    135  N.  Y.  253,  264,  Peckham,  This  mere  permission  to  use  property 
J.,  after  pointing  out  that  if  a  statute  by  leasing  it  to  others,  when  tne  whole 
should  be  passed  which  provided  for  the  surroundmg    circumstances    are    ex- 
acauiaition  by  the  city  of  all  the  piers  amined,  cannot  be  regarded  as  provid- 
ana  docks  in  the  port  and  which  also  ing  for  its  private  use.    When  used  by 
directed  the  leasing  thereof  by  the  city  lessees  under  the  facts  already  stated, 
to  one  steamship  company  to  the  ex-  the  use  is  a  public  one.     The  use  is 
elusion  of  all  otner  steamers  or  ships,  public  while  the  property  is  thus  leased, 
it  would  be  an  attempt  to  take  pri-  because  it  fills  an  undisputed  necessity 
rate  property  for  private  purposes  and  existing  in  regard  to  these  common  car- 
would  in  that  event  be  no  fulfilment  of  riers  by  water,  who  are  themselves  en- 
a  public  duty,  said:   ''Extreme  cases  gaged  m  fulfilling  their  obligations  to 
may  always  be  imagined,  although  they  the  general  pubhc ;    obligations  which 
should   have  but  fittle,  if  any,  legiti-  could  not  otnerwise  be  properly  or  ef- 
mate  weight  in  an  ar^ment.    The  act  fectually  performed.    And  in  filling  the 
under  consideration  is  not  of  such  a  necessity  for  such  accommodations,  the 
character.     The  authority  to  lease  or  city  or  the  State  is  only  performing  its 
to  give  the  exclusive  use  of  some  piers  puolic   duty."     In  Matter  of  Eureka 
for  specified  kinds  of  commerce  bears  Basin  W.  &  M.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  42,  it  was 
no  relation  in  fact  to  the  kind  of  legi&-  held  that  authority  to  acquire  property 
lation   just  spoken  of.     The  circum-  by  eminent  domain  for  the  construction 
stances  surrounding  the  case  must  be  of  docks  and  wharves  conferred  upon  a 
viewed  in  all  aspects.    The  act  plainly  private  corporation  was  under  the  cir- 
coatemplates  through  all  its  provisions  cumstances  of  the  case  intended  to  be 
the  fact  that  there  will  always  remain,  exercised  for  a  purely  private  purpose, 
under  the  direct  control  and  possession  and  was  contrary  to  tne  provisions  of 
of  the  city,  sufficient  piers  and  docks  the  Constitution.    In  this  case  the  pub- 
f or  the  accommodation  of  all  commerce  lie  did  not  have  the  right  to  use  the 
which  may  seek  our  port,  and  which  docks  or  warehouses  or  to  direct  in  any 
has  no  special  pier  or  dock  leased  to  the  way  their  management,  and  the  prop- 
owner  oi  the  vessel  desiring  dock  faciU-  erty  remained  under  private  owner- 
ties.      Considering  the  large  extent  of  ship.^ 

the  property  of  tms  description  owned  Authority  to  a  city  to  acquire 
and  to  be  owned  by  the  city,  together  lands  by  eminent  domam  "for  public 
with  the  fact  that  there  is  no  absolute  wharves,  docks,  slips,  basins,  and  land- 
direction  to  the  city  to  lease  the  small-  ings  on  navigable  waters,  and  for  the 
est  portion  thereof  to  any  one,  we  be-  improvement  of  water  courses,"  held 
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§  270.  Sale  and  Lease  of  Wharves  and  Docks.  —  Lands  under 
water  when  granted  to  a  city  are  usually  granted  upon  a  public  trust 
for  the  promotion  of  the  commerce  of  the  port  by  laying  out  streets, 
erecting  wharves,  &c.  Being  granted  for  a  public  purpose  in  the 
native  of  a  trust,  the  municipality  has  no  power  to  alienate  these 
lands  in  the  absence  of  express  authority  from  the  legislature.' 
When  the  lands  jEU*e  held  by  the  municipality  upon  this  public 
trust,  a  power  of  alienation  conferred  upon  the  city  must  be  ex- 
ercised only  in  such  method  as  is  compatible  with  the  trust.  In 
other  words,  the  purpose  of  the  grant  and  the  uses  to  which  the 
property  granted  may  be  devoted  by  the  lessee  must  be  such  as  to 
further  the  purpose  of  the  trust  upon  which  the  city  holds  the  lands.' 
When  a  grant  by  the  State  to  a  city  is  made  for  the  express  purpose 
of  facilitating  the  construction  of  wharves  and  other  improvem^its. 
the  power  of  alienation  conferred  upon  the  city  must  be  exercised 
consistently  with  the  purposes  of  the  grant.  In  disposing  of  the 
property  the  ordinary  method  of  doing  so^  within  the  purport  and 


not  to  authorize  it  to  condemn  lands 
for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  a  harbor. 
South  Haven  v.  Van  Buien  Probate 
Judge,  140  Mich.  117. 

^  Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water  Front 
Co.,  118  CaL  160,  189;  Reighard  v. 
Flinn,  189  Pa.  355.  When  authority 
is  conferred  upon  a  municipality  to  lay 
out  wharves,  docks,  piers,  and  sups,  and 
to  authorize  the  construction  of  the 
same,  the  municipality  cannot  by  ordi- 
nance give  to  a  private  individual  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  laying  out,  estab- 
lishing, and  constructing  wharves  for  a 
term  of  years.  Oakland  v.  Carpenter, 
13  Cal.  540. 

*  When  a  city  is  vested  with  the 
control  and  administration  of  batture 
property  in  trust  for  the  public,  it  can- 
not be  granted  and  transferred  as  in 
fee  simple.  The  city  can  only  grant 
such  rights  and  interests  therein  as  are 
compatible  with  the  public  use  of  the 
batture  property  as  a  means  of  access 
to  the  nver.  Shreveport  v,  St.  Louis 
8.  W.  R.  Co.,  115  La.  885.  A  city  can- 
not by  ordinance  grant  to  a  railroad 
company  the  right  to  construct  a  ware- 
house on  a  levee,  to  be  used  solely  for 
railroad  purposes,  and  not  in  connec- 
tion with  the  shipment  and  transporta- 
tion of  freight  by  water.  St.  Paul  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  63  Minn. 
330.  See  Barney  v.  Keokuk  (depot  on 
water  street),  94  U.  S.  324,  aflf'g  s.  c. 
4  Dillon  C.  C.  593,  and  note  p.  599, 


citing  St.  Paul  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sefaur- 
meir,  7  WaU.  272,  289.    See  also  IIB- 
nois  &  St.  L.  R.  &  C.  Co.  v.  St.  Louk. 
2  Dillon  C.  C.  70   (mxn  elevator  oa 
wharf  property).     Where  a  maiginal 
street  is  laid  out  pursuant  to  statute 
to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  wharf 
and  bulkheads  thereon,  the  city  au- 
thorities cannot  authorise  the  ereetbo 
thereon  of  a  permanent  structure  for 
a  purpose  not  connected  with  the  use 
of  the  docks  and  wharves,  e.  g.,  for  the 
sale  of  flowers,  newspapers,  &e.    VHias 
V.  Featherson,  94  N.  Y:  App.  Div.  259. 
When  a  grant  of  whan  rights  sad 
of  the  right  to  collect  wharfage  confers 
the  right  ''from  that  part  of  the  ex- 
terior line  of  the  said  city  Iving  on  the 
westerly  side  of  the  her^y  granted 
premises,''  the  exterior  line  is  that  fixed 
at  the  time  of  the  grant.    If  the  dock 
or  harbor  line  be  subsequently  estab- 
lished  by  the  action  of  the  secretaiy 
of  war  further  in  the  navigable  waten, 
the  Une  of  the  grantee  is  not  enlarged 
Matter  of  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  59 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  603,  afiPd  167  .V.  Y. 
627.    If  a  city  under  statutory  author- 
ity grants  the  privilege  of  constnic tiv 
a  wharf  abutting  on  a  public  street  aod 
the  grantee  refying  thereon  expend* 
money  in  such  construction,  be  a^ 
quires  a  propertv  interest  in  the  whaif 
which  can  only  be  taken  away  bv  the 
payment  of  due  compensation.    Meade 
V,  Portland,  45  Oreg.  1 
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intent  of  the  statute,  is  to  protract  the  streets  of  the  city  to  the  water 
fronts  to  divide  the  intervening  spaces  into  blocks  and  lots,  and  to 
sell  in  subdivisions  in  such  a  ipanner  as  to-  preserve  to  the  public 
ample  means  of  access  to  the  navigable  waters  and  to  the  municipal 
authorities  ample  space  for  the  erection  of  wharves,  piers,  and 
docks.^  Similar  principles  govern  the  leasing  of  lands  under  water 
and  wharf  and  dock  property.  A  city  cannot  lease  to  a  private  in- 
dividual any  part  of  a  public  landing  or  wharf  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  authority  therefor,^  unless  possibly  in  the  case  of  such 
portions  thereof  as .  are  not  needed  for  public  use.^  But  in  the 
exercise  of  its  power  to  regulate,  control,  and  manage  wharves, 
docks,  and  public  lands  the  city  may,  when  authorized  by  statute, 
lease  the  wharves  or  docks  and  grant  the  exclusive  possession 
thereof  to  lessees,  provided  the  property  be  devoted  by  the  lessees 
to  the  purposes  of  commerce  and  navigation.*  The  fact  that  the  ex- 
clusive pos3ession  of  the  property  is  under  such  conditions  granted 
to  the  lessee  does  not  deprive  the  property  of  its  public  nature.^ 

^  Oakland  v,  Oakland  Water  Front  lessee  of  a  wharf  has  enjoyed  the  bene- 
Co.,  118  Gal.  160,  190.  See  also  fits  of  the  lease,  he  is  estopped  to  con- 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  V.  Western  Pac.  R.  test  the  power  of  the  municipality  to 
Co.,  144  Fed.  Rep.  160.  A  grant  by  a  make  the  lease.  Morgan  Qty  v.  Dafton, 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  right  to  112  La.  9.  If  the  city  bias  ill^ally 
construct  and  maintain  a  whan  is  a  leased  land  forming  part  of  a  pubbc 
gnnt  of  a  franchise  within  the  provi-  landing,  and  the  lessee  has  erected 
fiions  of  a  statute  establishing  the  con-  structures  thereon,  the  surrender  by 
ditions  upon  which  franchises  and  other  the  lessee  to  the  city  of  the  leased 
privileges  may  be  granted.  People  v,  premises  with  the  structures  erected 
Contra  Costa  Count|^,  122  Cal.  421.  thereon     restores    the    premises    and 

'  Reighard  v.  Funn,  189  Pa.  355.  structures  to  public  use,  and  the  struo- 

An  owner  of  property,  suing  as  such,  tures  can  no  longer  be  condemned  as  a 
;itlea  to  enioi 


is  not  entitled  to  enjoin  a  Tease  of  a  nuisance.  Reighard  v.  Flinn,  194  Pa. 
wharf  for  a  private  purpose  when  his  352.  An  agreement  between  contest- 
property  does  not  abut  unon  the  wharf,  ing  applicants  for  a  lease  by  which  one 
Cummings  v,  Huse,  &c.  Transportation  of  the  applicants  withdraws  his  appli- 
Co.,  156  Mo.  28.  But  it  would  seem  to  cation  for  a  pecuniary  consideration  is 
be  otherwise  when  the  plaintiff  sues,  void  as  against  public  policy.  Coverly 
not  as  an  owner  of  property,  but  as  a  v.  Terminal  Warehouse  Co.,  70  N.  Y. 
citizen  and  taxpayer.  See  Reighard  v,  App.  Div.  82,  affd  178  N.  Y.  602. 
Flinn,  189  Pa.  355.  Where  under  statute  a  city  has  power 

*  Union  Railway  Co.  v.  Chickasaw  to  construct  wharves  on  public  prop- 
Cooperage  Co.,  116  Tenn.  594.  erty,  and  to  lease  the  wharfing  privi- 

*  Dyer  v.  Baltimore,  140  Fed.  Rep.  leges,  it  was  held  that  it  has  power  to 
880;  Morgan  City  v.  Dalton,  12  La.  9 ;  lease  the  land  and  authorize  tne  build- 
Leonard's  Heirs  v.  Baton  Rouge,  39  in^  of  a  wharf  by  the  lestee.  It  was 
La.  An.  275 ;  Matter  of  Mayor,  Ac.  of  said  by  Hooker ^  C.  J.,  that  "it  would  be 
New  York,  135  N.  Y.  253 ;  supra,  §  269.  unduly  technical  to  say  that  the  city 
Grant  of  the  exclusive  right  to  the  oc-  must  itself  build  the  dock  in  the  first 
cupation  of  a  wharf  or  pier  for  forty  instance,  if  it  may  build  it  at  all." 
years,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  grain  Kemp  v.  Stradley,  134  ^ch.  676, 
elevators,  held  to  be  within  the  power  citing  text. 

of  the  Montreal  Harbor  Commissioners.  *  New  Orleans  v.  Louisiana  Con- 
Taylor  V.  Montreal  Harbor  Com'rs,  17  struction  Co.,  140  U.  S.  654 ;  Fleitas  v. 
Rap.  Jud.  Que.  S.  C.  275.    When  the  New  Orleans,  51  La.  An.  1.    Where  the 
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§  271  (110).  Powers  of  Municipality.  —  Except  as  mentioned 
in  section  268  all  of  the  powers  of  a  municipality  in  respect  to 
wharves  and  docks  must,  like  all  its  other  powers,  be  derived  from 
the  legislature.^  Where  streets  terminating  or  fronting  on  navigable 
waters  have  been  established,  whether  by  condemnation  or  dedica- 
tion, and  whether  the  fee  is  in  the  municipality  or  in  the  adjoining 
proprietor,  the  municipality,  under  legislative  authority  to  establish 


authority  conferred  upon  harbor  com- 
misdonera  is  to  ''set  apart  and  assign 
suitable  wharves/'  &c.,  for  the  exclu- 
sive use  of  certain  vessels,  the  r^ht 
which  a  steamship  company  acqmres 
to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  wharf  pursuant 
to  such  authority  is  limited  to  the  ex- 
clusive use  of  the  dock  or  wharf  for  the 
purpose  of  landing  and  unloading  its 
vessels.  The  entire  control  and  occu- 
pation of  the  wharf  and  landing  does 
not  pass  to  the  steamship  company, 
and  it  has  no  authority  to  confer  the 
exclusive  privilege  to  baggjage  and  other 
corporations  to  solicit  business  thereon. 
Morton  v.  Pacific  Ck>ast  Steamship  Co., 
122  Cal.  352.  The  legislature  may,  in 
promotion  of  the  commerce  of  a  port, 
authorize  the  city  to  issue  licenses  to 
the  owners  or  lessees  of  public  piers  to 
erect  and  maintain  sheds  thereon  for 
the  protection  of  caigo  received  or  di»- 
char^d  thereon,  although  the  effect  of 
such  permission  is  necessarily  to  give  the 
licensee  exclusive  possession.  People 
V.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  Co.,  117  N.  Y. 
150;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324, 
cited  supra. 

When,  by  statute,  it  is  provided 
that  the  owners  or  lessees  of  piers  or 
bulkheads  may  erect  thereon  sheds  for 
the  protection  of  property  received  or 
discharged  if  they  obtain  a  license  or 
authority  therefor  from  the  city  au- 
thorities, the  license  or  permit  granted 
by  the  city  authorities  is  irrevocable 
at  their  instance,  although  it  may  be 
subject  to  legislative  repeal  or  modifica- 
tion. If,  at  the  time  wnen  the  city  ao- 
auires  the  pier  or  bulkhead  by  eminent 
aomain,  no  repeal  or  modification  of 
the  right  has  been  made  by  statute, 
the  city  must  pay  for  the  value  of  the 
property  estimated  under  the  existing 
conditions  of  the  law.  Matter  of  City 
of  New  York,  185  N.  Y.  607,  aff'g  113 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  903;  s.  c.  95  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  501. 

»  Snyder  v.  Rockport,  6  Ind.  237; 
CarroUton  R.  Co.  v.  Winthrop,  5  La.  An. 
36 ;  State  r.  Jersey  City,  34  N.  J.  L.  31, 


33 ;  Mayor  of  St.  Martinsville  v.  Steamer 
Mary  Lewis,  32  La.  An.  1293;  The  Ge- 
neva, 16  Fed.  Rep.  874 ;  Mobile  v.  Moog. 
53  Ala.  561 ;  W^bb  v.  Demopolis,  i>5 
Ala.  116 ;  Roberts  v.  Louisville,  92  Ky. 
95.    As  the  municipality  derives  such 

C>wers  from  the  legislature,  the  legb- 
ture  may  repesd  or  revoke  them  at 
pleasure,  if  it  does  not  deprive  the 
municipality  of  property  acquired  by 
it  under  the  legislative  grant.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  EUerman,  105  U.  S.  166. 

Under  the  charter  of  a  city  provid- 
ing that  the  city  "tkcM  hwoe  conini 
of   the    landings    of    the    Mistisgipjn 
River  f  and  the  Hqht  to  buUd  wharves  and 
regulate  the  landrng^  wharfage,  and  dock- 
ing of  boats"  it    may  establish  and 
construct  wharves,  and  collect  a  reasoo- 
able  compensation  for  their  use.    Mui»- 
catine  v.  Keokuk,  &c.  Packet  Co.,  45 
Iowa,  185;  post,  §  273.    While  a  city 
may  be  enjomed,  at  the  instance  of  a 
ta3q>ayer,  from  raising  taxes  or  appro- 
priating mmiey  for  the  unauthoiunl 
construction  of  a  wharf,  it  will  not  be 
restrained  from  exereising  aclearpown* 
to  grade  streets,  merely  because,  by 
such  grading,  a  wharf  at  the  ri\'er  end 
of  the  street  will  incidentallv  reRilt. 
Snyder  v.  Rockport,  6  Ind.  237.    The 
city  of  Dubuque,  under  its  charter, 
was  held  to  have  power  to  prohibit 
all  persons,  including  riparian  owners, 
from  using  any  place  but  the  publir 
wharf  without  paying  wharfage.   Du- 
buque v.  Stout,  32  Iowa,  80 ;  potf ,  $  273. 
note.    As  to  the  use,  under  municiptl 
authoritv,  of    streets  bordering  on  a 
navigable  river  for  structures  tor  tbf 
accommodation  of  passengers  and  the 
storage  of   freights,  dec.,  see    Barney 
v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324;   s.  c.  betov 
4  Dillon,  593 ;  IlL,  dec.  Co.  v,  St.  Lods, 
2  Dillon,  70 ;  supra,  §§209,  270.  Under 
authority  to  hold  and  purchase  rnJ 
estate  for  corporate  purposes,  a  city 
may  acquire  real  estate  outside  its  cor- 
porate hmits  for  the  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing  and  maintaining  a  wharf.   Haf- 
ner  v,  St.  Louis,  161  Mo.  34. 
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and  regulate  wharves,  may  cause  public  wharves  to  be  constructed 
at  the  ends  or  in  front  of  such  streets  and  receive  the  wharfage  from 
the  same;  and  this  is  no  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  pri- 
vate property  abutting  on  such  streets,  or  of  the  rights  of  the  adjoin- 
ing riparian  proprietor.^     In  regard  to  private  wharves  lawfully 

'  McMurrav  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Balti-  city's  consent  to  the  plan  thereof  first 
more,  54  Ma.  103,  104;  Dngan  v.  obtained,  the  city  may  refuse  its  as- 
Mayor,  5  Gill  &  Johns.  357,  375 ;  sent  to  the  erection  of  a  wharf  except 
Haight  V.  Keokuk,  4  Iowa,  199;  upon  the  condition  that  its  exterior 
Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324 ;  maigin  shall  constitute  a  public  wharf. 
Rowans'  Ex'rs  v.  Portland,  8  B.  Mon-  If  private  persons  accept  or  act  upon 
roe,  232,  253 ;  Newport  v.  Taylor's  the  city's  assent  thus  conditioned,  and 
Ex'rs,  16  B.  Monroe,  699,  700 ;  Barney  thereupon  build  the  wharves,  they 
V.  Baltimore,  1  Hughes  (C.  C.),  118;  consent  to  the  dedication  of  its  exterior 
Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Upper  Poto-  maigin  for  that  purpose ;  and  in  the 
mac,  Ac,  Co.,  109  U.  S.  672,  and  cases  absence  of  a  contract  or  le^lative  pro- 
cited  by  Matthews,  J.,  on  pp.  682,  683 ;  vision  as  to  who  is  entitled  to  the 
New  Orleans  v.  United  States,  10  Pet.  wharfage  at  such  a  wharf,  it  was  held 
(U.  S.)  662 ;  Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  under  the  circumstances  to  belong  to 
V,  Upper  Potomac  Steamboat  Co.,  109  the  city,  and  not  to  the  riparian  propri- 
U.  S.  672 ;  Morris  v.  United  States,  174  etor  who  constructed  the  same.  In 
U.  S.  196;  Godfreys.  Alton,  12111.  29;  Newport,  Ac.  v,  Taylor's  Ex'rs,  16  B. 
Backus  V,  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110;  Kemp  Monroe,  699,  804,  it  was  decided  that 
V.  Stradley,  134  Mich.  676,  citine  text ;  where  a  proprietor  of  lands  laid  out 
People  V.  I^unbier,  5  Denio  (N.  x .),  9 ;  a  town  on  a  navigable  river  and  dedi- 
Pewaukee  v.  Savoy,  103  Wis.  271.  cated  the  land  along  it  to  be  a  com- 

The  general  ground  of  the  doctrine  ?mm,  such  dedication  conferred  upon 

is  that  streets  terminating^  or  fronting  the  public  authorities  of  the  town  the 

on  the  water  may  be  legitimately  used  right  to  build   wharves,     s.  p.  as  to 

for    wharf   purposes ;    and    the   cases  lands  dedicated  as  a  street  on  the  river 

show  that  tnere  is  a  veiv  general  leg-  bank   of  a  town.     Rowan's  Ex'rs  v. 

ialative  recognition  of  tnis  right  and  Portland,  8  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)  232,  cited 

usaKe.    In  accordance  therewith,  it  was  with    approval    by    MaUhews,  J.,    in 

held  in  the  Chicago  Lake  Front  case  Potomac  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Upper  Poto- 

by  the   United  States  arcuit   Court  mac.  kc.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  672,  686,  687; 

(Harlan  and    BlodgeU,   JJ.),  33    Fed.  Louisville  r.  Bank,  3  B.  Mon.  138,  144 ; 

Rep.  730^  that  the  city  of  Chicago,  Kennedy  v.  Covington,  8  Dana,  50,  61. 

as  the  nparian  owner  of  ground  on  A  city  in  Akiama   constructed  a 

the  shore  of  the  lake,    having,   also,  wharf  at  the  end  of  a  dedicated  street 

under  its  charter,  power  to  maintain  leading  to  the    water;  held  that  the 

wharves    and    slips    at  the    ends    of  adjoining  proprietor  was  not  the  owner 

streets,  and  to  maintain  a  breakwater  of  the  wharf,  and  could  not  eject  the 

to  protect  the  shore,  could  delegate  city  therefrom.    Doe  v.  Jones,  1 1  Ala. 

the  power  to    construct  such  break-  63.    A  municipality,  to  sustain  bill  for 

water  to  a  railroad  company  as  con-  injunction  against  collection  of  wharf- 

sideration  for  allowing    the    road    to  ag;e  by  a  person  claiming  under  the 

epter  the  citv ;  and  that  upon  the  erec-  original  proprietors  who  udd  out  the 

tion  of  the  breakwater  and  the  filling  town  and  dedicated  a  strip  of  land  ad- 

in  of  the  space  between  the  breakwater  joining  a  river  to  the  puolic  use  as  a 

and  the  snore  line,  the  land  thus  re-  street,  must  show,  at  least,  that  the 

claimed     belonged     to     the    city,  —  landing  or  right  of  wharfage,  as  well  as 

BlodgeU,  J.,  dissenting  on  this  point,  the  street,  was  dedicated  to  the  public, 

Afiiraied  by  Supreme  Court  with  modi-  or  that  the  user  in  the  street  is  inter- 

fication,  146  U.  S.  387, 466 ;  see  supra,  fered  with,   or  otherwise  negative  the 

If  265,  266.  retention  of  this  right  by  the  original 

It  was  decided  in  City  of  Baltimore  proprietors.     Demopolis  v.  Webb,  87 

V.  White,  2  Gill  (Md.^,  444,  that  under  Ala.  659. 

an  act   of  the  legislature  prohibiting  In  Michigan,  a  dedicated  street  ter- 

any  person  from  making  or  extending  minatin^  upon  a  navigable  water  gives 

any  wharf  in  Baltimore,  without  the  to  the  city,  having  power  to  erect  and 
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erected,  the  municipal  authorities  have  only  such  powers  of  local 
regulation  and  government  as  their  charters  or  constituent  acts,  in 
general  or  special  terms,  confer  upon  them.^  The  paramount  power 
to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  States 
being  conferred  upon  the  United  States,  neither  the  State  nor  a 

regulate  public  wharves  and  docks  at  to  wharves  on  city  property  away  from 
the  ends  of  streets,  the  right,  as  against  streets,  as  to  wluirves  at  the  end  of 
a  proprietor  whose  property  fronts  on  streets."  See  also  Scott  v.  Lay%  S& 
the  street  and  the  navigable  water,  Mich. 43, 49.  See  post, chapter onDed- 
to  erect  a  wharf  for  pubuc  purposes,  ication.  A  city  owning  a  wharf  has  a 
and  this  irrespective  of  whether  the  rieht  to  use  it  for  the  purposes  of  a 
city  holds  the  fee  of  the  street  or  not.  wharf  as  other  wharves  may  be  used. 
Backus  V.  Detroit,  49  Mich.  110.  In  except  that  at  the  end  of  streets  such 
this  case  Coolei/t  J.,  said:  "The  dedi-  wharves  must  be  open  to  pubUe  use, 
cation  passed  [by  the  statute]  the  fee  as  provided  bv  the  charter,  and  the 
in  all  streets  marked  upon  it  to  the  city  may  reflate  such  wharves,  and 
county  in  which  the  city  was  situated,  such  regulations  may  be  distinctive 
But  this  was  only  in  trust  for  street  regulations,  adapted  to  the  use  of 
purposes.  We  attach  no  special  impor-  wharves  rather  tnan  streets.  Kemp  v. 
tance  to  the  fact  that  the  title  passed  Stradley,  134  Mich.  676. 
instead  of  a  mere  easement.  The  pur-  '  Grant  v,  Davenport,  18  Iowa,  179. 
pose  of  the  statute  is  not  to  give  the  Where  the  charter  of  a  city  authoriieB 
county  the  usual  rights  of  a  proprietor,  it  "to  regulate  the  erection  and  repair 
but  to  preclude  questions  which  might  of  private  wharves  and  the  rates  of 
arise  respecting  the  public  uses,  other  wharfage  thereat,  the  city,"  saji 
than  those  of  mere  passage,  to  which  Wrightf  C.  J.,  "ma^  reffulaie,  but  nol 
the  land  might  be  devoted."  The  city  destroy;  may  exercise  control,  as  over 
of  Detroit  is,  by  its  charter,  authorized  other  private  property  within  its  tizdti, 
''to  erect,  repair,  and  regulate  'pub-  but  not  to  the  extent  of  appropriating 
lie  wharves'  and  docks  at  the  ends  of  the  use  and  enjoyment  tTOreoi  to  the 
etreetSf  and  on  the  property  of  the  cor-  public  without  compensation."  lb. 
poration,  and  to  fix  lines  beyond  which  Liability  of  city  corporation  for  an  in- 
private  docks  shall  not  extend,  and  to  jury  to  a  private  wharf,  caused  by 
tease  wharf  and  wharfage  privileges  at  diverting  streams  of  water  to  a  point 
the  ends  of  streets,"  &c.  Tnis  gives  the  near  the  wharf,  thereby  causine  a  great 
power  to  the  citv  to  authorize  a  wharf  deposit  of  sand  and  earth,  which  fea- 
to  be  built  at  the  end  of  a  street  ter-  sened  the  depth  of  water  stt  the  wfaaif 
minating  on  the  navkable  water.  It  and  impaired  its  value.  Barron  a. 
was  held  in  Horn  v.  Feople,  23  Mich.  Baltimore,  2  Am.  Jurist,  203,  cited  and 
221,  that  wharves  constructed  by  the  approved  in  Stetson  v.  Faxon,  19  Pick. 
city  under  this  power,  whether  at  the  147 ;  and  see  also  Thayer  a.  Beaton, 
end  of  highways  or  on  its  property,  are  19  Pick.  511. 

the  property  of  the  city,  and  nuiy  be  If  the  deposits  from  sewers  eon- 
leased  as  such.  Campbkl,  J.,  thus  de-  structed  bv  the  dty  cause  a  perafiar 
fines  the  words  "pubuc  wharf,"  as  used  injury  to  the  wharf  owner,  the  city  is 
in  the  charter  (lb.  p.  224) :  "There  is  liable  to  the  latter  in  damages.  Fruik- 
no  instance  in  which  the  term  'public  lin  Wharf  Co.  v.  Portland,  67  He.  46: 
wharf'  has  been  used  in  our  legislation  a.  c.  24  Ahl  Rep.  1,  and  Mr.  Thoii»- 
to  indicate  an3rthing  analogous  to  a  son's  note;  Haskell  v.  New  Bedford,  106 
dedication  to  anv  public  use,  like  that  of  Mass.  208;  Brayton  v.  Fall  Rlw,  113 
1  highways.  Such  a  public  right  is  un-  Mass.  218;  post,  chapter  on  Actioos 
known  to  the  common  law.  Wharfage  and  Liabilities.  Power  to  erect  pobfic 
involves  exclusive  use,  for  longer  or  wharves  and  to  condemn  private  prop* 
8horter  periods,  by  each  vessel,  depend-  erty  therefor  includes  the  power  k>  <f- 
ing  on  the  nature  of  its  business  and  tend  a  wharf  already  establidied,  uid 

t}ie  extent  of  its  cai^o.     All  that  is  compulsorily  to  appropriate  the  ) 

meant   in   the    charter  by  a   'public  sary  land  for  that  purpose,  on_i 

wharf'  is  a  wharf  belonging  to  the  city,  compensation  to  the  ownm'.     ~ 

and  to  be  used  like  any  other  wha^  v,  Wincheli,  54  Mo.  172. 
property.     The  term  is  applied  aa  well 


§271 


POWERS   OP  MUNICIPALITY   OVER   WHARVES 


513 


municipality,  acting  under  statutory  authority,  can  require  vessels 
licensed  under  the  laws  of  Congress  to  take  out  a  license  for  the  privi- 
lege of  using  the  waters  of  a  harbor.*  But  a  charge  for  wharfage  is 
a  charge  in  respect  of  services  rendered  to  vessels  engaged  in  com- 
merce, and  is  not  a  duty,  tax,  or  burden  which,  in  its  essence,  b 
exacted  for  the  privilege  of  entering  or  navigating  a  port,  nor  is  it 
a  tonnage  duty,  and  statutes,  and  ordinances  enacted  pursuant  to 
statute,  imposing  wharfage  are  valid,  although  the  amount  thereof 
is  regulated  by  the  tonnage  of  the  vessel.^  The  right  of  municipal 
corporations  to  erect  wharves  may  be  express  or  implied.  The 
power,  even  when  conferred  in  terms,  is,  like  other  powers,  to  be 
construed  somewhat  strictly  when  it  affects  private  rights,  but  not  so 
strictly  as  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  grant.^  Thus,  although  the 
corporate  boundaries  may  by  the  charter  be  extended  to  low-water 
mark,  and  the  corporation  has  express  power  "to  regulate  the  erec- 


'  ffinnot  V.  Davenport,  22  How. 
(U.  S.)  227 :  Foster  v.  Davenport,  22 
How.  (U.  S.)  244;  Camion  v.  New 
Orieans,  20  WaU.  (U.  S.)  577;  Moran 
V.  New  Orleans,  112  U.  S.  69,  74; 
Harmon  v.  Chicago,  147  U.  S.  396;  St. 
Louis  V.  Consolidated  Coal  Co.,  158  Mo. 
342.  An  ordinance  requiring  tugs  to 
obtain  a  license  for  the  pnvilege  of 
towing  boats  or  other  craft  into  or  out 
of  the  harbor  or  from  one  place  to  an- 
other within  the  harbor  is  invalid  as 
conflicting  with  the  power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  commerce  among  the  States, 
although  the  ordinance  egresses  that 
the  amount  paid  for  the  license  shall 
be  in  lieu  of  all  wharfage  during  the 
time  the  license  remains  in  force.  St. 
Louis  V.  Consolidated  Coal  Co.,  158 
Mo.  342. 

>  Packet  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  95  U.  S.  80 ; 
Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  100  U.  S.  423 ; 
Vicksburg  v.  Tobin,  100  U.  8.  430; 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Parkersburg, 
107U.S.  69L  See  also  Huse  V.  Glover, 
119  U.  S.  543;  St.  Louis  v.  Consoli- 
dated Coal  Co.,  158  Mo.  342;  supra, 
i  261. 

*  Ab  to  the  extent  of  municipal  power 
aver  pMic  and  private  wharvee  and  the 
respective  rights  of  the  riparian  owner 
ana  municipal  authorities^  concerning 
wharves  and  wharfage:  Railroad  Co.  v. 
p:ilerman,  105  U.  S.  166;  Grant  v. 
Davenport,  18  Iowa,  179;  Cincinnati 
V,  Walls,  1  Ohio  St.  222 ;  Muscatine  v. 
Hershev,  10  Iowa,  39;  Galveston  v, 
Menard,  23  Tex.  348, 349 :  Baltimore  v. 
White,  2  Gill  (Md.),  444;  Furman  v. 


New  York,  6  Sandf.  S  C.  16,  aflPd  10 
N.  Y.  567;  Dugan  v,  Baltimore,  5  Gill 
&  Johns  (Md.)  357.  rev'g  a.  c.  3 
Bland,  Ch.  361;  Wilson  v.  Inloes,  11 
GiU  &  Johns.  (Md.)  351,  358;  Shep- 
herd v.  Municipality,  6  Rob.  (La.)  349 ; 
Columbus  v.  Cfrey,  2  Bush  (Kv.),  476; 
Kennedy  v.  Covington,  17  B.  Mon.  567 ; 


Richardson  v.  Boston,  24  How.  (U.  S.) 
188;  8.  c.  19  How.  263;  17  How.  426; 
Newport  v.  Taylor,  16  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
699;  Commonwealth  v.  Roxbury,  9 
Gray  (Mass.),  451,  519,  and  note  by 
Mr.  (now  Justice)  Gray;  Trowbridge  v. 
Mayor  (right  of  Albany  under  Dongan 
charter),  7  Hill  (N.  Y.),  429;  s.  c.  5 
Hill,  71 ;  Hart  v.  Mavor,  9  Wend.  571 ; 
Lansing  v.  Smith,  4  Wend.  9 ;  Thompson 
V.  Mayor,  11  N.  Y.  115;  Marshall  v. 
Guion,  lb,  461 ;  New  York  v.  Scott,  1 
Caines  (N.  Y.),  543;  Mayor,  Ac.  v. 
Hart,  95  N.  Y.  443 ;  Langdon  v.  Mayor, 
&c.  N.  Y.,  93  N.  Y.  129,  and  cases  cited ; 
Potomac  S.  B.  Co.  t;.  Upper  Potomac, 
&c.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  672;  Mead  v.  Port- 
land, 45  Ore^.  1,  citing  text.  Principles 
of  construction,  ante,  §  237  and  notes ; 
post,  i  274,  note. 

The  charter  powers  of  a  munici- 
pality in  respect  to  wharfage  are  sub- 
ject to  the  unlimited  control  of  the 
legislature,  except  so  far  as  the  righto  of 
creditors  may  be  impaired.  St.  Louis  v. 
Shields,  52  Mo.  351,  361 ;  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Ellerman,  105  U.  S.  166;  anU,  i  113. 
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tion  and  occupation  of  all  wharves  or  levees  within  the  corporate 
limits,"  this  does  not  give  the  corporation,  as  against  the  riparian 
proprietor  (whose  right  was  construed  to  extend  to  low-water  niaik), 
the  power  to  control  the  river  bank  so  as  to  require  such  proprietor 
or  his  lessee  to  take  out  a  license  for  his  wharf-boat,  fastened  to  the 
shore  of  his  own  land,  and  used  for  business  purposes.^ 

§  272  (111).  Scope  of  Municipal  Power. — So  where  a  riparian 
proprietor  had  constructed  a  wharf  which  extended  to,  but  <Ud  not 
encroach  upon,  the  navigable  part  of  the  river,  and  which  was  not 
shown  to  be  a  nuisance  in  fact,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  that  the  city  within  which  the  wharf  was  sit- 
uated could  not,  under  the  charter  'power  to  establish  dock  and  wharf 
lines  and  restrain  and  prevent  encroachments  upon  the  river  cmd  ofr- 
structions  thereto,  pass  an  ordinance  declaring  the  wharf  to  be  an 
obstruction  to  navigation,  and  a  nuisance,  and  ordering  it  to  be 
summarily  abated.' 

§  273  (112).  Tolls  and  Whazfaffe.  — If  the  right  to  impose 
wharfage  is  given  to  a  municipality,  but  not  limited,  the  question 
of  the  amount  which  the  municipal  authorities  may  exact  is  confided 
to  their  discretion,  and  is  one  with  which  the  courts  cannot  inter- 
fere,' unless,  perhaps,  in  a  case  where  the  by-law  imposing  it  is 

^  McLaughlin  v.  SteveoB,  18  Ohio,        '  Municipality  v.  Pease,  2  La.  An. 

94;    Blanch&rd   v.  Porter   (extent  of  538;   Muscatine  v.  Hersh^,  10  lowm, 

rinarian   right),    11    Ohio,    138,    144;  39,  42,  per  Wright,  J.;    Coal  Float  v. 

Muscatine  v.  Hershey,   10  Iowa,  39;  JeffersonviUe,  112  Ind.   15.    The 


Martin  v.  Evansville,  32  Ind.  85.  The  tion  of  a  whajf  by  a  city  was  presuined 
provifidons  of  charters  of  cities  authoris-  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and 
mg  the  construction  of  wharves  held  m  the  absence  of  an  ordinance  Asdog  the 
not  to  confer  upon  a  city  an  absolute  wharfage  dues  or  providing  for  the  pay- 
right  to  construct  a  whan  at  any  point  ment  of  a  compensation  for  the  use  of 
on  its  water  front  irrespective  ot  the  its  wharves,  it  was  held  that  such  com- 
rights  of  others.  It  must  construct  p«nsation  could  not  be  collected  by  the 
the  wharf  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  city.  Muscatine  v.  Keokuk,  Ac.  Fackei 
interfere  with  vested  rights  of  others  Co.,  45  Iowa,  185.  A  city  may  vn- 
to  maintain  whiu-ves  and  ferries,  eeribe  6y  ordtnanoe  the  fees  which  oal 
Vallejo  Ferry  Co.  v.  VaUejo,  146  Cal.  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the  wharvw 
392,  397 ;  San  Pedro  v.  Southern  within  its  limits,  and  this  power  \a  im- 
Pacific  R.  Co.,  101  CaL  333.  pliedly  subject  only  to  the  limitatioa 

'  Yates  V.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  497.  that  such  fees  shall  be  reasonable. 
Yates  V.  Milwaukee  was  approved  and  Keokuk  v.  Keokuk  Northern  Line* 
applied  in  the  Chicago  Lake  Front  Packet  Co.,  45  Iowa,  196.  As  to  ikbt 
case  by  Harlan  and  Bladgett,  JJ.,  in  of  a  city  to  charge  wharfage  fees  wnen 
State  of  Illinois  t;.  Illinois  Central  vessels  or  boats  are  moored  at  pboe» 
R.  R.  Co.,  33  Fed.  Rep.  730.  Supra,  where  no  wharves  have  been  foinided  : 
§§  265,  266,  271.  Approved  and  dis-  /6.;  Dubuque  v.  Stout,  32  lovs.  80. 
tinguished,  Weber  v.  Harbor  Com'rs  Voluntary  PaymenL — Where  the 
(San  Francisco),  18  Wall.  57.  See  owners  of  boats  have  paid  wharfupe 
supra f  §  266,  note.  fees   under  protest,    which  were  (fe- 
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plainly  unreasonable.^    But  the  amount  of  tolb  or  wharfage  may, 
of  course,  be  regulated  by  the  legislature.' 

§274  (113).  Dntiea  and  LUbility  of  MunieipaUty.  —  The 
interests  of  commerce  imperatively  require  that  public  wharves  should 
he  in  a  safe  condition;  and  if  a  municipal  corporation  is  in  possession 
of  such  a  wharf  and  exercises  control  over  it,  and  receives  tolls  for  its 
use,  it  owes  a  duty  to  the  public  to  keep  it  in  proper  and  secure  con- 
dition for  use,  and  it  is  liable,  without  statutory  enactment  to  that 
effect,  to  an  action  for  any  special  injuries  to  boats  and  vessels 
caused  by  its  failure  to  discharge  this  duty.  In  such  a  case  it  b  not 
material  whether  the  city  had  adopted  ordinances  for  the  regula- 
tion of  the  wharf,  or,  having  such,  neglected  to  enforce  them,  as  in 
either  event  the  responsibility  is  the  same.' 


manded  and  collected  in  the  absence  of 
authority  to  make  the  demand,  they 
cannot  recover  them  back  in  an  action 
against  the  city.  Muscatine  v.  Keokuk, 
iui.  Packet  Co.,  45  Iowa,  185.  The 
mere  danger  that  an  action  at  law  will 
be  commenced  to  enforce  payment  does 
not  make  the  payment  of  a  demand 
unjustly  and  illegally  made  a  com- 
pulsory payment.  lo.  See  cases  on 
the  subject  of  voluntary  and  com- 
pulsory payment^  cited  at  large,  past, 
chapter  on  Actions  and  liabihties. 
Packet  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  4  Dillon  C.  C, 
10 ;  anU,  §§241, 242,  268.  It  has  been 
held  that  in  Pennsylvania  a  legislative 
gjrant  to  a  municipal  corporation  of  the 
right  to  collect  wharfage  for  the  use  of 
a  public  dock  is  necessary.  Chester  v. 
Hagan,  116  Fed.  Rep.  223.  See  also 
The  Geneva,  16  Fed.  Rep.  874.  The 
dock  master  of  a  city  cannot  maintain 
an  action  in  his  own  name  to  recover 
wharfage  or  dockage,  although  by  ordi- 
nance and  statute  he  is  reqmred  to  col- 
lect it.  The  action  must  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  city.  Buckbee  v. 
Bro^ra,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  110. 

'  See  anUf  §  241  and  note,  as  to 
when  and  how  far  discretionary  powers 
are  subject  to  judicial  cognizance.  As 
to  reasonableness  of  wharfage  charges : 
supra,  §  261,  note;  Coal  Float  v.  Jeffer- 
sonville,  112  Ind.  15.  As  to  ^neral 
requirement  of  law  that  sdl  ordinances 
or  by-laws  must  be  reasonable,  see 
infra,  chapter  on  Municipal  Ordinances 
and  By-I^ws. 

*  Baltimore  v.  White,  2  Gill  (Md.), 
444;  Murphy  v.  Montgomery,  11  Ala. 
586 ;  Munn  v.  lUinois,  94  U.  S.  1 13, 131 ; 


Budd  V.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  617 
(grain  elevator  case) ;  Brass  v.  Stoeser, 
153  U.  S.  391  (North  Dakota  gram 
elevator  case).  Authority  to  a  city  "to 
erect,  repair,  and  regulate  wharves  and 
the  rales  of  wharfage"  authorizes  it  to 
collect  wharfage  upon  goods  landed  on 
the  bank,  tne  epace  in  front  of  the  citv 
being  dedicatea  to  the  public,  although 
no  artificial  wharf  was  erected.  Sacra- 
mento V,  Steamer,  4  Cal.  41.  This  sub- 
ject is  discussed  by  Wright^  J.,  in  Musca- 
tine t7.  Hershey^  10  Iowa,  39,  but  the 
g)int  is  not  decided  by  the  court.  See 
ubuque  v.  Stout,  32  Iowa,  80,  85.  In 
Kentucky,  however,  it  is  held  that  the 
owner  of  the  land  must  build  wharves, 
or  improve  the  shore,  or  make  some 

g reparation  for  the  reception  or  de- 
very  of  goods,  or  accommodation  of 
vessels,  before  he  is  entitled  to  collect 
tolls  or  wharfage.  Columbus  v.  Grey, 
2  Bush  (Ky.),  476.  See  supra,  §  261. 
note.  If  he  permits  the  municipal 
authorities  so  to  improve  the  wharves, 
he  will  only  be  entitled  to  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  use  of  the  river 
bank.  lb.  The  word  "quay"  defined 
by  McLean,  J.,  in  New  Orleans  t». 
United  States,  10  Pet.  662,  715. 

•  Heissenbuttel  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
New  York,  30  Fed  Rep.  456;  Phila- 
delphia &  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
New  York,  38  Fed.  Rep.  159;  Jeffer- 
son ville  V.  Louisville  &  J.  Ferry  Co.,. 
27  Ind.  100 ;  Jeffersonville  v.  Grav,  165 
Ind.  26 ;  Fennimore  v.  New  Orleans, 

20  La.  An.  124 ;  Eastman  v.  Meredith, 
36  N.   H.   284;    Buckbee  v.   Brown, 

21  Wend.    (N.  Y.)  110;    Macauley  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  67  N.  Y.  602 ; 
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§  275  (114).  Fmies;  Nature  of  Ferry  Qrants  to  a  Mnnicipility.  — 
It  is  not  unusual  for  the  legislature  to  make  to  a  municipal  cor- 
poration a  more  or  less  extensive  grant  respecting  Jerries  and  Jerry 


Kennedy  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York, 
73  N.  Y.  365;  Pittsburgh  v.  Grier,  22 
Pa.  St.  54  (commented  on  in  Eastman 
V.  Meredith,  36  N.  H.  284,  295); 
Winpenny  v.  Philadelphia,  65  Pa.  St. 
135;  AlC^heny  v,  Campbell,  107  Pa. 
St.  530;  Willey  v.  All^eny,  118  Pa. 
St.  490;  Memphis  v.  Rimbrough,  12 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  133 ;  Petersbuig  v,  Ap- 
plegarth's  Admr.,  28  Gratt.  (Va.)  321 ; 
Mersey  Dock  Trustees  v,  Gibbs,  L. 
R.  1  H.  L.  93.  As  to  duty  and  liability 
of  public  wharfinger,  see  arUe^  §  263.  A 
city,  being  the  proprietor  of  a  public 
wliarf ,  is  fiable  in  damages  for  the  loss 
of  a  boat  occasioned  bv  the  want  of 
reasonable  care  and  skill  in  providing 
proper  fastenings  for  boats  wtien  lying 
at  the  wharf.  Shinkle  v.  Covington, 
1  Bush  (Ky.),  617.  Lessee  of  a  citjr  is 
liable  for  damages  caused  by  defective 
wharves.  Radwav  v.  Briggs,  37  N.  Y. 
256.  A  city  which  has  leased  a  wharf 
or  wharf  boat  is  not  liable  for  injuries 
resulting  from  the  n^ligence  of  the 
lessee.  Carrolton  Furniture  Mfg.  Go. 
V,  Carrolton,  104  Ky.  525.  Where  a 
wharf  is  rendered  unsafe  by  the  acts 
of  others,  notice  of  the  defect  express 
or  implied  is  an  element  necessary  to 
liability,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  a 
defective  highway.  Seaman  v.  New 
York,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.),  147.  Those  in 
control  of  a  public  pier  are  bound  to 
exercise  the  same  care  for  the  safety 
of  the  public  and  all  having  occasion 
to  use  the  pier  as  is  required  of  those 
in  control  of  the  public  streets.  Oceanic 
Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Campania  Transat- 
lantica  Espaniola,  134  N.  Y.  461.  It 
is  no  defence  to  an  action  by  a  city  for 
wharfage  that  the  wharf  was  not  well 
built  and  needed  further  improvement 
or  repairs.  Jeffersonville  v.  Louisville 
A  J.  Ferry  Co.,  27  Ind.  100;  s.  c.  35 
Ind.  19 ;  Prescott  v.  Duquesne,  48  Pa. 
St.  118.  But  see  Buckbee  v.  Brown,  2 1 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  110,  where  it  was  held 
that  in  an  action  for  wharfage,  the  d&- 
fendvit  mav,  by  way  of  recoupment, 
show  that  the  wharves,  during  the  ac- 
cruing of  the  toll,  were  out  of  repair, 
whereby  he  sustained  damage,  &c. 

The  Board  of  State  Harbor  Com- 
missioners of  California,  although  agent 
of  the  State,  is  liable  as  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  contract,  where  it  per- 


mits a  wharf  within  its  control  to  be- 
come unsafe  in  consequence  of  which 
it  falls,  whereby  a  large  quantitv  of 
coal  placed  thereon  is  lost.  Chap- 
man V.  State,  104  CaL  690.  But  in  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  board  to 
control  the  h^bor  and  the  vessels  , 
using  it  by  opening  passage  ways  for 
ferry  boats ;  controlhng  the  anchorase 
of  vessels;  removing  vessels  from  the 
wharves  and  piers  when  uxdoaded,  and 
the  general  care  of  all  the  property 
belonging  to  the  State  and  connected 
with  toe  wharves  andjpiers  or  used,  the 
board  exercises  duties  of  a  poHee 
character  and  purely  governmental  in 
their  nature.  Hence  it  is  not  liable  to 
an  emplovee  on  a  tu^  boat  owned  and 
controuea  by  it  for  mjuries  caused  by 
their  negligence  when  he  is  emp&ojred 
for  the  protection  against  or  extin- 
smshment  of  fires,  such  employment 
bcnng  in  a  governmental  or  ponoe  doty. 
Denning  v.  State,  123  Cal.  316.  As  to 
powers  and  jurisdiction  of  harbor  com- 
missioners in  protecting  navigation  and 
removing  obstacles,  see  Quigg  v.  Evans^ 
121  CaL  546.  See  po8<,  chapter  on 
Actions  and  Liabilities,  where  the  sub- 
ject and  the  ground  of  the  liabiUtv  ol 
the  corporation  for  torts  is  oonsideied  at 
lar»B. 

The  duty  of  those  having  ccmtrol  of  a 
Aorbor  is,  so  long  as  it  is  open  to  the  pub- 
lic, to  have  it  reasonably  safe  for  Ae 
public  use,  and  this  whether  toUs  onr 
collected  ornoiforthe  use  of  U.  Pamal^ 
V.  Lancashire  Canal  Co.,  11  A.  A  £. 
223;  Metcalfe  v.  Hetherington,  11  Ex. 
257;  8.  c.  5  H.  A  N.  719;  Gibbs  «. 
Liverpool  Docks,  3  H.  &  N.  164;  a.  c 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  C.  93, 104, 122;  Longmcm 
V.  Great  Western  Railway  Co.,  35  L.  J. 
C.  P.  135;  Francis  v.  (Jockrell,  L.  R. 
5  Q.  B.  184;  Webb  v.  Port  Brace 
Harbor  Co.,  19  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  626; 
Coev.Wise,  L.R.1  Q.  B.  711;  Wmch 
V.  Conservators  of  the  Thames,  L.  R. 
7  C.  P.  471.  See  Sweeney  «.  Port  Bur- 
well  Harbor  Co.,  17  Upper  Can.  C.  P. 
574,  reversed,  19  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  376 ; 
BeiTvman  v.  Port  Burwell  Harbor  Ool, 
24  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  34.  Qty  not 
liable  tor  filling  up  slip  by  discDai;ge 
from  sewer.  Reed  v.  Lynn,  126  J' 
367. 
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franchises.  Such  a  grant  is  not,  unless  otherwise  expressed,  a  com- 
pact which  cannot  be  impaired,  but  in  the  nature  of  a  public  law, 
subject  to  be  repealed  or  changed,  as  the  public  interests  may 
demand.^  If  the  legislature  has  conferred,  as  in  some  of  the 
ancient  charters  in  England  and  in  this  country,  upon  a  munici- 
pal corporation  its  whole  power  to  establish  and  regulate  ferries 
within  the  corporate  limits,  the  corporation  thus  representing  the 
sovereign  power  may  make  an  exclusive  grant.^  But  such  a  corpora- 
tion has  not  an  exclusive  power  over  the  subject,  unless,  by  express 
words  or  necessary  inference,  it  be  plainly  given  to  it  by  the  legisla- 
ture. Hence,  power  to  a  municipality  to  establish  and  regulate  ferries 
within  its  limits  does  not  give  it  an  exclusive  power,  and  consequently 
does  not  authorize  it  to  confer  an  exclusive  privilege  upon  others  to 
establish  a  ferry.'    The  transportation  by  a  transfer  company  of 


>  East  Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge 
Co.,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  511;  Roper  v. 
McWhorter,  77  Va,  214;  ante,  §  111. 
Afl  to  extinguishment  of  ferry  franchise 
by  a  subs^uent  legislative  grant  to 
build  a  bridse  at  the  site  of  the  ferry, 
and  take  tolls,  see  the  famous  case  of 
Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge, 
11  Pet.  (U.  S.)  420.  The  dissenting 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  on  the 
important  constitutional  question  in- 
volved in  this  case,  is  referred  to  by 
Mr.  ITefcster,  in  a  letter  to  Judge  Story, 
as  "the  ablest  and  best  written  opinion 
I  ever  heard  you  deliver;  it  is  close, 
searching,  and  scrutinizinfi^ ;  the  op- 
posite opinion  has  not  a  foot  nor  an 
inch  of  ground  to  stand  on."  2  Story, 
Life  and  Letters,  268.  Chancellor  Kent 
expressed  the  same  opinion.  lb.  270. 
But  fifty  years'  subsequent  experience 
has  vindicated  the  judgment  of  the 
court  and  placed  it  upon  an  immovable 
and  unquestioned  foundation.  Claim 
of  exclusive  privilege  of  transporting 
persons,  animals,  and  vehicles  across 
a  river  within  half  a  mile  of  location 
of  ferry  denied  in  Wheeling  &  Belmont 
Brid^  Co,  r.  Wheeling  Bridge  Co.,  138 
U.  S.  287.  Construction  of  special  grant. 
Hartford  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ferry  Co.,  29 
Conn.  210.  Where  a  ferry  had  been 
maintained  by  a  city  for  a  time  beyond 
the  memory  of  livine  men,  it  was  held, 
in  the  absence  of  otner  evidence,  that 
its  franchise  was  established  by  prescrip- 
tion; and  also,  that  while  the  State 
could  divest  the  city  of  the  franchise, 
its  purpose  and  intent  to  do  so  must 
clearly  appear,  and  cannot  be  left  to 
implication.    Laredo  v.  Martin,  52  Tex. 


548.  As  to  corporations  by  prescription, 
see  ante,  §§50,  55.  In  Louisiana,  the 
authority  of  towns  situated  on  naviga- 
ble streams  to  establish  and  operate 
Sublic  ferries  rests  upon  special  grants, 
[oggard  V.  Monroe,^  51  La.  An.  683. 
Under  the  Constitution  of  Tennessee, 
as  construed,  there  is  no  power  to 
grant  to  municipalities  in  that  State 
the  right  to  regulate  and  license  ferries. 
Malone  v,  Wuliams,  118  Tenn.  390; 
103  S.  W.  Rep.  798.  The  court  admits 
that  it  is  customary  to  make  such 
grants  "in  England  and  some  of  the 
States"  (quoting  text,  §§275,  276, 
277),  but  in  this  State  it  is  different. 
lb. 

«  Costar  t'.  Brush,  25  Wend.  (X.  Y.) 
628.  See  also  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York 
V.  8tarin,  106  N.  Y.  1;  Mayor,  &c.  of 
New  York  v.  New  Jersey  S.  N.  Co.. 
106  N.  Y.  28;  Laredo  v.  International 
Bridge  and  Tramway  Co.,  30  U.  S. 
App.  110. 

»  Mintum  v.  Larue,  23  How.  (U.  S.) 
435;  Harrison  v.  State,  9  Mo.  526; 
McEwen  v.  Taylor,  4  G.  Greene  (lowaX 
532;  ante,ii  237-239,  and  cases  in 
notes.  There  may  possibly  be  an  ex- 
ception to  the  rule  stated  in  the  text 
where  an  investment  of  capital  is 
needed  and  is  made  in  consideration  of 
an  exclusive  right  for  a  limited  and 
reasonable  period.  See  chapters  on 
Contracts  and  Public  Utilities,  post. 
While  the  exclusive  power  conferred 
by  the  legislature  upon  a  city  to  ^rant 
a  ferry  ficense  does  not  authorize  it 
to  grant  an  ^xdusive  license,  yet  the 
power  to  grant  an  exclusive  license  is 
conferred  when  the  city  b  authorized 
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railroad  cars  loaded  or  unloaded  over  the  Mississippi  River  between 
Missouri  and  Illinois  is  interstate  commerce  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Federal  Constitution,  and  is  not  the  business  of  "ferrying"  in 
its  strict  technical  or  proper  sense,  and  a  State  or  its  municipalities 
cannot  impose  a  license  tax  upon  such  transportation  as  a  condi' 
tion  of  carrying  it  on.* 


§  276  (115).  LicenBe  Fee  and  Tax;  OonBtmctioii  of  Special 
Grant.  —  By  its  charter  a  city  was  empowered  "to  license^  continue, 
and  regvlate  "  as  many  ferries  within  its  limits,  to  the  opposite  shcnie 
of  a  river  bounding  it,  as  the  public  good  required,  and  the  common 
council  were  further  authorized  "to  direct  the  manner  of  issuing 
and  registering  the  licenses,  and  to  prescribe  the  sum  of  money  to  be 
paid  therefor  into  the  treasury  of  the  corporation."  Under  this,  an 
ordinance  prohibiting  all. persons  from  ferrying,  without  a  license 
from  the  mayor,  and  authorizing  this  officer  to  grant  licenses  to  any 
person  upon  payment  into  the  treasury  of  the  city  of  the  sum  61 


*  ^  to  grant  or  refuse  a  license."  Buriing- 
ton  &  H.  Ferry  Co.  v.  Davis,  48  Iowa, 
133.  The  power  to  refuse  gives  the 
power  to  limit  the  issue  of  licenses ;  if 
it  can  limit,  there  is  no  reason  why  it 
cannot  bind  itself  to  issue  no  other; 
but  the  power  to  license,  or  to  license 
and  regulate  certain  occupations,  does 
not,  it  seems,  include  tne  power  to 
create  a  monopoly.  Chicago  v.  Rumpff , 
45  ni.  90 ;  Logan  v.  Pyne,  43  Iowa,  524 ; 
B.  &  H.  Ferry  Co.  v.  Davis,  48  Iowa, 
133.  But  "the  grant  of  exclusive  ferry 
licenses  rests  upon  peculiar  grounds. 
It  is  in  some  sense  an  extension  of  a 
public  road.  The  objection  to  the  crear» 
tion  of  a  monopoly  is  overcome  in  the 
matter  of  a  few  by  the  consideration 
of  the  public  necessity  or  advantage." 
lb.,  per  Adams f  J.  The  question 
whether  the  grant  of  a  ferry  to  individ- 
uals by  the  legislature  deprives  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  possessing  the  usual 
powers  to  provide  for  the  convenience 
aiid  prosperity  of  its  citizens,  of  the 
ri^ht  to  establish  a  competing  ferry, 
discussed  but  not  decided,  in  Gibbes  v. 
Beaufort,  20  S.  Car.  213.  A  city  own- 
ing a  ferry  must  administer  the  pMic 
trust  thus  imposed  as  the  public  interest 
may  require.  Waterbury  v.  Laredo, 
68  Tex.  565  (a  contract  by  which  a  city 
gave  to  an  attorney  one-third  of  the 
rents  of  a  ferry,  and  bound  itself  not  to 
make  any  engagement  which  would 
interfere  with  its  terms,  held  void  as 


being  a^nst  public  policy).  Whether 
the  aedvcation  of  Uxnd  for  a  kwhwav  or 
street  terminating  on  a  river  will  author- 
ize the  use  of  the  same  for  a  ferry  land- 
ing, ih&t  is,  for  fastening  boats  and 
receiving  and  dischaiging  f rdghts  and 
passengers,  without  the  consent  of  the 
abutting  owner,  see  Prosser  v.  Wappdio 
County,  18  Iowa,  327,  and  cases  ated; 
also  4  Am.  Law  Reg.  (n.  s.)  519;  supra, 
§261,  note,  {  268,  note.  In  Combs  r. 
Hogg,  101  Ky.  178,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  has  no  power,  after  granting  a 
ferry  privilege  to  one  person  in  a  dty 
or  town,  to  grant  such  a  privilege  to 
another  unless  public  convenience  re^ 
quires  it. 

>  St.  Clair  Coun^  v.  IntersUte 
Transfer  Co.,  192  U.  S.  454.  The  pre- 
vious ''feny  cases"  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  are  analysed, 
critically  reviewed,  and  explained  by 
Mr.  Justice  White.  The  court  did  not 
decide  but  left  open  the  question 
whether  the  police  power  of  the  State 
extended  to  the  establishment,  regula- 
tion, or  licensing  of  ferries  <m  navi^ble 
streams  which  are  boundaries  between 
States,  but  the  court  held  that  if  soch 
power  in  a  State  be  conceded  to  exist, 
it  did  not  extend  to  transportatioD  of 
railroad  cars  by  a  transfer  company,  as 
such  transportation  is  not  ferriage  in  its 
true  sense,  but  b  interstate  commerce 
which  cannot  be  taxed  or  othenrise  sub- 
jected to  direct  burdens  by  a  State. 
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fifty  dollars,  was  sustained  against  the  objections  that  there  was  no 
power  to  prohibtt  ferrying  without  a  license,  and  that  the  license  fee 
was  a  tax.  The  words  of  the  charter,  "To  prescribe  the  sum  of 
money  to  be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  corporation,"  were  re- 
garded by  the  court  as  showing  a  clear  intent  to  make  licenses  a 
source  of  revenue  to  the  city ;  and  the  court  added  that  the  amount 
charged  as  a  license  fee  did  not  appear  to  be  unreasonable.^ 

§  277  (116).  Power  to  lease,  covenant,  Ac.  —  If  a  municipal 
corporation,  seized  of  a  ferry,  lease  the  same,  through  the  agency  of 
the  mayor  and  aldermen,  with  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoymenty  this 
covenant  will  not  restrain  the  mayor  and  aldermen  from  exercising 
the  powers  vested  in  them  by  statute,  to  license  another  ferry  over 
the  same  waters,  if  in  their  judgment  (which  cannot  be  reviewed  by 
the  courts)  the  public  necessity  and  convenience  require  it.  On 
such  a  covenant  the  city  may  be  liable  to  the  covenantees;  but  the 
powers  vested  in  the  cUy  officers  as  trustees  for  the  public  cannot  be 
thus  abrogated.  If,  however,  the  city  in  its  corporate  capacity  is  the 
legal  owner  of  an  exclusive  franchise,  its  grantees  or  lessees  would 
hold  it,  notwithstanding  any  license  to  others,  whether  granted  by 
the  mayor  and  aldermen  or  any  other  tribunal.' 

»  Chilvers  v.  People,  11  Mich.  43.  The  right  of  a  city,  ^ven  by  charter. 
As  to  distinction  between  a  license  fee  to  license  and  tax  femes,  is  not,  unless 
and  a  tax,  see  Ash  v.  People,  11  Mich,  so  expressed,  exclusive  of  a  like  right 
347 ;  Flanagan  v.  Plainfield.  44  N.  J.  L.  in  the  State  or  county.  Harrison  v 
11 8,  and  the  chapters  on  Ordinances  and  State,  9  Mo.  526.  "Power  to  regulate 
Taxation;  post,  §§  661,  1408.  Amount  ferries,"  given  to  municipal  corpora- 
of  license  city  may  exact,  the  State  law  tions  in  general  incorporation  act,  con- 
on  the  subject  being  held  to  affect  the  strued ;  Duckwall  v.  New  Albany,  25 
city;  Reddick  V.  Amelia,  1  Mo.  5.  Ind.  283.  When  equity  will  annul  lease ; 

»  Fay,  In  re,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  243.  Phillips  v.  Bloomington,  1  G.  Greene 

The  court  will  not  try  on  certiorari  the  (Iowa),  498.    A  power  conferred  upon 

conflicting  titles  of  parties  to  a  ferry  a  city  to  establish  ferries  and  to  fix  the 

franchise.    /&.;  ante,  chap.  vii.  §  245.  rates,  fees,  and  rents,  authorizes  it  to 

Rights  of  municipal  corporations  in  rent  the  ferry,  but  it  cannot  surrender 

connection  with  ferries,  and  extent  of  its  control  and  supervision  wholly  to 

legidaiive  control.    See  Fanning  v.  Gre-  another.    McDoneU  v.  International  & 

foire  et  al.,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  524 ;  East  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  60  Tex.  590.  See  supra, 
lartford  v,  Hartford  Bridge  Co.,  10  §§  244,  245.  In  Virginia,  it  was  held 
How.  511;  aff'g  s.  c.  16  Conn.  149;  17  that  a  county  and  a  city,  being  ioint 
Conn.  80,  96;  supra,  §275;  Chilvers  v.  grantees  of  ferry  franchises,  had  no 
People,  11  Mich.  43;  O'Neill  v.  Police  power  to  lease  the  ferries  to  private 
Jury,  21  La.  An.  586 ;  Aikin  v.  Railroad  persons,  the  franchise  being  a  public 
Co.,  20  N.  Y.  370,  relating  to  the  ferry  trust  which  they  could  not,  without 
rights  of  the  city  of  Albany ;  Benson  v.  legislative  sanction,  dispose  of  or  dele- 
>Uyor.  Ac.  of  New  York,  10  Barb.  223 :  gate.  Roper  v.  McWhorter,  77  Va.  214. 
Harris  v.  Nesbit,  24  Ala.  398;  Unitea  Upon  division  of  an  old  town  owning 
States  V.  Fanning,  Morris,  348 ;  Conner  ferry  franchise,  the  new  town  owns  no 
V.  New  Albany,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  43;  interest  therein  except  so  far  as  con- 
City  V.  Ferry  Co.,  27  Ind.  100;  Shall-  f erred  by  the  legislature.  Hartford 
cross    V.  Jeffersonville,    27    Ind.   193.  Bridge  Cio.  v.  East  Hartford,  16  Conn. 
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§  277(a).  Power  to  bridge  Navigable  Streams.  —  The  Free- 
holders' Charter  of  the  City  of  St  Louis  authorized  the  city  to 
issue  negotiable  bonds  for,  inter  cdia,  ''the  construction  of  bridges 
and  the  purchase  of  land  therefor."  Public  acts  of  the  State 
of  Missouri  authorized  the  building,  by  cities,  of  bridges,  toll  or 
free,  over  streams  forming  a  boundary  between  this  and  other 
States,  and  the  acquisition  of  land  for  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  thereof  in  this  and  other  States,  and  the  issue 
of  bonds  therefor.  A  special  act  of  Congress  authorized 
the  city  of  St.  Louis  by  name  to  construct,  maintain,  and  oper- 
ate a  bridge  across  the  Mississippi  River  and  to  purchase  or  cod- 
denm  land  therefor  in  the  States  of  Missouri  and  Illinois.  The 
people  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis  having  duly  voted  that  the  city 
should  issue  $3,500,000  of  bonds  "to  be  used  for  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  a  Municipal  Bridge  for  public  use  by 
raihroads,  street  cars,  vehicles  of  all  kinds,  and  pedestrians,"  a 
taxpayers'  suit  was  brought  against  the  city  to  restrain  the  issue 
of  the  bonds.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  in  alBrming  the 
decree  of  the  court  below  holding  that  the  city  was  authorized  to 
issue  the  bonds  and  dismissing  the  bill,  decided  the  following 
propositions: 

1.  That  under  its  charter  and  the  general  laws  of  the  State  the 
city  of  St.  Louis  had  full  authority  to  build  and  maintain  the  bridge 
so  far  as  the  State  was  concerned,  and  under  the  Act  of  Congress  it 
had  such  authority  from  the  general  government; 

2.  That  such  a  bridge  would  be  a  public  highway  between  the 
city  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and  East  St.  Louis,  Illinois,  and  would 
be  a  "public  city  purpose,"  none  the  less  so  because  a  part  of  such 
highway  is  located  beyond  the  city  limits; 

3.  That  issuing  bonds  to  build  such  a  bridge  owned  and  con- 
trolled by  the  city  was  not  a  grant  to  or  a  loan  of  the  city's  credit  to 
any  individual  or  corporation  in  violation  of  certain  special  prohibi- 
tions of  the  Constitution  of  the  State; 

4.  That  under  the  legislation  of  the  State  and  the  Acts  of  Con- 
gress the  bridge,  when  constructed,  would  be  an  agency  or  instru- 
mentality of  interstate  commerce,  and  as  such  it  was  withm  the 
power  of  Congress  to  grant,  as  it  did,  to  the  city  of  St.  Louis  the 
power  to  hold  and  condenm  land  for  the  bridge  and  approaches  in 
both  States,  and  therefore  it  was  no  valid  objection  that  one  end  oi 

149;  post,  chaps,  ix.,  x.    County  court  annual  tax  levy  to  maintain  a  dtj^^ 
not  authorizea  to  buy  a  new  ferry  boat  brid^  and  ferries  and  keep  them  in 


not  authonzea  to  buy  a  new  ferrv  boat  bnoges  and  femes  and 
to  take  the  place  of  an  old  one  under  the  good  repair.  Kadderiy 
gection  erf  an  act  requiring  it  to  make  an  County  Court,  32  Oreg. 


V. 

560. 
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the  bridge  and  the  approaches  thereto  will  be  in   the  State  of 
Illinois.^ 

^  Haeussler  v.  St.  Louis,  205  Mo.  vLdons.    In  other  words,  that  the  city 

656,  April,  1907.    In  this  case,  in  hold-  has  the  right  to  provide  for  the  building 

ing  this  bridge  to  be  a  puhlic  municipal  of  such  a  bridge  as  a  legitimate  public 

cr  city  jmrpoMf  the  Supreme  Court  of  purpose,   and   as  an   authorized   and 

Missouri,  by  Grave*,  J.,  said:  "We  can-  proper  public  improvement.    And  this 

not  blind  ourselves  to  the  fact  that  the  is  true,  although  a  portion  thereof  must 

bridge  would  be  but  the  establishment  of  necessity  be  beyond  the  corporate 

of  a  public  highway  between  two  cities,  limits." 

That  public  oridges   are  public  high-  As  to  the  power  of  Congress  to  au- 

ways  or  parts  of  public  highways,  there  thorixe  the  city  to  build  this  bridge 

can  be  no  doubt.    The  right  to  construct  over  the  Missisdppi  River,  the  court', 

bridges  over  rivers  and  streams  sepa-  after  referring  to  and  approving  the 
rating  two  cities  or  towns,  by  one  or  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Gray  in  Luxton 

both  of  the  municipalities  concerned,  v.  North  River  Bridge  Co.,  153  U.  S. 

has  been  recognized  as  a  public  pui^  525  (relating  to  a  bridge  over  the  Hud- 

pooe.    Nor  is  it  any  the  less  a  city  son   River),   and  other  cases  in   the 

purpose  because  a  part  of  the  pub-  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 

tic  nighway  is  located  beyond  the  city  says :   "If  Congress  can  charter  i  cor- 

limits."  poration  to  build  a  bridge  spanning 

The  court  quotes  with  approval  the  trom  one  State  to  another  and  clothe 
remarks  of  Earlf  J.,  as  to  what  is  "a  it  with  the  power  to  condenm  property 
city  purpose,"  in  the  Brooklyn  Bridge  in  either  State,  it  certainly  naa  the 
case  (People  v.  Kelly,  76  N.  Y.  475,  power  to  add  this  power  by  grant  to 
487),  and  then  continues :  "To  use  the  the  powers  already  possessed  by  the 
language  of  Thayer ^  Circuit  Judge,  in  city  of  St.  Louis.  In  short,  if  Congress 
the  case  of  South  St.  Paul  v.  Lamprecht  can  create  a  corporation  with  such 
Bros.  Co.,  88  Fed.  Rep.  454 :  'And  the  rights,  it  can  j^rant  such  rights  to  one 
bridge  so  had  in  view  was  of  as  great  already  in  existence.  Nor,  where  the 
advantage  to  the  citv  as  it  could  nave  way  provided  for  is  a  public  way  for 
been  if  u>cated  wholly  within  the  cor-  public  purposes  and  public  use,  as  in 
porate  boundaries.'  In  other  words,  this  case,  can  there  be  any  distinction 
if  the  surroundings  show  it  to  be  a  between  granting  such  rights  to  a  mu- 
pubUc  municipal  purpose,  it  is  none  nicipal  corporation,  rather  than  to  a 
the  less  so  because  a  part  of  it  by  neces-  private  corporation.  The  municipal 
sit^r  must  be  located  beyond  the  city  corporation  had  the  right  to  go  beyond 
lioQits,  nor  in  our  judgment  is  the  char-  its  corporate  limits  and  acquire  prop- 
acter  of  the  purpose  changed  because  ertv  for  this  public  municipal  purpose, 
a  portioQ  must  needs  be  located  in  ana  Congress  simply  says,  that  with 
another  State.  To  a  similar  effect  are  our  power  over  interstate  commerce, 
the  following  cases:  Blatter  of  Mayor  by  land  as  well  as  by  water,  vou  can 
of  New  York,  99  N.  Y.  569 ;  Pittsbuig  extend  or  make  your  public  nighway 
V,  Brace,  158  Pa.  St.  174 ;  Newman  over  a  navigable  stream,  and  do  what 
V.  Ashe,  9  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  380;  Min-  we  can  do,  t.  e.,  take  private  property 
nesota  Lend  Co.  v,  Billings,  111  Fed.  therefor,  compensating  the  owner  as 
Rep.  972.  And  our  own  court  has  fully  provided  by  law.  Under  the  views 
recognized  the  right  of  the  city  of  St.  expressed  by  Justice  Oray,  supra,  it  is 
Louis,  under  cluster  provisions  not  not  even  necessary  to  obtain  the  con- 
nearly  so  broad  and  liberal  as  the  sent  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  This  view 
present  ones,  to  acquire  and  hold  prop-  is  sound  in  our  judgment.  The  hauling 
erty  outside  of  the  city  limits  for  public  of  a  wsgon  load  of  potatoes^  grown  in 
municipal  purposes.  Hafner  v.  St.  the  vaUey  of  the  Mississippi  Kiver  in 
Louis,  161  Bio.  34 ;  Chambers  v.  St.  the  State  of  Illinois  over  the  proposed 
Louis,  29  Mo.  543.  So  that,  in  addition  public  highwa^r,  from  that  State  to  the 
to  the  express  statutorv  authority  for  city  of  St.  Louis,  is  just  as  much  inter- 
the  construction  of  the  bridge,  we  con-  state  commerce  as  is  the  transportation 
elude  that  the  construction  thereof  is  of  a  train  load  of  cattle  from  Texas  to 
purely  an  exercise  of  a  Intimate  pub-  Chicago."  Of  the  soundness  of  the 
uc  municipal  purpose,  fuDy  authorized  judgment  in  this  case,  alike  from  a 
by  both  the  statutory  and  charter  pro-  Feoeral  and  State  and  municipal  point 
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§  278  (117).  Borrowing  Money;  concerning  Implied  Power  to 
borrow  Money.  —  We  shall  hereafter  treat  of  the  implied,  power  of 
municipal  corporations  to  issve  negotiable  securities.  But  this  is  a 
different  question  from  the  power  to  borrow  money.  The  power  to 
borrow  may  be  given  in  express  language,  in  which  case  Ae  terms 
and  purpose  of  the  grant  will,  of  course,  measure  its  extent  Bot 
suppose  the  power  is  not  expressly  conferred,  does  U  exist  by  implin 
cation  f  It  is  perhaps  settled  law  in  this  country  that  private  cor- 
porations, organized  for  pecuniary  profit,  have,  in  the  absence  of 
special  limitation  or  restriction,  an  implied  or  incidental  authmty 
to  borrow  money  for  their  legitimate  purposes,  and  to  give  negotia- 
ble obligations  for  its  repayment.^  The  question  of  the  incidenial 
authority  of  municipal  corporations  to  borrow  wjoney  has  often  been 
considered  and  often  decided,  but  the  decisions  are  not  uniform  cm- 
reconcilable  as  to  the  extent  or  even  existence  of  such  authcHi^. 
In  view  of  the  legislative  practice  to  confer,  in  terms,  all  powers  so 
important  as  this,  the  dangerous  nature  of  this  power,  by  reason  of 
the  temptation  it  holds  out  to  incur  needless  debts  and  to  make  ex- 
travagant expenditures,  and  the  facilities  it  offers  for  frauds,  and 
the  settled  and  salutary  doctrine  that  such  corporations  have  no 
powers  but  such  as  are  expressly  conferred,  and  those  which  are 
necessary  to  effect  the  objects  of  the  corporation,  and  those  which 
are  incidental  to  the  express  grants,^  the  author,  where  the  k|;isla- 
tive  will  is  wholly  silent,  is  strongly  inclined  to  deny  the  existence  of 
a  general  implied  or  general  incidental  power  to  borrow  money  or 
much  less  to  issue  negotiable  paper.'  At  the  present  time  there  is  a 
decided  conflict  between  the  rules  adopted  in  different  jurisdictions, 
although  the  tendency  of  more  recent  decisions  seems  to  be  to 
deny  the  existence  of  any  general  implied  or  general  incidental 
power. 

of  view,  there  can,  we  think,  be  no  Railway  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  SIO^  ai  to 
doubt.  powers  of  common  law  ODipcMatioot  in 

As  to  the  power  to  maintain  as  well  England  in  respect  to  drawmg,  aee^ii- 
as  to  construct  the  bridge,  the  court  ing,  or  indorsins;  negotiable  aeeuritws. 
distinguished  the  case  mm  that  of  The  court  in  this  case  deny  (in  the 
Chillicothe  v.  Wilder,  200  Mo.  97,  98  absence  of  express  legislative  authoiity 
8.  W.  465,  which  depended  upon  wholly  conferring  the  power)  that  it  is  oom- 
different  provisions  of  the  Constitution,   petent  to  a  company  incorporated  io 

'  Stratton  v.  Allen,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  229;  the  usual  way  for  tne  formation  and 
see  anle^  §  74,  and  chapter  on  Bonds,    working  of  a  railway  to  draw,  aomi, 

rty  §  872;  Lucas  v,  Pitney,  27  N.  J.    or  indorse  bills  of  exchange,     l^frm, 
221;  Hackettstown  v.  Swackhamer,    {{  279,  289. 
37  N.  J.  L.  191 ;  construction  of  spe-        *  ArUe,  §§  237-239. 
cific  grant,  Hoboken,  dec.  v.  Bailey,  37        '  Text  cited  Robertson  v.  Brndbve. 
N.  J.  L.  519.    But  see  observations  of  61  Tex.  316;  Richmond  o.  McGiir,  78 
ByUSy  J.,  in  Bateman  v,  Mid-Wales   Ind.  192;  m/ra,  {  289. 
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§  279  (118).     The  Subject  considered  in  Ohio  and  elsewhere. — 
The  question  arose  in  Ohio,  in  1836,  and  was  fully  argued  and  con- 
sidered.   The  town  of  Chillicothe  possessed  authority  to  purchase 
real  estate,  erect  public  buildings,  repair  streets,  and  the  usual  muni- 
cipal powers.    The  right  to  borrow  money  was  not  expressly  granted, 
and  the  only  question  in  the  case  (an  action  upon  the  bonds  of  the 
town  given  for  borrowed  money)  was  whether  it  was  granted  by 
implication.    The  case  was  regarded  as  of  the  first  impression,  no 
authorities  in  poifit  being  produced.    The  court  distinctly  decided  that 
in  carrying  out  the  express  powers,  or  in  effecting  any  legitimate 
municipal  object,  the  corporation  possessed  the  incidental  or  imn 
plied  right  to  borrow  money.*    Subsequently  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Wisconsin  affirmed  the  implied  authority  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
as  incidental  to  the  execution  of  the  general  powers  granted  by  its 
charter,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  special  restriction,  to  borrow  money 
and  issue  its  bonds  therefor,  it  appearing  that  the  proceeds  thereof 
went  into  the  treasury  of  the  city  and  were  expended  by  it.'    "The 
charter,"  says  the  court,  stating  its  reasons,  "does  confer  the  power 
to  purchase  fire  apparatus,  cemetery  grounds,  &c.,  to  establish  mar- 
kets, and  to  do  many  other  things,  for  the  execution  of  which  money 
would  be  necessary  as  a  means.    It  would  seem,  therefore,  that,  in 
the  absence  of  any  restriction,  the  power  to  borrow  money  would 
pass  as  an  incident  to  these  general  powers,  according  to  Uie  well- 
settled  rule  that  corporations  may  resort  to  the  usual  and  convenient 
means  of  executing  the  powers  granted ;  for  certainly  no  means  is 
more  usual  for  the  execution  of  such  objects  than  that  of  borrowing 
money."    In  this  case,  as  in  the  other,  the  question  was  not  raised 
until  the  money  had  been  borrowed  and  the  rights  of  third  persons 
had  attached.* 

>  Bank  v,  Chillicothe,  7  Ohio,  part  regulate  their  use,  conferred  nececsa- 

ii.  p.  31.  lily  the  power  to  provide  money  for  the 

*  Ifills  V,   Gleaaon,    11   Wb.    470;  construction  of  a  sewer  for  the  puipoee 

State  V.  Madison,  7  Wis.  688 ;  Clark  v.  of  draining  its  principal  street,  by  issu- 

Janesville,    10   Wis.    136;     Clarke   v.  ing  bonds  therefor.    See  tn/ra,  §§  281, 

School  District,  3  R.  I.  199,  in  which  289,  290. 

it  ia  held  that  when  money  is  borrowed  '  Citv  v.  Lamson,  9  Wall.  477,  486, 
to  pay  a  lawful  debt  of  a  corporation,  where  the  Wisconsin  cases  are  referred 
ana  it  is  so  applied,  the  corporation  is  to  by  Nelwn^  J. ;  ante,  §  113,  and  notes. 
liable  on  the  notes  given  for  the  money  The  right  of  private  corporations  gen- 
borrowed  ;  it  is  not  held  that  notes  so  erally  to  borrow  money,  as  inciderUal  to 
given  under  the  incidental  power  to  the  express  vowers  grantedj  is  exten- 
provide  for  the  payment  of  debts  have  sively  consiaered  upon  pnnciple  and 
all  the  qualities  of  commercial  paper,  authority,  in  the  important  case  of 
In  State  v.  Babcock,  22  Neb.  614,  it  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  If.  Y.  9.  See  also 
was  held  that  a  power  to  make  regular  Barry  v.  Merch.  Ex.  Co.,  1  Sandf.  Ch. 
Uons  to  secure  the  general  health  of  a  280 :  Beers  v.  Phoenix  Glass  Co.,  14 
city  and  to  construct  sewers  and  to  Barb.  358 ;  Stratton  v.  Allen,  16  N.  J. 
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§  280  (119).  Same  Subject.  —  In  Indiana,  the  doctrine  that 
corporations,  along  with  the  express  and  substantive  powers  con- 
ferred by  their  charters  take  by  implication  all  the  reasonable  modes 
of  executing  such  powers  which  a  natural  person  may  adopt/  is  so 
applied  as  to  hold  that  it  is  a  power  incident  to  corporations,  in  the 
absence  of  positive  restriction,  to  borrow  money  as  means  of  executing 
their  express  powers,^ 


Eq.  229;  Lucas  v,  Pitney  (power  of 
rwlroad  company),  27  N.  J.  L.  221; 
Fay  V.  Noble  (manufacturing  corpora- 
tion), 12  Cush.  1 ;  Davis  v.  Prop.  &c. 
of  Meeting-house  (religious  corpora- 
tion), 8  Met.  (Mass.)  321. 

The  author  sees  much  more  reason 
for  affirming  the  existence  of  an  inci- 
dental power  of  this  kind  with  respect 
to  traaing,  banking,  manufacturing, 
and  railroad  corporations,  than  in  re- 
lation to  municipal  corporations.  There 
is  a  difference  between  contracting 
a  debt  in  the  prosecution  of  an  ordinary 
legitimate  corporate  purpose  and  bor- 
rowing money,  at  least  in  advance,  for 
that  purpose.  In  the  one  case  the 
application  of  the  credit  is  necessarily 
secured  to  the  advancement  of  the 
authorized  object,  while  money  bor- 
rowed is  liable  to  be  lost  or  to  be  di- 
verted to  ille^timate  purposes.  This 
difference  is  insisted  on  with  great 
force  by  Affntw,  C.  J.,  in  the  dissenting 
opinion  in  Williamsport  v.  Commoxl- 
wealth,  84  Pa.  St.  487,  507.  It  should 
be  remembered,  also,  that  the  express 
powers  can  be  executed  without  hold- 
ing that  there  is  an  implied  power  to 
borrow  money.  The  revenue  pravisione 
of  charters  supply  the  municipality 
with  the  means  designed  to  f  urmsh  it 
with  money.  And  powers  are  not  held 
to  exist  merely  because  they  are  con- 
venient. SuvrOf  §§  237-239  and  notes. 
As  applicable  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions, there  is  great  and  almost  con- 
vincing force  in  the  argument  of  Sdden^ 
J.,  in  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  post,  §§  872,  873. 
And  see  Ketchum  v.  City  of  Buffalo, 
14  N.  Y.  356,  365 ;  s.  c.  posty  chapter 
on  Municipal  Bonds,  where  the  subject 
is  considered  by  the  same  judge,  and 
the  power  of  a  municipal  corporation 
to  contract  debts  on  credit,  for  legiti- 
mate purposes,  is  admitted  to  be  a 
question  which  has  ''yet  to  be  judicially 
settled."  Infra,  §§  289,  290.  See,  on 
the  general  subject.  Canal  Bank  v. 
Supervisors,  5  Denio,  517;  Barker  v. 
Loomis,  6  Hill,  463 ;  People  v.  Brennan, 
39  Barb.  522.     In  Commonwealth  v. 


Pittsburgh,  41  Pa.  St.  278,  Strong,  J., 
says  that  the  power  to  execute  and 
issue  bonds  is  inaepanible  from  the 
existence  of  all  corporations,  public  and 

Srivate.  Douglass  v.  Viiginia  CHy,  S 
[ev.  147.  In  Mississippi,  boards  of 
police  of  counties  have  no  implied 
power  to  borrow  money;  and  wfaoi 
special  power  to  borrow  money  is 
corierrea  it  must  be  fairly  puimied; 
and  it  was  held  that  where  a  wamnt 
properly  signed  did  not  (as  required 
DY  the  statute)  state  on  its  face  the 
object  for  which  it  was  iamied,  nor  upon 
what  fund  drawn,  it  could  not  be  ea- 
forced.  Beamair  v.  Board  of  .Police, 
42  Miss.  238 ;  a.  c.  15  Wall.  566. 

English  Decisions.  —  Bond  for  bor- 
rowed money,  given  after  the  Munici- 
pal Ck>rporationB  Act,  held  valid.  Pal- 
lister  V.  Mayor,  Ac.,  67  Eng.  C.  L.  (9 
C.  B.i  774;  Payne  v.  Mayor,  Ac.,  3 
Hurl.  A  Nor.  572.  See  Nowell  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.,  9  Exch.  457 ;  Kendall  v.  King,  84 
Eng.  C.  L.  (17  C.  B.)  483.  Note  for 
borrowed  money  held  in^'^alid  under 
the  act.  Attorney-General  r.  Lichfield. 
13  Sim.  547;  Reg.  v.  LichfieM.  4  Q.  a 
891,  893.  See  Bateman  v.  Mid-Wales 
Railway  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  510;  ante, 
i  278,  note,  i\  289,  290. 

*  New  England,  Ac.  Co.  v.  Robin- 
son, 25  Ind.  536;  Lafayette  v.  Gox.  5 
Ind.  38 ;  Floyd  County  Com'rs  v.  Day. 
19  Ind.  450 ;  Kyle  v.  MaUn,  8  Ind.  34; 
Second,  Ac.  Bank  v.  Danville,  60  Ind. 
504;  Richmond  v.  McGirr  (quoting 
text),  78  Ind.  192,  198. 

'  The  text  is  cited  and  approved  in 
Richmond  v.  McGirr,  78  Ind.  192, 198; 
Merrill  v.  Montioello,  138  U.  S.  673. 
686;  and  Evansville  v.  Woodbury,  60 
Fed.  Rep.  718;  18  U.  S.  App.  514.  lo 
Merrill  v.  Monticello,  138  LT.  S.  673,  tlie 
validity  of  funding  bonds  issued  63f  a 
town  in  Indiana  was  questioned  in  an 
action  upon  certain  bonds  and  eoopons- 
Lamar y  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  quoted  the  text  and  added : 
"A  large  number  of  cases  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  are  cited  to 
Gupport  the  doctrine  of  the  text    We 
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§  281  (120).     Same    Subject;   Doctrine    in    Pennaylyania.  —  The 
subject  of  the  incidental  or  implied  power  of  a  municipal  corporation 


think  that  the  Droposition  that  under 
the  laws  of  Indiana  a  town  has  im- 
plied authority  to  borrow  money  or 
contract  a  loan  under  the  conditions 
and  in  the  manner  expressly  pre- 
scribed, cannot  be  controverted. '  But 
the  court  held  that  the  implied  power 
of  a  municipal  corporation  to  borrow 
money  to  enable  it  to  exercise  the 

E>wers  expressly  conferred  upon  it  by 
w,  if  it  existed  at  all,  does  not  au- 
thorise it  to  create  and  issue  negotiable 
securities  to  be  sold  in  the  market  and 
to  be  taken  by  a  purchaser  freed  from 
equities  that  mignt  be  set  up  by  the 
maker,  —  the  borrowing  of  money,  and 
the  giving  of  neaoHable  bonds  or  obli- 
gations therefor  being  essentially  differ- 
ent transactions  in  their  nature  and 
le^  effect.    We  venture  to  add,  with 
dS^erence,  that  the  exact  ground  of  the 
court's  judgment  in  this  case  is  not 
very  dear,  or  the  result  on  the  legislar 
tion   and   facts  entirely   satisfactory. 
8.  c,  post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds. 
In  Coffin  V.  Indianapolis,  59  Fed. 
Rep.  221,  227,  it  is  said  that  ''It  is 
the  settled  law  of  Indiana  that  a  city 
oiiganized  under  the  law  of  the  State 
cannot  issue  and  sell  its  bonds  to  raise 
money  by  way  of  loan,  unless  expressly 
authorized  so  to  do,"  citingAurora  v. 
West,  22  Ind.  88:  State  v.  Hauser,  63 
Ind.  155 ;   Rushville  Gas  Go.  v.  Rusb- 
ville,  121  Ind.  206.    But  in  that  case 
the  only  question  before  the  court  was 
whether  an  issue  of  "  refunding  bonds  " 
was  within  the  terms  of  express  statu- 
tory authority  to  issue  and  sell  refund- 
ing bonds  ''to  raise  money  to  take  up 
any  outstanding  bonds  of  such  city,  or 
to  exchiuige  with  the  hol^iers  of  such 
outstanding  bonds."    It  was  held  that 
the  particular  issue  was  unauthorized, 
and  it  would  seem  to  have  been  un- 
neceasary  to  consider  the  existence  or 
extent  of  any  implied  power  to  issue 
and  sell  negotiable  bonds.    In  State  v, 
Hauaer,  63  Ind.  155,  the  city  of  Golum- 
bus  was  authorized  "to  construct  and 
establish  works  for  supplying  the  city 
with  wholesome  water  '^     It  was  held 
that  this  provision  did  not  authorize  the 
city  to  issue,  negotiate,  and  sell  bonds 
of  the  city  tor  ihe  purpose  of  raising 
money  for  the  construction  of  water 
works,  the  court  saying,  "A  municipal 
corporation   cannot,   without   ex]>re8s 
legislative  authority,  issue,  negotiate, 


and  sell  its  corporate  bonds  for  any 
purpose."  In  Rushville  Gas  Go.  v. 
Rushville,  121  Ind.  206.  it  was  held 
that  the  power  to  isssue  and  sell  bonds 
in  order  to  obtain  money  fork  public 
improvement  is  different  from  the 
power  to  issue  bonds  in  payment  of 
property  purchased,  and  that  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  with  authority  to 
purchase  property  may  issue  its  bonds 
m  payment  unl^  there  is  some  stat- 
utory or  constitutional  prohibition. 
State  V,  Hauser,  63  Ind.  155,  supra,  is 
distinguished  on  the  ground  that  that 
case  (fid  not  decide  that  the  city  could 
not  issue  bonds  to  pav  for  water  works 
purchased,  but  did  decide  that  a  city 
might  not  issue  and  sell  bonds  in  order 
to  obtain  money  to  construct  water 
works. 

In  Evansville,  &o.  Railway  Go.  v. 
Evansville,  15  Ind.  395,  the  city  had 
authority  to  subscribe  to  the  stock  of 
a  railroad  company  and  to  borrow 
money  for  the  payment  of  the  stock. 
It  was  held  that  the  power  to  borrow 
money  necessarily  implied  the  power 
to  determine  the  time  of  payment,  and 
also  the  power  to  issue  lK)nds  or  other 
evidences  of  the  indebtedness.  In 
Thompson  v.  Peru,  29  Ind.  305,  the  city 
had  express  authority  to  subscribe  to 
the  stock  of  railroads  running  into  or 
through  the  city  and  to  borrow  money 
to  pay  such  subscriptions,  and  it  was 
held  that,  as  the  issuing  and  sale  of 
bonds  was  the  usual  method  adopted 
by  corporations  to  borrow  money,  the 
city  might  exercise  the  power  to  bor- 
row money  by  issuing  and  selling  bonds. 
In  Miller  v.  Board  of  Gommissioners, 
Ac,  66  Ind.  162,  it  was  held  that  it  was 
an  mcident  to  all  corporations,  includ- 
ing municipalities,  to  borrow  money 
to  meet  a  debt  when  necessary  and 
proper. 

in  Richmond  v.  McGirr,  78  Ind. 
192,  the  city  purchased  land  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  public  build- 
ings, and  issued  its  bonds  in  payment 
thereof.  The  city  had  general  power, 
without  restriction,  to  purchase  real 
estate  for  the  purpose  oi  constructing 
public  buildings ;  and  it  was  held  that 
this  authority  ^ve  it,  by  implication, 
the  exclusive  right  to  determine  the 
expediency  of  the  purchase,  the  power 
to  purchase  on  credit,  and  also  to 
issue  its  negotiable  bonds  for  the  pur- 
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to  borrow  money  to  pay  pre-existing  indebtedness,  and  also  to  enable 
it  to  grade  and  pave  its  streets,  and  to  issue  negotiable  paper  for  this 
purpose,  is  elaborately  discussed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsyi- 
vania.^  It  was  admitted  that, ''  taken  in  its  broad  sense,  the  power 
to  borrow  money  and  issue  bonds  therefor  cannot  be  said  to  be 
among  .the  implied  powers  of  a  municipal  corporation."  But,  never- 
theless, the  majority  of  the  court,  after  examining  the  subject  and 
reviewing  the  authorities,  sums  up  the  result  in  guarded  language* 
as  follows:  "The  foregoing  cases  rest  upon  the  principle,  which  we 
think  a  sound  one,  that  where  a  municipal  corporation  has  lawfully 
contracted  a  debt,  it  has  the  implied  power,  unless  restricted  by  its 
charter  or  prohibited  by  statute,  to  evidence  the  same  by  a  bill, 
bond,  note,  or  other  instrument;  that  the  power  to  contract  a  debt 


chase  money.  The  court  said  that 
there  was  a  difference  between  borrow- 

;  money  and  the  paying  of  an  indebt- 
and  that  having  created  in- 
debtedness lawfully,  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  case,  the  city  had  the 
right  to  execute  evidences  of  that  in- 
debtedness and  obligations  to  pay  the 
same ;  and  as  to  the  kind  and  form  of 
the  evidences  and  obligations  to  be  exe- 
cuted, the  city  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion  must  determine,  and 
their  determination  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  is  final.  The  court  refused  to 
enjoin  the  issue  of  such  bonds.  After 
reviewing  the  authorities,  the  court 
added:  ''Under  the  foregoing  author- 
ities we  think  the  doctrine  is  well  es- 
tablished in  this  State  that  corpora- 
tions possess  all  the  necessary  inciden- 
tal powers  to  cany  into  full  operation 
all  their  expressly  granted  powers,  and 
for  such  purposes  may  legally  execute 
commercial  paper  such  as  negotiable 
bonds  in  the  absence  of  any  restriction 
in  the  charter  or  fraud  in  the  parties." 

In  Board  of  Commissioners  v.  Day, 
19  Ind.  450,  it  was  held  that  a  county 
being  a  corporation  with  power  to  con- 
tract debts,  the  auditor  mieht  audit  a 
claim  against  it  and  draw  his  warrant 
or  order  upon  the  treasurer  for  pay- 
ment, and  such  order  when  drawn  was 
in  legal  effect  a  promissory  note  of  the 
countv  and  presumed  to  be  upon  a 
consideration.  In  Sheffield  School 
Township  v,  Andress,  66  Ind.  157,  a 
promissory  note  was  made  by  the 
trustee  of  the  township  in  payment  for 
work  done  on  a  school  building.  It  was 
held  that,  as  the  township  had  au- 
thority to  incur  the  debt,  it  had  au- 


thority to  make  a  promiasoiy  note  for 
the  debt.  In  Second  National  B«nk 
V.  Danville,  60  Ind.  504,  a  town  had 
authority  to  organize  a  fire  oompcuay 
and  to  provide  for  all  necessair  ap- 
paratus tor  the  extinguishment  of  fires. 
It  was  held  that,  having^  authority  to 
incur  debt  for  a  fire  engme,  the  town 
had  authority  to  make  a  promissoiy 
note  payable  to  the  person  furnishing 
the  apparatus.  In  Dailv  v.  Columbus, 
49  Ind.  169,  it  was  held  that  where  a 
city  n^otiated  its  bonds  to  raise  means 
to  construct  water  works  and  the  cHt 
treasurer  misapplied  a  part  of  the  funds 
so  realized,  leaving  debts  unpud  on 
a(MX>unt  of  such  works,  the  city  council 
misht  issue  and  sell  other  bonds  to 
make  up  the  deficiency.  In  this  case 
the  citv  had  authority  to  issue  and  sdl 
all  such  bonds  as  mi^ht  be  neccsaaiy 
to  carry  out  and  perform  any  and  all 
contracts  made  in  and  about  the  con- 
struction of  the  water  worioB,  and  to 
fully  complete  the  works.  In  Aurora 
V,  West,  22  Ind.  88,  it  was  held  that 
the  municipal  corporation  could  not, 
without  special  authority,  subscribe 
to  stock  of  a  railroad  company  and  issue 
bonds  in  payment  of  the  subscription ; 
and  when  authority  was  granted  to  do 
so,  it  must  be  executed  m  strict  con- 
formity to  the  conditions  prescribed  in 
the  statute. 

'  Williamsport  v,  Commonwe&ltli, 
84  Pa.  St.  487.  PaxMn,  J.,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  in  which 
Sharswoodf  Mereur,  and  Gordon,  JJ., 
concurred ;  Agnew,  C.  J.,  delivered  the 
dissenting  opinion,  in  which  Woodxcayd 
and  Sterrett,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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carries  with  it  by  necessary  implication  the  right  to  give  an  appro- 
priate acknowledgment  of  such  debt,  and  to  agree  with  the  creditor 
as  to  the  time  and  mode  of  payment;  that  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory provision  there  is  no  rule  of  law  limiting  the  extent  of  the 
crwiit"  There  was  a  dissent  by  three  judges  on  the  ground  that 
part  of  the  bonds  in  question  were  issued  in  advance  of  any  debt  in- 
curred for  grading  and  paving,  and  as  a  means  of  raising  money  to 
pay  for  future  improvements;  that  they  were  sold  at  a  heavy  dis- 
count, and  the  proceeds  only  thus  applied;  and  while  admitting 
that  a  municipal  corporation  may  have  the  implied  power  to  give 
suitable  evidences  of  an  authorized  debt  actually  incurred,  they  de- 
nied any  incidental  power  in  such  corporations,  as  a  means  of  rais- 
ing money  to  execute  its  ordinary  charter  powers  or  duties,  "to  issue 
commercial  paper,  be  it  bonds  or  notes,  payable  to  bearer,  and  nego- 
tiable according  to  the  law  merchant  or  general  usage,  and  either 
to  sell  them  in  the  market  or  pass  them  off  to  individuals  by  way 
of  a  general  loan."  The  dissenting  judges  admitted  that  where  ex- 
'press  power  to  borrow  is  given,  the  municipality  has  in  the  execution 
of  that  power  the  implied  right  to  issue  negotiable  evidences  of  the 
debt;  and  they  also  seemed  to  concede  that  if  an  authorized  debt 
is  actually  incurred  for  paving  or  other  proper  purposes,  the  muni- 
cipality has  the  right  to  issue  a  bond  or  note  or  warrant  as  evidence 
of  it;  but  it  was  not  said  that,  even  when  thus  issued,  that  is,  issued 
by  virtue  of  a  merely  incidental  power,  the  instrument  partook  of 
all  the  attributes  of  commercial  paper,  especially  the  one  which  pro- 
tects such  paper  in  the  hands  of  a  holder  for  value  before  maturity, 
from  defences  of  which  he  has  no  notice. 

§  282  (121).  Author's  Oomxnent.  —  If  the  judgment  of  the  court 
in  this  case  is  to  be  taken  as  holding  that  a  municipal  corporation, 
merely  by  virtue  of  the  usual  municipal  authority  to  pave  streets, 
may,  without  any  express  power  to  borrow  money,  issue  its  negotiable 
bonds  in  advance,  and  sell  them  as  a  means  of  raising  money  to  be 
applied  to  this  purpose;  may  issue  them  in  any  sum  it  pleases  and 
sell  them  for  any  price  it  can  obtain,  and  that  bonds  so  issued  are 
commercial  paper  with  all  the  qualities  and  incidents  of  such  paper, 
—  if  such  is  the  doctrine  of  the  court,  we  feel  constrained  to  say  that 
we  are  unable,  notwithstanding  the  ability  with  which  it  is  supported, 
to  r^ard  it  as  otherwise  than  unsound  and  dangerous. 

§  283  (122).  Decisions  of  the  Supreme  Ooort  of  the  United 
States.  —  The  question  under  consideration  has  been  considered  and 
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discussed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Stalest  Four  of  the 
justices  assented  to  the  proposition  that  a  municipal  corporation 
possessed  no  inherent  or  incidental  power  to  raise  loans  or  to  borrow 
money  for  corporate  purposes;  such  a  power  must  in  their  judg- 
ment be  conferred  by  legislation,  expressly  or  by  plain  implication. 
Indebtedness  may  be  created,  it  was  conceded,  for  authorized  pur- 
poses, to  the  extent  permitted,  but  the  legitimate  means  of  paying 
such  indebtedness  was  by  taxation  in  the  usual  mode  and  not  by 
the  issue  of  commercial  paper  for  sale  in  the  market;  and  sudi 
paper,  if  issued  without  the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  although 
it  may  be  valid  as  a  voucher,  b  open,  into  whosesoever  hands  it 
may  come,  to  all  defences. 

§  284  (123).  Same  Subject.  —  It  was  not  denied  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  preceding 
section,'  thai  the  power  to  borrow  might,  under  some  circumaiances^ 
be  implied  from  the  eocistence  of  express  powers '  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  be  beyond  the  ordinary  range  of  current  municipal  expenditure,  and 
which  are  usually  executed  by  means  of  borrowing;  but  it  was  de- 
nied by  four  of  the  judges  that  such  a  power  was  incidental  to  the 
ordinary  grants  of  municipal  authority.  To  the  author  the  brief 
and  compact  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  seems  to  be  a  careful 
and  accurate  exposition  of  the  law  on  the  subject;  but  the  remain- 
ing four  justices  appear  to  have  considered  that  it  unduly  restricted 
the  powers  of  municipal  corporations.^   The  court  has  since  decided 

>  Mayor  of  Nashville  v.  Ray,  19  Court  of  the  United  States,  16  Wall 
Wall.  468;  Ottawa  v,  Carey,  108  U.  S.  (U.  S.)  6,  when  carefully  viewed  with 
110;  Hopper  v.  Covington,  8  Fed.  Rep.  reference  to  the  legislation  of  Iowa  as 
777 ;  Memll  v.  MonticeUo,  14  Fed.  Rep.  to  the  powers  of  tne  county  ju<ke  in 
628 ;  Merrill  v,  Monticello,  138  U.  S.  the  erection  of  court  houses,  and  the 
673 ;  s.  c,  supra,  §  280,  post,  chapter  express  power  to  borrow  money  for  this 
on  Municipal  Bonds,  in  Claiborne  purpose  when  the  propodtion  to  hor- 
County  V.  Brooks,  111  U.  S.  400,  the  row  is  sanctioned  by  a  popular  vote, 
same  court  decided  that  the  power  to  will  be  found  to  assert  or  involve  no 
issue  commercial  paper  cannot  be  con-  general  principle,  but  to  turn  upon  the 
ceded  to  counties  and  tovmships,  which  special  statutory  provisions,  ana  on  the 
are  pohtical  divisions,  unless  it  is  au-  construction  and  effect  to  be  given  to 
thonzed  by  express  legislation  or  by  the  particular  propodtion  that  was  sub- 
very  strong  implication  from  such  leg-  mitted  to  the  people.  That  propoatioD, 
islation.  The  power  in  connection  with  having  been  sidopted  by  the  voters,  ww 
the  authority  to  issue  negotiable  paper  held  by  the  majority  of  the  court  to 
is  treated  at  large,  post,  chapter  on  imply  the  power  to  Donow  moner  to 
Municipid  Bonds.  accomplish  the  object  in  view ;  and  as- 

'  Mayor  of  Nashville  v.   Ray,    19  suming  the  construction  adopted  to  be 

Wall.   (U.  S.)  468.  the  true  one,  the  result  reached  lop- 

*  Infra,  §{  291, 321  and  note;  ante,  cally  followed.    That  this  judgment  of 
{  279,  note.  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  just  re- 

*  The  prior  case  of  Lynde  v.  County  f erred  to  is  not  authority  in  favor  of 
•of  Winnebago,  decided  by  the  Supreme  the  broad  proposition  tblat  the  pover 
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that  qiuisi  corporations,  such  as  counties,  have  no  implied  power 
to  issue  commercial  paper  unless  by  virtue  of  express  legislation  or 
by  very  strong  implication  therefrom,  and  although  the  county  may 
have  power  to  erect  a  court  house  and  other  necessary  public 
buildings,  this  does  not  authorize  the  issue  of  commercial  paper 
for  that  purpose.* 


to  make  contracts  —  for  example,  as 
in  that  case,  the  building  of  a  court 
house  —  carries  with  it  the  power  to 
borrow  money,  and,  as  inciaental  to 
that,  the  power  to  issue  negotiable 
bonds  for  the  money  borrowed,  will 
clearly  appear  when  tiie  statutory  pro- 
visions and  the  facts  in  that  case  are 
considered.  Power  to  build  court 
houses  when  payment  therefor  is  to  be 
made  out  of  the  ordinary  revenue  is 
conferred  by  statute  upon  the  county 
judge  without  the  sanction  of  a  popu- 
lar vote.  When,  however,  money  is  to 
be  borrowed  for  this  purpose,  the  stat- 
ute requires  the  proposition  to  borrow 
to  be  submitted  to  the  vote  of  the  people 
of  the  county.  No  proposition  to  borrow 
money  and  to  issue  bonds  was  in  terms 
fiubnutted  to  the  people ;  but  there  was 
submitted  this  question,  viz.,  "Shall 
the  coimty  judge,  in  1860,  levy  a  tax 
of  seven  mills  for  constnicting  a  court 
house  in  the  county,  said  tax  to  be 
levied  from  year  to  year  until  a  suffi- 
cient amoimt  is  raisea  for  that  purpose, 
not,  however,  to  exceed  ten  years." 
The  proposition  having  been  carried,  a 
majority  of  the  court  (three  judges 
dissentmg)  held  that  under  the  Iowa 
statute  the  vote  gave  the  authority  to 
borrow  money  and  issue  the  bonds. 
Mr.  Justice  Swayne  said :  "  It  was  ex- 
pressed in  this  formula  [of  the  vote 
taken],  that  a  court  house  was  to  be 
built,  and  we  think  that  it  was  implied 
that  money  was  to  be  borrowed  to  ac- 
complish that  object.  Otherwise  the 
vote  gave  no  authority  which  did  not 
already  exist,  and  was  an  idle  ceremony. 
The  statute  authorized  an  appeal  to  the 
voters  only  that  they  might  give  or 
refuse  authority  to  incur  a  debt.  It 
could  not  have  been  intended  that  the 
erection  should  be  delayed  till  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  for  the  structure  had 
been  realized  from  the  tax  authorized 
to  be  imposed,  or  that  the  work  should 
proceed  only  jHiri  jxisau  with  the  prog- 
ress of  its  collection  from  year  to  year. 
What  is  implied  is  as  effectual  as  what 


IB  ^pressed." 

The  dissenting  judges  said: 


'We 


cannot  find  in  this  vote  any  authority 
in  the  county  judge  to  issue  the  bonds 
of  the  county." 

^  Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks,  111 
U.  S.  400;  approving  PoUce  Jury  v. 
Britton,  15  Wsal.  566;  distinguishing 
Lynde  v.  County  of  Winnebago,  16 
Wall.  6,  where  the  county  had  express 
legislative  authority  to  borrow  money 
for  the  erection  of  pubUc  buildings 
when  authorized  by  the  voters  at  an 
election  called  for  the  purpose.  Ante, 
§  283  and  notes.  See  Austm  v.  Colony. 
51  Iowa,  102;  infra,  §  287.  The  still 
later  cases  in  lovm  hold  that  there  is  no 
independent  or  implied  power  to  bor- 
row money,  and  that  where  there  is  ex- 
press power  to  purchase  real  estate  or 
other  property  lor  municipal  or  pubfic 
purposes  the  municipaUty  may  create 
a  debt  therefor,  issumg  warrants  pay- 
able out  of  its  general  or  incidental 
funds,  but  that  this  gives  no  authority 
to  issue  negotiable  or  commercial  paper 
therefor  in  the  form  of  bonds.  Dwan- 
son  V.  Ottumwa,  131  Iowa,  640,  cit-' 
ing  and  reviewing  previous  Iowa 
cases. 

In  this  last  case  there  was  vaUd 
statute  authority  to  the  city  "to  pro- 
cure for  the  purpose  of  donation,  and 
to  donate  to  any  railway  company,  land 
for  depot  grounds  in  the  city,"  the 
statute  containing,  however,  no  express 
authority  to  issue  bonds  and  no  express 
provision  as  to  the  means  of  payment 
for  lands  thus  procured.  The  city 
issued  negotiable  bonds  which  the  court 
held  to  be  unauthorized  and  wholly 
void,  even  in  the  hands  of  bona  fide 
holders,  because  there  was  no  express 

S>wer  given  to  issue  n^otiable  paper. 
eemer,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  says :  "As  no  authority  is  ex- 
pressed by  this  statute  or  elsewhere  for 
any  additional  tax  to  meet  anv  obliga- 
tions which  may  be  incurred  for  depot 
sites,  and  no  authority  is  given  to  issue 
negotiable  bonds  therefor,  there  is  much 
reason  for  saying  that  land  so  procured 
by  a  city  must  be  paid  for  out  of  its 
general  funds;  ana  that  as  cities  are 
now  supposed  to  be  on  practically  a 
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cash  basb,  they  cannot  issue  any  form 
of  indebtedness  in  excess  of  their  cur- 
rent revenues.  This  last  proposition, 
however,  is  not  aiigued  with  much  force, 
and  is  of  so  much  doubt  that  we  do  not 
at  this  time  make  any  pronouncement 
thereon.  But  as  there  is  no  provision 
whatever  whereby  the  city  is  author- 
ized to  levy  any  tax  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  any  indebtedness  it  may  in- 
cur in  procuring  a  depot  site,  and  no 
special  fund  is  created  whereby  to  pay 
its  indebtedness,  it  must  follow  that  it 
has  no  express  power  to  do  more  than 
issue  warrants,  pavable  out  of  its  gen- 
eral or  incidental  funds.  Merrill  v. 
Monticello,  138  U.  S.  673 ;  Police  Jury 
V.  Britton,  15  WaU.  566;  Witter  v. 
Polk  County  Sup.,  112  Iowa,  380. 
Under  the  Witter  case  we  shall  assume 
that  the  city  had  power  to  purchase 
real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  donating 
it  to  the  railway  company,  and  that  in 
so  doing  it  had  the  right  to  create  an 
indebtedness  therefor  which  did  not 
exceed  the  constitutional  limit.  See 
also  Mullarkey  v.  Cedar  Falls,  19  Iowa, 
21 ;  Austin  v.  Colonjr,  51  Iowa,  102. 
But,  as  we  have  said,  it  had  no  express 
power  to  borrow  money  for  this  pur- 
I>ose,  and  no  authority  to  issue  nego- 
tiable bonds  therefor.  The  imphed 
authority,  if  any,  was  to  issue  warrants 
or  other  non-negotiable  instruments  rec- 
ognized by  law  or  universal  custom. 
That  is  to  say,  to  the  party  from  whom 
it  purchased  the  land,  it  might  execute 
warrants  in  the  usual  form  or  perhaps 
non-negotiable  promissory  notes.  This 
was  the  extent  of  its  implied  power. 
Even  where  power  to  borrow  money  is 
expressly  given  we  have  held  that  there 
is  no  implied  authority  to  issue  nego- 
tiable bonds  to  accomplish  that  end. 
Heins  v,  Lincoln,  102  Iowa,  69,  77; 
Clark  V.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa,  199; 
Dively  v.  Cedar  Falls,  21  Iowa,  569; 
Williamson  v.  Keokuk,  44  Iowa,  88; 
Witter  V.  Polk  County  Sup.,  112  Iowa, 
380.  This  case  is  even  stronger  than 
some  of  those  cited,  in  that  power  to 
borrow  money  here  arises  by  implica- 
tion alone.  There  is  a  conflict  in  the 
authorities  upon  the  subject  we  are 
now  discussing,  and  perhaps  the  nu- 
merical weight  is  aeainst  our  podtion. 
But  aside  from  chance  remarks  in 
Sioux  City  v.  Weare,  59  Iowa,  95,  98, 
and  Hull  v.  Marshall  County,  12  Iowa, 


142,  which  are  explained  in  the  Witter 
and  Heins  cases  we  have  consLstently 
adhered  to  the  rule  announced." 

And  the  court  in  the  Ottumwa  case 
denied  that  there  could  be  an  v  recovery 
on  the  bonds  as  non-n^otiable  instru- 
ments. On  this  point  the  court  said: 
''  Further  it  is  argued  that  recovery  may 
be  had  on  these  JSonds  as  non-ne^tiabie 
instruments.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  ar- 
gued that  the  court  may  disr^ard  the 
words  of  negotiability  and  entree  Uie 
instruments  as  if  they  were  wanant* 
issued  b}[  the  city;  and  many  cases 
cited  are  in  support  of  this  propositioD. 
The  cases  cited  are:  Sioux  Qty  f. 
Weare,  59  Iowa,  95;  Dively  v.  Cfedar 
Falls,  21  Iowa,  565;  Clark  v.  Polk 
County,  19  Iowa,  248;  Pacific  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Clarksdale,  74  Fed.  528.  Our 
rule  is  that  when  municipal  bonds 
are  executed  without  authority  they 
are'  void,  and  no  recovery  can  be  had 
thereon.  Hill  v.  County,  12  Iowa,  142; 
Mcpherson  v,  Foster,  43  Iowa,  48; 
Chamberlain  v.  Burlington,  19  Iowa, 
395.  The  great  weight  of  authority  io 
this  country  is  that  if  ne^tiable  paper 
is  issued  without  authority  of  law  no 
action  can  be  maintained  thereon  for 
any  purpose.  Nashville  v.  Ray,  19 
Wall.  468;  MerriU  v.  MonUceUo,  138 
U.  S.  673;  Hedges  v.  DLxon  Co.,  150 
U.  S.  182 ;  Dodge  v,  Memphis,  51  Fed. 
165.  The  only  cases  to  the  contrary 
seem  to  be  the  Weare  case,  «iipro,  and 
Pacific  Imp.  Co.  v.  Clarksdale,  74  Fed. 
528.  But  what  is  said  in  each  is  pore 
obiter,  as  an  examination  will  show. 
On  principle,  the  rule  we  haTe  an- 
nounced must  be  correct.  Recovery, 
if  had  upon  the  instrument,  must  oe 
as  it  is  written ;  and  if  void  there  can 
be  no  recovery  thereon.  To  bold  other- 
wise would  be  contrary  to  all  sound 
notions  of  law  and  procedure.  It  would 
also  allow  one  to  strike  out  the  illegal 
and  void  part  of  an^  indivisible  con- 
tract, and  to  recover  in  every  instance 
upon  the  part  which  is  good.  It  does 
not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  holder  of 
a  void  instrument  to  say  that  he  viQ 
strike  out  the  illegal  put,  and  insL>t 
only  upon  that  which  he  avers  to  be 
le^l.  If  the  law  were  otherwise,  one 
might  recover  upon  even  a  foiged  in- 
strument, or  one  illegal  in  part  which 
is  indivisible  in  form  or  subetance. 
Doubtless  there  are  many  cases  upon 
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money  arose  in  an  action  against  the  town  for  money  borrowed. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  held  that,  in  the  absence  of  a 
specific  grant  of  power,  municipal  corporations  do  not  in  general 
possess  the  capacity  to  borrow  money.  It  declared  that  the  power 
to  borrow  money  covid  not  be  inferred  as  an  appendage  to  the  usuud 
franchises  given  to  municipal  corporations,  such  right  not  being  in 
any  reasonable  sense  "necessary"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term 
as  properly  defined.  In  a  majority  of  instances  municipal  affairs 
are  with  ease  and  completeness  transacted  without  it,  and  the  court 
cannot  hold  that  ordinary  municipal  operations  cannot  be^  effi- 
ciently carried  on  without  the  assistance  of  borrowed  capital.  For 
the  attainment  of  ordinary  municipal  purposes  the  supplies  derived 


warrants  negotiable  in  form,  wherein 
recovery  has  been  allowed;  but  such 
warrants  are  not  in  fact  negotiable,  and 
words  of  negotiability  are  in  such  cases 
clearly  surplusage.  National  State 
l^ank  V,  Marshall  Indep.  Sch.  Dist.,  39 
Iowa,  490 ;  Wall  r.  Monroe  County,  103 
U.  S.  74;  Clark  v.  Polk  Co.,  19  lotva, 
248;  Clark  v.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa, 
199-290;  KeUer  v.  Hicks,  22  Cal.  457, 
460 ;  Dana  v.  San  Francisco,  19  Cal. 
486,  490." 

If  it  is  to  be  understood  that  if  the 
bonds  had  not  contained  words  of  ne- 
gotiability they  would  have  been  valid 
and  recovery  might  be  had  thereon, 
but  because,  and  only  because,  thev  are 
made  negotiable  in  form  they  are  wholly 
void,  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  upon 
them,  although  the  city  has  on  the 
merits  no  defence  thereto,  it  asserts 
a  doctrine  which  we  believe  to  be  un- 
sound, and  one  which  is  not  necessary 
in  the  case  supposed  to  protect  the 
municipality,  ana  which  is  manifestly 
unjust  to  the  holder  of  such  instru- 
ments. Such  a  doctrine  is  contrary  to 
what  is  decided  or  declared  in  many 
cases,  and  one  which  we  think  will  not 
obtain  general  judicial  sanction.  In  a 
previous  case  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Iowa  laid  down  the  true  rule  as  fol- 
lows: "Where  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion has  the  power  to  bind  itself  by 
written  obligation  without  the  power 
to  make  the  same  negotiable,  and  it 
(executes  its  written  obligation  making 
the  same  negotiable  in  form,  it  would 
not  be  void.  It  would  result  only  that 
tlie  instrument  would  not  in  fact  be 
negotiable,  and  would  lack  the  char- 
acteristics with  which  actual  negoti- 
abiUty  would  clothe  it."  Sioux  City 
V.  Weare,  59  Iowa,  95. 


The  Federal  Circuit  Court  of  Appals 
for  the  Fifth  Circuit,  in  a  case  in  which 
the  issue  was  directly  involved,  unani- 
mously held  as  follows:  "Conceding 
there  was  no  power  in  the  defendant 
to  bind  its  constituency  to  the  payment 
of  commercial  securities,  as  these  bonds 
purport  to  be,  it  does  not  follow  that 
when  such  bonds  were  given  in  pay- 
ment of  a  lawful  debt,  and  the  settle- 
ment of  such  debt  is  shown  to  have 
been  the  purpose  for  which  the  bonds 
were  issued,  and  it  is  further  shown 
that  the  mayor,  being  duly  authorized 
by  valid  ordinances,  signed  and  de- 
livered the  same  to  the  creditor  agree- 
ing to  take  them,  the  defendant  can 
escape  the  payment  of  the  debt  or 
obligation  wnich  is  evidenced  by  such 
promises  to  pay,  because,  or  on  the 
ground  that,  the  city  authorities  gave 
negotiable,  instead  of  non-negotiable, 
promises  to  pay  to  the  creditor.  On 
the  contrary,  when  negotiable  securi- 
ties, instead  of  non-negotiable  instru- 
ments, have  been  employed  in  set- 
tlement of  lawful  debts,  the  negoti- 
able bonds  so  given  have,  when  they 
were  being  sued  upon,  been  treated  in 
a  number  of  reported  cases,  both  in 
Federal  and  State  courts  as  evidences 
of  the  debt,  and  on  them,  in  the  hands 
of  third  parties,  recovery  has  been  had 
against  such  defendant  corporation. 
See  Holmes  v.  City  of  Shreveport,  31 
Fed.  113,  and  cases  cited  therein." 
Pacific  Imp.  Co.  v.  Clarksdale,  74  Fed. 
528.  See  also,  by  analogy,  Quincy  v. 
Warfield,25IU.317:  Enfield  v.  Jordan, 
119  U.  S.  680.  A  different  rule  would 
or  mi^ht  apply  where  there  was  no 
authority  to  create  the  debt  or  to  issue 
any  instrument  whatever  to  evi^ 
dence  it. 
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annually  from  taxation  should  be  deemed  amply  sufficient.  Th^e- 
fore,  under  an  authority  to  a  city,  from  year  to  year,  to  vote  and 
raise  by  tax  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  shall  be  deemed  necessary 
and  proper,  money  cannot  be  raised  by  loan.  Although  there  may 
be  no  limitation  upon  the  amount  that  may  be  raised,  there  is  a 
limitation  upon  the  method  of  raising  it.  The  restriction  is,  that  it 
shall  be  derived  from  taxation.  The  power  to  borrow  money  is, 
in  a  certain  sense,  a  larger  power  than  that  of  raising  money  by  taxa- 
tion. The  resistance  of  the  parties  taxed  is,  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing,  an  immediate  check  to  taxation,  which  does  not  exist  in  the 
case  of  a  power  to  borrow,  for  the  immediate  burden  of  a  loan  is 
but  slightly  felt.  Therefore  the  right  to  borrow  money  should  not 
be  inferred  from  any  of  the  ordinary  powers  conferred  in  the  charters 
of  municipal  corporations,  and  under  ordinary  circumstances 
such  a  power  can  proceed  only  from  an  express  grant  to  that 
effect.* 


*  Hackettstown  v.  Swackhamer,  37  at  the  bar,  whether  a  municipal  o(xpa> 

N.  J.  L.  191.     The  able  and  learned  ration,  lacking  a  special  authority  to 

judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  that  end,  can  execute  a  promisBOiy 

court  said :    "An  examination  of  the  note.    I  have  examined  the  subject,  but 

books  will  show  that  this  question  has  the  views  already  expressed  render  it 

not  as  yet  received  much  judicial  con-  unnecessary   to   pronounce  any   final 

sideration.    The  courts  of  Wisconsin  conclusion  with  respect  to  it;   for  the 

and  Ohio  have  had  this  matter  before  purposes  of  the  present  case,  I  may  say, 

them,  and  have  arrived  at  .a  result  the  however,  that  my  present  view  is,  that 

opposite  of  that  which  lias  just  been  a  corporate  body  of  this  characUr  fuu  the 

stated.     I  have  carefuUy  weighed  the  general  and  inherent  right  to  ezecule  a 

arguments  of  these  learned  tribunals,  note  'as  a  voucher  of  indebtednen,  but 

but  they  have  failed  to  convince  my  that  such  note  will  not  have  the  effect, 

understanding.    The  cases  referred  to  when  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  hdder 

are  those  of  Mills  v.  Gleason,  and  Bank  before   maturity,    of   cutting  off  the 

V.  Chillicothe.     As  a  counterpoise  to  equities  existing  between  toe  maker 

these  views  stands  the  weighty  opinion  and  payee.    In  this  respect  I  fullv  cod- 

of    Judge    Dillon  in   his    treatise   on  cur  in  tlie  learned  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 

Municipal  Corporations,  Vol.  I,  §  117.  Bradley ,  recently  read  in  the  Supreme 

Much  emphasis  is  added  to  this  expres-  Court  of  the  Umted  States,  in  the  case 

sion  of  opinion  from  the  fact  that  this  of  Mayor  v.  .Ray,  19  Wall.  468."    Per 

author  had  before  him,  at  the  time  he  Beadey,  C.  J. 

wrote,  the  opposing  cases  just  cited.  Authority  to  a  cil^  to  purchase 
In  this  state  of  the  authority,  it  cannot  sites,  for  markets,  pubhc  builcungs  and 
be  claimed  that  the  principle  is  so  wliarves,  and  to  erect  suitable  build- 
settled  that  the  judgment  of  this  court  ings  or  wharves,  or  other  stnictuns  or 
cannot  be  freely  exercised  with  respect  improvement  on  said  sites,  and  for 
to  this  important  subject.  My  con-  said  purposes,  or  for  the  puipose  of 
elusion  is  tnat  already  expressed,  that  purchasing  said  sites  for  seboot 
a  right  to  borrow  money  is  not  to  be  nouses,  to  issue  bonds,  does  not  in- 
inferred  from  sny  of  the  ordinary  elude  authority  to  issue  bonds  to  em- 
powers conferred  in  the  charters  of  large  a  school  house.  School  hoines 
municipal  corporations,  and  that,  under  held  not  included  in  the  CAiyoBifWk 
ordinary  circumstances,  such  a  power  "public  buildings"  as  used  in  tbie 
can  proceed  only  from  an  express  grant  charter.  Field  v.  Bayo&iie,  49  N.  J.  L^ 
to  that  effect.  ...  308. 

"The  further  question  was  discussed 
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§  286.  Implied  Power  to  borrow;  Kew  York  DeciaionB.  —  In 
New  York,  a  comparatively  early  ease  laid  down  the  rule  that  if  a 
city  be  authorized  to  purchase  lands,  e,  g.,  for  a  market,  it  may  make 
the  purchase  upon  credit  and  execute  a  bond  or  instrument  in  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt,  payable  in  twenty-five  years.*  The 
court,  however,  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  power  to  purchaae 
on  credit  and  to  execute  an  instrument  in  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt  is  not  the  same  as  the  power  to  borrow  money  to  accomplish 
a  corporate  object.  In  purchasing  or  contracting  upon  credit,  the 
power  of  the  corporation  to  use  its  credit  is  limited  to  contracting 

*  Ketchum  v.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  356,  tween  the  two.  If  the  power  of  the 
1856,  s.  c.  postf  chapter  on  Municipal  corporation  to  use  its  credit  is  limited 
Bonds,  was  an  action  to  set  aside  a  to  contracting  directly  for  the  accom- 
conveyance  made  by  an  individual  plishment  of  the  object  authorized  by 
defendant  to  the  defendant  city,  and  law,  then  the  avails  or  consideration  of 
to  cancel  a  bond  given  to  the  individual  the  debt  created  cannot  be  diverted 
defendant  as  the  purchase  price  of  the  to  any  illegitimate  purpose.  The  con- 
land  conveyed  by  him  to  the  city,  tract  not  only  creates  the  fund,  but 
The  court  examined  the  authority  of  secures  its  just  appropriation.  On  the 
the  city  to  purchase  the  land  upon  contrary,  if  the  money  may  be  bor- 
credit  and  to  execute  a  bond  under  rowed,  the  corporation  will  be  liable  to 
seal  payable  twenty-five  years  after  repay  it,  although  not  a  cent  ma}r  ever 
date  for  the  purchase  price,  and  the  be  applied  to  tne  object  for  which  it 
conclusion  which  it  reached  was  that  was  avowedly  obtained.  It  mav  be 
the  city  had  power  to  purchase  the  borrowed  to  build  a  market  ana  ap- 
land ;  that  the  city  nad  implied  propriated  to  build  a  theatre,  and  yet 
authority  to  do  so  upon  a  credit  to  the  corporation  would  be  responsiole 
which  there  was  no  limit  but  its  own  for  tlie  debt.  The  lender  is  no  way 
discretion,  and  that  the  ri^ht  to  give  accountable  for  the  use  made  of  the 
the  angle  bill  in  Question  in  acknowl-  money.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that 
edgment  of  the  debt  followed  as  a  if  the  policy  o/  limiting  the  powers 
necessary  course.  and   expencfitures  of  corporations   to 

Discussing  the  effect  of  the  reason-  the  objects  contemplated  by  their 
ing  of  the  court  in  so  deciding  as  tend-  charters  is  to  be  carried  out,  their 
ing  to  establish  the  right  to  exercise  an  right  to  incur  debts  for  those  objects 
implied  power  to  borrow  money,  LoUf  must  be  strictly  confined  to  contracts 
J.,  said:  "It  may  be  objected  that  the  which  tend  to  their  direct  accomplish- 
reasoning  here  adopted  tends  to  estab-  ment.  If  they  may  procure  the 
lish  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  con-  requisite  funds  by  the  indirect  method 
tract  a  deot  for  any  authorized  pur-  of  oorrowing,  they  may  resort  to  any 
pose  by  borrowing  the  money  necessary  other  indirect  moae  of  obtaining  them, 
to  accomplish  it;  a  ri^ht  which,  from  such  as  establishing  some  profitable 
the  numerous  legislative  acts  on  the  branch  of  trade,  entering  into  com- 
subject,  it  would  seem  corporations  mercial  enterprises,  &c.,  the  avowed 
have  not  generally  been  supposed  to'  object  being  to  obtain  the  means  neces- 
possess.  It  is  true  the  power  to  con-  sary  to  accomplish  some  authorized 
tract  to  pay  A  $10,000  at  the  end  of  a  purpose.  No  one  can  fail  to  see  that  to 
year  for  doing  certain  work,  and  the  concede  to  corporations  the  power 
power  to  borrow  $10,000  of  B,  upon  a  to  borrow  money  for  any  purpose 
credit  of  a  year,  for  the  purpose  of  pay-  would  be  entirely  subversive  of  the 
ing  A,  for  doing  the  work,  might  seem,  principle  which  would  limit  their 
at  filrst  view,  to  be  substantially  iden-  operations  to  legitimate  objects.  Hence 
ticaL  The  amount  is  the  same,  and  the  distinction  between  such  a  power 
the  time  of  payment  the  same :  the  and  that  of  stipulating  for  a  credit  in  a 
creditor  only  is  different.  A  little  ex-  contract  made  for  the  direct  advance- 
aminatton,  nowever,  will  show  that  ment  of  some  authorized  corporate 
there  is  a  very  material  difference  be-  object." 
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directly  for  an  object  authorized  by  law,  and  the  avails  or  considera- 
tion of  the  debt  created  cannot  be  diverted  to  any  illegitimate  pur- 
pose. But  under  a  power  to  borrow  money,  the  corporation  becomes 
liable  to  repay  it,  although  no  part  of  it  is  applied  to  the  object  for 
which  it  is  avowedly  obtained.  In  later  cases  the  court  used  ex- 
pressions denying  the  inherent  or  implied  powers  of  towns  and  of 
boards  of  supervisors  of  counties  to  borrow  money,  or  to  issue  nego- 
tiable paper.^  And  in  a  later  case  which  mvolved  the  question  of 
the  power  of  a  town  to  borrow  money  and  to  issue  bonds  therrfor 
the  court  held  that  towns  had  no  inherent  powei;  to  borrow.  In 
reaching  this  conclusion  the  broad  ground  appears  to  have  been 


Supervisors  of  a  county  who  had 
power  and  authority  as  to  a  particular 
class  of  streets  and  avenues  to  fix  a 
plan  for  their  grades,  to  lay  out,  open, 
grade,  construct,  close,  and  alter  any 
of  them,  to  ''provide"  for  the  estimate 
and  award  of  damages,  for  an  asses»- 
ment  on  parties  benefited,  for  the 
levying,  collecting,  and  payment  of 
damages  and  all  other  charges  and  ex- 
penses necessary  to  be  incurred,  held, 
by  virtue  of  these  powers,  to  have 
authority  to  anticipate  the  collection 
of  assessments  by  borrowing  money 
needed  for  the  payment  of  the  damages, 
giving  in  exchange  the  obligations  of 
the  town  nmning  for  a  short  period  in 
anticipation  of  tne  tax  ordered  to  be 
leviea  for  a  street  improvement. 
Hubbard  v,  Sadler,  104  N.  Y.  223. 

»  In  Starin  v.  Genoa,  23  N.  Y.  439, 
rev'§  29  Barb.  442,  the  question  under 
consideration  was  the  power  of  a  town 
to  issue  bonds  in  aid  of  the  construction 
of  a  railroad,  and,  in  discussing  that 
question,  LoUf  J.,  who  wrote  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said :  "The  towns  of  this 
State  have  not  the  general  power  to 
borrow  money,  nor  are  their  officers,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  ordinary  duties, 
authorized  to  issue  bonds  or  any  other 
evidence  of  indebtedness  in  the  name 
of  the  towns  represented  by  them  for 
loans  or  other  debts  contracted  or 
incurred  on  their  behalf." 

In  Parker  v.  Supervisors  of  Saratoga 
County,  106  N.  Y.  392,  the  court  had 
under  consideration  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  statutory  authority  conferred 
upon  boards  of  supervisors  to  procure 
money  on  the  credit  of  their  respective 
coimties  for  certain  specific  purposes 
and  to  execute  obligations  for  its  pay- 
ment. Andrews,  J.,  who  wrote  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said : ''  The  conten- 


tion that  boards  of  supervisors  have  do 
inherent  power  to  borrow  money  or  to 
issue  negotiable  paper,  accords  with 
the  general  understanding  and  with  the 
tenor  of  the  adjudged  cases,  and  the 
course  of  legislation,  which  presappoees 
the  necessity  of  express  legislative 
sanction  in  order  to  justify  the  exer- 
cise of  this  authority.  In  this  State 
the  powers  of  boards  of  supervisors  are 
not  only  the  subject  of  express  affirma- 
tive definition,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
confining  the  action  of  these  bodies  to 
the  exercise  of  enumerated  powers,  it 
is  declared  that '  no  coimty  shall  possess 
or  exercise  any  corporate  powers,  ex- 
cept such  as  are  enumerated  or  shall 
be  specially  given  by  law,  or  shall  be 
necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the  powcn 
so  enumerated  or  given.'  The  poww 
of  borrowing  money  is  incident  to  the 
powers  of  a  business  corporation,  un- 
less excluded  bv  its  charter.  Boards 
of  supervisors  nave  the  recourse  of 
taxation  for  the  raising  of  money  for 
county  purposes.  The  power  to  borrow 
money  is  not  necessary  to  the  execution 
of  powers  expressly  given.  But  the 
demal  of  this  power  to  those  qyan 
public  corpK>rations  also  stands  strong 
upon  considerations  of  public  policy, 
and  the  doctrine  that  they  have  no 
implied  power  to  borrow  money  is  sn 
important  safeguard  to  the  protection 
of  political  communities  against  the 
creation  of  ruinous  liabilities  through 
the  action  of  incapable,  n^;Ugent,  or 
unfaithful  public  agents.  We  concur, 
therefore,  with  the  proposition  that  the 
power  of  the  board  of  supervisors  to 
extend  the  original  debt  by  means  of 
new  loans,  or  by  renewals  of  pnof 
obligations,  if  it  existed,  must  be 
found  in  tne  statute,  given  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication." 
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taken  by  the  court  that  the  power  to  borrow  money  and  issue  securi- 
ties therefor  is  not  necessary  to  a  municipal  corporation  and  can- 
not be  implied  from  its  usual  franchises  and  powers.  The  court 
pointed  out  that  business  corporations,  unless  restrained  by  their 
charters,  possess  the  power  to  borrow  money  and  issue  securities 
therefor.  Generally,  they  could  not  carry  on  their  authorized  and 
legitimate  business  without  such  power,  and  hence  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  legislature  intended  that  they  should  possess  it.  But 
towns  and  other  municipal  corporations  are  organized  for  govern- 
mental purposes,  and  their  powers  are  limited  and  defined  by  the  • 
statutes  under  which  they  are  constituted.  They  possess  only  such 
powers  as  are  expressly  conferred  or  necessarily  implied;  they  are 
cfothed  with  the  power  of  taxation,  and  thus  can  raise  all  the  money 
needed  for  ordinary  municipal  purposes,  and  until  the  money  can 
thus  be  raised,  as  it  can  be  at  brief  intervals,  experience  has  demon- 
strated their  ability  to  obtain  upon  credit  all  the  materials  and  ser- 
vices needed  without  a  resort  to  loans  of  money  upon  credit.  The 
court  declared  that  "It  is  the  general,  if  not  the  universal,  law  of 
this  country,  and  of  England,  that  municipalities  are  not  empowered 
to  borrow  money  for  municipal  purposes,  unless  expressly  authorized 
to  do  so  by  statute,  or  in  the  absence  of  a  statute,  unless  the  power 
is  necessarily  implied  from  some  special  duty  imposed,  for  the  dis- 
charge of  which  the  power  to  borrow  money  is  not  only  convenient, 
but  necessary."  ^  When  the  purpose  is  such  as  pertains  to  the  or- 
dinary matters  and  affairs  of  municipalities,  authority  "to  raise" 
money  therefor  does  not  mean  authority  to  borrow,  but  authority 
to  raise  it  by  taxation.  It  has  been  said  that  the  power  to  raise  money 
for  municipal  purposes  never  means  a  power  to  borrow,  unless  there 
is  other  language  qualifying  or  extending  its  meaning.^  But  in  later 
cases  the  court  seems  to  incline  to  the  view  that  the  term  "to  raise" 
money  for  the  purposes  of  a  municipal  corporation  has  no  fixed  or 
definite  meaning,  and  that  it  is  to  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  nature  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended  to  raise  money. 

*  WeUs  V.  Salina,  119  N.  Y.  280.  borrow  a  sum  of  money  for  the  pay- 

'  In  WeUs  V.  Salina,  119  N.  Y.  280,  ment  of  expenses  already  incuired  in 

the  town  was  authorized   by  statute  litigation,    and    for    the    purpose    of 

''to  direct  the  institution  or  defence  of  defending  the  town  in  any  action  or 

suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  all  contro-  suit  which  might  be  brought  against 

vermes  between  such  town  and  coipora-  it  on  certain  railroad  aid  bonds.     It 

tions.  individuals  or  other  towns, '^  and  was  held  that  the  power  "to  raise" 

"to  oirect  such  sum  to  be  raised  in  such  money  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 

town  for  prosecuting  or  defending  such  or  defendiiijg  suits  simply  implied  a 

mnis  SB  they  may  deem  necessary."  power  to  raise  the  money  by  taxation, 

At  a  town  meeting  a  resolution  was  and  not  by  borrowing, 
passed    requiring    the    supervisor    to 
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Thus  it  has  been  said  that  to  raise  money  in  its  ordinary  import  b 
simply  to  procure  it.  When  applied  to  an  individual  or  a  business 
corporation,  it  means  the  procuring  of  money  in  any  of  the  usual 
methods,  by  note,  mortgage,  or  other  obligation.  As  applied  to 
municipal  corporations  its  ordinary  import  is  the  procuring  of  money 
by  taxation  or  by  the  obligations  of  the  corporation.  The  usual 
method  of  a  municipal  corporation  for  raising  money  for  ordinary 
purposes  is  by  taxation;  for  extraordinary  purposes  by  its  obliga- 
tions, generally  in  the  form  of  bonds.  Where  a  statute  expressly 
authorizes  the  borro'wing  of  money,  the  words  "  to  raise  "  money  are 
equally  apt  to  signify  raising  by  taxation  or  by  municipal  obliga- 
tions. This  is  the  commonly  accepted  significance  of  the  words  and 
also  their  legal  significance,  except  where  used  in  a  statute  in  which 
it  appears  that  they  were  intended  to  be  used  in  a  more  restricted 
sense.  Hence,  when  a  municipal  corporation  has  express  authority 
to  borrow  money  for  special  purposes  a  vote  of  the  municipality 
"  to  raise  the  money  "  for  that  purpose  is  broad  enough  to  authori^ 
the  issue  of  bonds  on  the  credit  of  the  municipality  under  the  statu- 
tory authority  to  borrow.^ 

§  287.  Implied  Power  to  borrow;  Bnle  in  Michigan,  Illiiuas, 
and  other  States.  —  The  tendency  of  recent  decbions  in  the  courts 
of  different  States  is  to  deny  to  municipal  corporations  of  all  dosses 
any  general  inherent  or  general  implied  power  to  raise  money  for 
corporate  purposes,  at  least  for  ordinary  corporate  purposes,  by  bor- 
rowing. Thus,  in  Michigan,  it  was  contended  that  the  power  to 
incur  indebtedness  necessarily  implies  the  power  to  borrow  money 
and  to  issue  evidences  of  indebtedness  therefor  payable  in  the  future. 
The  court,  however,  pointed  out  that  the  general  rule  b  that  in  order 
to  imply  the  existence  of  a  power  it  must  be  essential  to  the  exercise 
of  the  function  under  which  the  municipality  is  acting;  and  it  held 
that  a  charter  provision  empowering  a  city  to  construct  electric 
light  works  upon  compliance  with  the  formalities  therein  prescribed, 
did  not,  by  implication,  confer  the  power  to  borrow  money  and  ispue 
bonds  for  such  purpose,  the  power  conferred  being,  in  the  court's 
opinion,  entirely  consistent  with  the  idea  that  the  money  should  be 
raised  by  taxation,  which  is  the  usual  method  when  any  other  is 
not  pointed  out  by  the  statute.^  In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  how- 
ever, the  court  also  took  into  consideration  the  fact  that  when  power 

»  New  York  &  Roeendale  Cement   Berlin   Iron    Bridge  Co.,   133  N.  Y. 
Co.  17.    Davis,    173  N.    Y.   235,    aff'g  477. 
62  App.  Div.  577.    See  also  Bilge  r.        "  Farrv.  Grand  Rapids,  112  Mich.  99. 
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to  borrow  and  issue  bonds  was  conferred  by  the  charter  for  other 
purposes,  the  legislature  had  carefully  limited  the  powers  of  the  city 
council ;  and  it  declared  that  it  naturally  followed  that  power  granted 
to  incur  indebtedness  did  not  confer  unlimited  power  to  borrow 
money  and  issue  negotiable  evidences  of  debt  therefor  payable  at 
any  time  in  the  future  and  at  such  rate  of  interest  as  the  municipality 
might  determine. 

In  Illinois^  although  the  question  does  not  appear  to  have  di- 
rectly arisen,  yet  the  subject  of  the  implied  power  of  municipal 
corporations  to  borrow  money  for  corporate  purposes  has  been  in- 
cidentally discussed  in  the  decbion  of  cases  involving  cognate  ques- 
tions. The  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  has  said  that  municipal 
corporations  are  not  usually  endowed  with  the  power  to  enter  into 
traffic  or  general  business,  and  are  only  created  as  auxiliaries  to  the 
government  in  carrying  into  effect  some  special  governmental  policy, 
or  to  aid  in  preserving  the  order  and  in  promoting  the  well-being 
of  the  locality  over  which  their  authority  extends.  Being  created 
for  governmental  purposes,  the  borrowing  of  money,  in  common 
with  other  similar  powers,  is  not  inherent  or  even  a  power 
usually  conferred,  and  unless  endowed  with  such  power  in  their 
charter  or  by  the  legislature,  they  have  no  authority  to  borrow 
money.* 

In  Alabama,  it  has  been  declared  that  the  doctrine  is  thoroughly 
settled  in  that  State  that  the  power  to  borrow  money  is  not  incident 
to  municipal  corporations,  and  that,  if  it  exists  in  any  instance,  it 
must  be  by  force  of  express  legislative  grant,  or  at  least  by  force 
of  legislative  investment  of  power  coupled  with  the  imposition  of 
duties  which  are  incapable  of  exercise  and  performance  without  the 
borrowing  of  money.'    In  Texas,  the  decbions  also  seem  to  be  ad- 

^  Oquawka  v.  Graves,  82  Fed.  Rep.  body  has  power  to  perform  the  pro- 

568;     Chestnut    Highway    Com'rs  v.  posed    act.      Such    corporations    are 

Newell,  80  111.  587.   See  also  Hardin  created  for  governmental  and  not  for 

County  V.  McFarlan,  82  111.  138;   Law  commercial  purposes.      Hence  power 

v.  People,  87  111.  385,  394 ;  Hewitt  v.  to  borrow  money  or  create  indebted- 

Normal  school  District,  94  111.  528;  ness  is  not  an  incident  to  such  local 

Coquaitl  V.  Oquawka,  192  III.  355.    In  governments,  and  the  power  cannot 

Law  V.  People,  87  111.  385,  394,  the  be  exercised  unless  it  is  conferred  by 

court   had  under  consideration  c^ues-  their  charter,  and  no  one  has  the  right 

tions  arising  under  the  constitutional  to  presume  the  existence  of  such  a 

limitation  of  power  to  incur  debt,  and  power,  and  persons  proposing  to  loan 

in  discussiDg  the  nature  and  extent  of  money  to  these  bodies  must  see  that  the 

that  power.    It  said:  "The  law  is,  and  power  exists." 

all  persona  are  presimied  to  know  it,        '  Simpson   v.    Lauderdale   County, 

that  municipal  txxiies  can  only  exer-  56  Ala.  64 ;  Wetumpka  v,  Wetumpka 

ciae  such  powers  as  are  conferred  upon  Wharf  Co.,  63  Ala.  611 ;  Allen  v.  In- 

them  by  tneir  charters,  and  all  persons  tendant  of  Lafayette,  89  Ala.  641 
dealing  with  them  must  see  that  the 
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verse  to  the  existence  of  any  implied  power  to  borrow  money,  al- 
though the  question  before  the  court  seems  to  have  involved  more 
particularly  the  existence  of  an  implied  power  to  issue  negotiabk 
bonds,  —  a  power  which,  as  we  shall  see,  is  not  identical  with  the 
power  to  borrow;*  and  in  Virginia,  the  court  has  used  language 
which  would  seem  to  deny  the  power  of  a  municipality  to  borrow 
money  without  express  or  plain  statutory  authority.^  In  Iowa,  it 
was  held  in  one  case  that  the  directors  of  a  school  district  had  the 
power  to  borrow  money  to  discharge  a  debt  which  has  been  legiti- 
mately created,  and  are  authorized  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  dis- 
trict for  that  purpose,^  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  this  State  the 
court  is  now  definitely  committed  to  the  principle  that  a  municipal 
corporation  has  no  implied  authority  to  issue  negotiable  bonds,* 
or  perhaps  to  borrow  money.  In  connection  with  the  subject  of  the 
implied  power  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  borrow  money,  full 
consideration  must  be  given  to  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Couit 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  courts  of  different  States  to  the  effect 
that  even  when  authorized  to  incur  debt,  a  municipal  corporatioD 
has  in  general  no  implied  power  to  issue  negotiable  securities  therefor. 
The  tendency  of  the  recent  decisions  seems  to  be  to  limit  the  powers 
of  municipal  corporations,  and  to  hold  them  rigidly  to  the  exercise 
of  those  powers  which  are  expressly  or  plainly  conferred,  and,  at 
least  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  implied  power  to  issue  nego- 
tiable instruments  is  denied,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the 
courts  will  also  deny  the  existence  of  any  general  or  inherent  implied 
power  to  borrow  money;  but,  as  before  pointed  out,  the  power  to 
borrow  money  to  meet  ordinary  corporate  purposes  is  a  different 
question  from  the  power  to  incur  debt  in  connection  with  an 
authorized  purpose  and  to  execute  proper  evidences  of  such  indebt- 
edness, although  such  evidences  cannot,  without  express  or  dear 
authority  from  the  legislature,  be  clothed  with  the  qualities  of 
negotiable  paper  under  the  law  merchant. 

§  2S8  (124).  When  Power  wiU  be  held  to  eziat.  — The  nature 
and  extent  of  the  power  to  borrow  money  and  issue  negotiable  papn 
therefor  was  considered  at  length  by  the  United  States  Circuit  G>ujt 

>  See  Robertson  v.   Breedlove,  61        *  Richmond  A  W.  P.  Land  Coi  f. 

Tex.  316;   Waxahatchie  v.  Brown,  67  West  Point,  94  Va.  668. 
Tex.  519.     See  also  Austin  v.  Nalle,        *  Austin  v.  Colony,  51  Iowa,  1€2. 
85  Tex.   520,   540,   and   Brenham  v,        *  Heins  v.  Lincoln,  102  lowm,  69. 

German  Am.  Bank,  144  U.  S.  173,  on  See  further,  as  to  rule  in  Iowa,  cvpro. 

rehearing  ib.  549,  and  s.  c.  more  fully  {  283 ;    post,  chapter    on    H unia{«l 

po9t,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds.  Bonds. 
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for  Missouri/  in  which,  after  a  review  of  the  decisions,  English 
and  American,  the  following  conclusions  were  reached:  Whether 
a  municipal  corporation  possesses  the  power  to  borrow  money,  and 
to  issue  negotiable  securities  therefor,  depends  upon  a  true  construc- 
tion of  its  charter  and  the  legislation  of  the  State  applicable  to  it. 
It  has  no  incidental  or  inherent  aiUhority  under  the  usual  grants  of 
municipal  powers  as  a  means  of  discharging  its  ordinary  municipal 
Junctions.  Such  authority  may  be  inferred  from  special  and  extror- 
ordinary  powers,  which  require  the  expenditure  of  unusual  sums 
of  money,  when  it  is  usual  to  execute  such  powers  by  means  of  bor- 
rowing, and  when,  upon  the  whole  legislation  applicable  to  the 
municipality,  such  appears  to  have  been  the  legislative  intent.' 
These  principles  were  applied;  and  coupon  bonds  to  borrow  money 
to  erect  and  repair  wharves  and  to  open  streets,  issued  under  the 
general  grants  of  municipcU  power  in  the  charter,  were  held  noi  to  be 
binding  upon  the  city,  while  other  bonds  issued  under  a  special  act 
of  the  legislature,  in  payment  of  stock  in  companies  organized  to  con- 
struct macadamized  roads  from  the  city,  were  held  to  be  valid.* 

§  289  (125).  Author's  Views  and  OonclusionB  summed  up.  — 
Whether  there  is  power  in  a  municipcU  corporation  to  borrow  money 
or  to  issue  negotiable  paper  or  to  do  both  depends,  we  think,  upon  the 
legislative  intent,  to  be  collected  from  statutes,  general  and  special, 
applicable  to  the  municipality  or  to  the  particular  case  in  hand. 
The  American  cases  are  conflicting  and  cannot  be  harmonized. 

The  following  summarizes  our  view  of  the  sound  and  true  doc- 
trines on  this  subject  : 

1.  The  power  to  borrow  money  as  a  means  of  raising  a  fund  to 
make  futiu^  local  improvements,  or  to  carry  on  the  ordinary  opera- 

'  Cause  V.  Clarksville,  5  Dillon  C.  C.  •  The  author  who  wrote  the  opinion 
165,  183.  Thomas  v.  Port  Hudson,  27  of  the  court  in  Cause  v.  Clarksville, 
Mich.  320,  declares  the  remedy  to  be  supra  (Treat,  J.,  dissenting),  deems  it 
for  the  money  or  property  received,  proper  to  add  that  in  view  of  the  sub- 
J^ost,  S§  289,  290,  321  and  notes.  The  sequent  course  of  the  decisions  on  this 
remedy  where  bonds  of  a  citjr  are  issued  subject,  he  is  led  to  doubt  the  sound- 
without  any  power  or  authority  and  the  ness  of  one  of  the  conclusions  in  that 
moD^  thereon  is  actually  received  by  case;  namely,  that  the  authority  to 
the  dty,  is  not  an  action  on  the  bonds,  issue  negoHatU  bonds  for  the  macada- 
but  to  recover  the  money.  Cause  v.  mized  roads  could  be  legally  deduced 
-Clarksville,  supra.  See  also  Robertson  from  the  Act  of  1857  quoted  on  p.  167 
V.  Breedlove,  61  Tex.  316 ;  Merrill  v,  and  from  the  circumstances  mentioned 
Montioello,  138  U.  S.  673;  Wood  v.  on  p.  181.  Still  it  is  difficult  to  see,  as 
Louisiana,  5  Dillon  C.  C.  122 ;  aff'd  102  a  practical  matter,  how  the  city  could 
U.  S.  294 ;  post,  chapter  on  Municipal  pay  its  subscriptions  for  the  stock  by 
Bonds ;  infra,  §  290,  note.  the  levy  of  the  special  limited  tax  from 

*  Infra,  §  321  and  note;  and  post,  year  to  year,  or  otherwise  than  by  the 
chapter  on  Contracts.  issue  and  sale  of  bonds. 
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tions  of  the  municipality,  cannot  be  implied  from  the  mere  authority 
to  make  such  improvements  or  from  the  usual  grants  of  municipal 
power.  These  usually  contemplate  that  the  expense  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  ordinary  municipal  powers  shall  be  met  by  the  revenues 
derived  year  by  year  from  taxation. 

2.  It  does  not  follow,  because  banking,  trading,  and  other  private 
corporations  organized  for  pecuniary  profit  are  held  in  this  country 
to  possess  the  incidental  power  to  borrow  money,  and  to  issue  com- 
mercial paper  having  all  the  qualities  attributed  to  such  paper  by 
the  law  merchant,  that  a  like  power  is  inherently  possessed  by  public 
and  municipal  corporations.*    The  analogy  b  false  and  delusive. 


*  As  to  the  power  of  corporations  to 
issue  commercikl  paper,  the  law  of  Eng- 
land is  settled.  In  England  no  cor- 
poration, whether  municipal  (Reg.  v. 
Lichfield,  4  Ad.  &  El.  n.  s.  891,  906)  or 
private  (Bateman  v.  Mid- Wales  Rail- 
way Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  610),  has  the  in- 
cidental right  to  make  commercial 
paper,  except  the  Bank  of  England, 
which  was  incorporated  for  the  very 
purpose,  and  trading  corporations 
strictly,  such  as  the  East  India  Com- 
pany. Accordingly  it  is  laid  down  by 
Air.  Justice  Byles^  in  his  work  on  bills, 
that,  "without  special  authority,  ex- 
pressed or  implied,  a  corporation  has 
no  power  to  make,  indorse,  or  accept 
bills  or  notes."  Byles  on  Bills  (8th 
i:ng.  ed.).  62;  Grant  on  Corp.  276. 
Thus,  a  water- works  company  (Brough- 
ton  V,  Manchester  Water-Works,  3 
Bam.  h  Aid.  1),  a  gas  joint-stock 
company  (Bramah  v.  Roberts,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  963),  or  even  trading  com- 
panies, unless  such  a  power  is  essential 
to  the  purposes  for  which  they  are 
formed  (Bateman  v.  Railway  CJo., 
supra),  have  no  general  or  implied 
authority  to  make  commercial  paper. 
In  Bateman's  case,  last  cited,  the  ques- 
tion for  the  first  time  arose  in  England, 
as  late  as  1866,  as  to  the  right  of  a  rail- 
way  company,  with  an  authorized 
capital  of  £170,000,  to  make  or  accept 
bills  of  exchange,  and  it  was  unani- 
mously decided,  by  judges  of  great 
eminence  (ErUf  C.  J.,  Byles,  Keating, 
and  Montague  Smith,  JJ.),  that  the 
company  had  no  such  power.  The  ac- 
ceptance was  under  seal,  and  it  is  a 
mistake  to  suppose  that  the  decision 
rested  on  the  technical  ground  that  a 
corporation  can  only  contract  under 
scat.  It  was  placed  upon  the  broad 
ground  that  there  was  no  act  of  parlia- 


ment, eeneral  or  special,  which  con- 
ferred tne  power.  It  was  admitted  bv 
all  the  fudges  that  the  railway  company 
might  incur  debts  in  the  construction 
or  operation  of  the  road ;  "but  it  is  one 
thing,"  says  Keating,  J.,  "to  say  that 
they  shall  be  liable  to  be  sued  for  good-* 
sold  and  delivered  or  for  work  done, 
and  an  entirely  different  thing  to  say 
that  they  may  accept  bills  in  paymenl. " 
And  to  the  same  enect  was  tne  opinion 
of  the  other  judges. 

The  principle  of  this  case  was  ap- 
proved in  Peruvian,  Ac.  Railwj^  Co.  r- 
Thames,  &c.  Insurance  Co.,  L.  K.  2  Ch. 
617,  when  a  general  incidental  power  to 
issue  bills  of  exchange  and  ne^otiablr 
instruments  under  the  Companies  Act 
of  1862  was  denied,  and  the  power  beki 
to  depend  upon  the  proper  constrac- 
tion  of  the  memorandum  and  articles 
of  association.    The  compames  oi^gas- 
ized  under  that  act  may  communicate 
this  power  to  their  directors,  but  it  mu«: 
be  given  expressly  or  by  fair  inteod- 
<ment  in  the  memorandum  and  articles 
of  association  of  the  company,  or  it  wiU 
not  exist.     In  England^  as  shown  bv 
Bateman's  case,  supra,  it  is  held  tha*. 
inasmuch  as  the  corporaUon  has  no 
power  to  accept  bills,  it  cannot  be  mari.' 
liable  on  its  acceptance,  thou^  the  ^ 
was  drawn   for   a  valid  and  bindiri: 
debt.    On  this  point  Erie,  C.  J.,  says: 
"The  bill  of  exchan^  is  a  cause  of 
action,  a  contract,  by  itself,  which  binds 
the  acceptor  in  the  hiandsof  an  indorse 
for  value ;   and  I  conceive  it  would  be 
altogether  contrary  to  the  principles  of 
the  law  which  regulates  such  instru- 
ments that  they  should  be  valid  or  not 
according   as    the    coiuideratioQ  be- 
tween the  original  parties  was  good  or 
bad,  or  whether,  in  the  case  of  tne  cor- 
poration, the  consideration  in  respect 
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The  purposes  of  the  two  classes  of  corporations,  the  powers  of  their 
officers,  and  the  means  of  making  provision  for  meeting  their  lia- 
bilities are  all  essentially  different.  The  nature  of  the  usual  duties 
devolved  by  law  upon  municipalities  does  not  make  it  necessary  to 
imply  the  existence  of  a  general  power  to  borrow  money  and  to  issue 
commercial  paper.  The  consequences  of  recognizing  such  a  power, 
in  the  extravagance  it  will  stimulate,  in  the  frauds  it  will  engender, 
and  in  the  onerous  indebtedness  it  will  inevitably  produce,  are  alarm- 
ing to  contemplate.  The  history  of  the  express  power  given  to  muni- 
cipalities to  aid  railways  by  borrowing  money  and  issuing  conuner- 
cial  obligations  is  full  of  warning  and  instruction. 

3.  The  power  to  issue  commercial  paper  which  is  unimpeachable 
in  the  hands  of  the  holder  is  not  among  the  ordinary  incidental 
powers  of  a  public  or  municipal  corporation.  It  must  be  conferred 
expressly,  or  by  fair  implication,  as  a  necessary,  or  at  least  a  reason- 
able and  usual,  means  of  executing  the  particular  power  to  which  it 
is  claimed  to  be  incidental.  The  strong  tendency  of  the  decisions 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  powc^r  to  issue  negotiable  bonds  payable  at 
a  long-distant  day,  must  be  express,  or,  if  not  express,  the  implicar 
tion  must  be  so  clear  in  the  particular  case  as  to  be  equivalent  in 
force  and  cogency  to  express  authority.  Any  fair  or  substantial 
doubt  on  this  point  is  fatal  to  the  existence  of  such  power. 

4-  Express  power  to  borrow  money,  in  some  States,  especially  if 
conferred  to  effect  objects  for  which  large  or  unusual  sums  are  re- 
quired, as  for  example  subscriptions  to  aid  railways  and  other  public 
improvements,  will  be  taken,  if  there  be  nothing  in  the  legislation 
to  negative  the  inference,  to  include  the  power  (the  same  as  if  con- 
ferred upon  a  corporation  organized  for  pecuniary  profit)  to  issue 
negotiable  paper  with  all  the  incidents  of  negotiability.  But  under 
the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  and  a  con- 
stantly increasing  weight  of  authority  in  the  States,  an  express  power 
to  borrow  does  not  necessarily  authorize  the  issuance  of  negotiable 

of  which  the  acceptance  is  given  is  not.''  See  subject  discussed  in  Cause 
sufficiently  connected  with  the  purpose  v.  Clarksville,  5  Dillon  C.  C.  165. 
for  which  the  acceptors  are  incorpo-  In  America,  the  courts,  however, 
rated.  It  would  be  inconvenient  to  the  have  generally  held  that  banking,  trad- 
last  degree  if  such  an  inquiry  could  be  in^,  commercial,  railway,  and  other 
gone  into.  Some  bills  might  be  given  pnvaU  corporations,  organized  for 
for  a  consideration  which  was  valid,  pecuniary  profit,  have  an  incidental 
as  for  work  done  for  the  company,  and  power  to  issue  commercial  paper  when 
others  as  a  security  for  money  ob-  such  power  is  not  negatived  oy  a  true 
tained  on  loans  beyond  their  borrowing  construction  of  their  charters  or  con- 
powers.  It  would  be  a  pernicious  thing  stituent  acts.  See  ante,  §§  278,  279: 
to  hold  thatj  in  respect  of  the  former  also  chapters  on  Municipal  Bonds  ana 
the  corporation  might  be  sued  by  an  Contracts,  post. 
indorsee,  but  in  respect  of  the  latter, 
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paper,  the  power  to  give  to  evidences  of  municipal  indebtedness  and 
municipal  obligations  the  characteristics  of  negotiability  being  a 
power  which  must  be  conferred  upon  the  municipality  either  in 
express  words  or  their  equivalent  or  by  necessary  implication.^ 

5.  When  it  is  expressly  provided  by  statute  that  public  and  muni- 
cipal corporations  shall  audit  all  claims  presented,  and  shall  issut 
to  the  creditor  vxirrants  or  orders,  and  no  other  provision  is  made,  this 
will  not  authorize  as  a  means  of  payment  the  issue  of  negotiable  or 
commercial  paper  which  shall  possess  all  the  incidents  of  negotia- 
bility; and  if  issued,  it  is  subject  to  all  defences  in  the  hands  of  a 
transferee  to  which  it  would  be  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  original 
holder.* 

6.  Although  a  municipal  corporation  proper,  in  the  execution  of 
its  ordinary  corporate  powers  and  the  discharge  of  its  corporate 
duties,  may  make  contracts  and  create  debts,  and  may,  when  not 
restrained  by  statute,  evidence  the  liabilities  thus  incurred,  yet  if 
the  instrument  is  made  to  assume  the  form  of  negotiable  paper,  such 
paper  is  always  open  to  defences  in  the  hands  of  transferees  when 
it  is  issued  without  express  authority  from  the  legislature,  or  au- 
thority clearly  to  be  implied  from  the  charter  or  legislation  applicable 
to  the  municipality.^ 

§  290  (126).  Same  Subject.  —  Stated  in  other  words,  the  author 
regards  it  as  the  true  doctrine  that,  merely  as  incidental  to  the  dis- 
charge of  its  ordinary  corporate  functions,  no  municipal  or  puUic 
corporation  has  the  right  to  invest  any  instrument  it  may  issue,  what- 
ever its  form,  with  that  supreme  and  dangerous  attribute  of  com- 
mercial paper  which  insulates  the  holder  for  value  from  defences  and 

*  In  this  edition  the  text  of  this  sec-  this  section  will  be  found  to  be  Mr 

tion  has  been  slightly  altered.     Since  presented  by  Bradley,  J.,  in  Mavor  oi 

the  last  edition  of  this  work  was  pub-  Nashville  t7.  Ray,  19  WalL  (U.  S.)  468: 

lished,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  by  Beadey,  C.  J.,  in  Hackettstown  t. 

States  has  expressly  ruled  that  an  ex-  Swackhamer,  37  N.  J.  L.  191 :  and  by 

press    power    ''to    borrow"    did    not  Agnew,  C.  J.,  dissenting  in  William*- 

necessarily  authorize  a  municipality  to  port  v.  Commonwealth,  84  Pa.  St.  487, 

make  and  issue  its  negotiable  bonds,  505.     See  also  Cause  v.  Oarksville,  $ 

and  a  like  ruling  has  been  made  by  the  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  165 ;  Knapp  v.  Hoboken, 

courts  of  some  of  the  States.      The  39  N.  J.  L.  394 ;  Richmond.  Ac.  Land, 

cases  are  cited  and  the  whole  subject  is  &c.  Co.  v.  West  Point.  94  Va.  668. 
discussed  in  the  chapter  on  Municipal        The  authorities  in  favor  of  the  other 

Bonds.  view  are  collected,  and  the  ai^gument  in 

'  For  difference  between  such  war-  support  of  that  view  is  preseoted  with 

rants  and  orders  and  negotiable  paper,  fulness,  in  the  opinion  of  the  majonty 

see  postf  chapters  on  Municipal  Bonds  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Paacmm,  J., 

and  Contracts.  in    Williamsport    v.    Commonwealth. 

'  The  arguments  in  support  of  the  supra. 
propositions  of  the  text  embodied  in 
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equities  which  attach  to  its  inception.   This  point  ought  to  be  guarded 
by  the  courts  with  the  utmost  vigilance  and  resolution.' 

§  291  (127).  EzpresB  Power  to  borrow  Money;  Negotiable 
Paper.  —  In  some  of  the  earlier  decisions  it  was  held  that  express 
power  to  a  municipal  corporation  "to  borrow  money"  naturally,  if 
not  necessarily,  includes  the  power  to  issue  negotiable  bonds  or  other 
securities  to  the  lender  for  the  moneys  so  borrowed.  But  this  doc- 
trine has,  in  recent  years,  received  further  consideration,  and  the  ten- 
dency of  the  decisions  is  to  hold  that  while  express  power  to  borrow 
money  or  to  contract  a  loan  may,  it  does  not  necessarily  or  under 
all  circumstances,  include  the  implied  power  to  issue,  as  evidence  of 
the   loan,   negotiable  bonds   or  commercial   securities  conferring 


'  If  money  is  improperly  borrowed 
in  advance  of  liabilities  actually  created 
and   reaches  the   municipal   treasury, 
and  is  expended  by  direction  of  the 
governing  body  for  authorized  munici- 
pal objects,  the  municipality  may  then, 
m  the  absence  of  controlling  statute  or 
constitutional  provision  to  the  contrary 
(see    -paatf   §  294),   be    liable    in    the 
proper  action  or  suit;  but  the  action 
should  be,  we  think,  where  t!ie  transac- 
tion is  wholly  vUra  vires ^  for  money  had 
and  received  or  by  suit  in  equity,  and 
not  upon  the  invalid  bonds.     Bateman 
V.  Mid- Wales  Railway  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P. 
499,   510;    Thomas  v.   Port    Hudson, 
27  Mich.  320;   Hackettstown  v.  Swack- 
hamer,  37  N.  J.  L.  191 ;    Reg.  v.  Lich- 
field, 4  Ad.  &  El.  N.  s.  891,  906 ;   Mayor, 
Ac.  V.  Ray,  19  Wall.  468,  480,_per  Brad- 
ley, J.;   ante,  §§  284,  288.     The  holder 
of  siu:h  bonds  wUlf  it  seems,  he  consid- 
ered as  the  assignee  and  owner  of  the 
original  daim  of  the   payee,      Oneida 
Bank  v.  Ontario  Bank,  21  N.  Y.  490; 
Mayor,  &c.  v.  Ray,  19  Wall.  468,  484, 
per  Hunt,  J. ;  Shirk  v.  Pulaski  County, 
4  DiUon  C.  C.  208,  209;  Paul  v.  Keno- 
sha,  22  Wis.  266;    Gause  v.    Clarks- 
viUe,  5  Dillon  C.  C.  165;   post,  §§  294- 
298,  note;    chapter  on  Contracts.     In 
Hackettstown  v.  Swackhamer,   swpra, 
any   remedy    upon    the    unauthonzed 
note  was  denied,  and  Beasley,  C.  J., 
seemed  to  think  the  only  remedy  was 
in  equity  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  th€>  creditors  of  the  corporation  who 
liad  been  paid  by  the  proceeds  of  the 
monejr  improperly  borrowed;    but  no 
necessity  is  perceived  for  so  strict  a 
doctrine. 

If  the  transaction  is  infra  vires  and 


the  only  excess  of  power  is  making  the 
paper  negotiable  m  form,  the  action 
may,  we  think,  be  brought  on  the  paper 
itself  with  the  same  effect  as  if  it  nas 
been  issued  in  non-negotiable  form. 
See  aiUe,  §  284.  The  cases  are  not  uni- 
form, and  it  has  been  held  that  though 
a  debt  be  lawfully  created,  yet  if  for 
such  debt  negotiable  bonds  be  issued 
(where  there  is  no  statutory  authority 
to  issue  obligations  in  negotiable  form), 
such  bonds  are  void,  and  the  holder  can- 
not recover  upon  them  as  non-negoti- 
able instruments.  Dodge  v.  Memphis, 
51  Fed.  Rep.  165  {Thayer,  J.).  *'Suit 
must  be  brought  on  the  implied  promise 
which  the  law  raises  to  pay  the  value 
of  that  which  the  municipality  has  re- 
ceived but  has  not  in  fact  paid  for 
because  the  securities  issued  in  pre- 
tended payment  were  void."  lb.  This 
would  be  right  if  the  bonds  were  void 
for  wani  of  any  statutory  authority  to 
create  the  debt  for  which  they  were 
issued,  but  where  there  is  such  author- 
ity, and  where,  if  the  instrument  is 
made  in  non-negotiable  form,  it  would 
have  been  valid,  why  should  the  inser- 
tion of  the  words  "order"  or  "bearer" 
make  the  same  wholly  void,  and  why 
may  not  the  holder  ignore  the  words 
of  negotiability  and  sue  upon  the  same 
with  the  same  effect  as  if  they  were 
non-negotiable  instruments,  and  thus 
open  to  all  defences  which  may  exist 
whether  the  holder  had  notice  thereof 
or  not?  See  Sioux  City  v.  Weare,  59 
Iowa,  95 ;  Dively  v.  Cedar  Falls,  21  id. 
565;  aark  v.  Polk  County,  19  id.  248; 
Pac.  Imp.  Co.  V.  Clarksdale,  74  Fed. 
528;  anU,  §  284. 
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upon  bona  fide  holders  immunity  from  defences.  But  this  rule  is 
not  of  uniform  application^  and  in  some  States  it  is  held  that  ex- 
press power  to  contract  a  debt  carries  with  it  the  power  to  bOTTow 
money  to  pay  the  debt,  and  also  the  power  to  issue  negotiable 
securities  in  evidence  of  the  debts  so  contracted.  This  point  will  be 
found  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds, 
to  which  the  reader  is  referred.*  Express  power  to  borrow  money 
does  not  include  the  power  to  issue  notes  to  circulate  as  numey,  in 
violation  of  the  statute  law  and  public  policy  of  the  State.' 


§  292  (128).  The  Snbject  iUnstrated  ;  Limitation  of  Amoniit.— 
Express  chartei*  power  to  borrow  money  for  general  purposes,  not 
exceeding  a  specified  sum,  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

always  expressed,  even  in  bank  efaar- 
ters.  In  so  limited  a  corporatiixi  as  & 
congressional  township,  the  power  to 
make  promissory  notes  could  hardly  be 
implied.  The  case  at  bar  cannot  eaaly 
be  distinguished  in  principle  from 
McClure  v.  Bennett,  1  Blackf.  (Ind) 
189,  and  Mears  v,  Graham,  8  Bhckf. 
144."  Indiana  caseB,  sec  supra,  \  280. 
Power  to  borrow  money,  if  granted  od 
condition  of  a  previous  popular  vote, 
must  be  exercised  in  conformity  with 
the  condition,  or  the  orders  issued  there- 
for will  be  void.  Lockport  v.  Gaylotd 
61  111.  276.  What  amounts  to  a  bor- 
rowing. Ih.  In  Illinois^  the  Constitii- 
tion  of  1848  gave  to  municipal  eom>- 
rations  the  power  to  assess  luid  coUeet 
taxes  for  corporate  purposes.  TUs  was 
construed  to  be  a  limitation  upon  the 
taxing  power  of  the  State,  under  which 
such  corporations  could  not  be  taxed  ex- 
cept for  corporate  purposes ;  and,  ooose- 
quently,  bonds  issuea  "for  the  use  of 
said  city,  to  be  expended  in  devdopin; 
the  natural  advantages  of  the  city  for 
manufacturing  purposes,"  were  declared 
void,  although  the  enterprise  intended 
to  be  aided  was  recognized  as  bdng  ci 
general  interest  and  of  great  value  to 
the  city.  Mather  v.  Ottawa,  114  R 
659.  Illinois  cases,  see  supra,  f  287. 
Post,  §{  319,  1351. 

>  Thomas  v.  Richmond,  12  Wall 
(U.  S.)  349. 

Construction  of  the  constitutioDal 
power  of  the  general  government  to 
'*  borrow  money.  See  ^pbum  v.  Gris- 
wold,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  603 ;  Knox  e.  Lee. 
12  WaU.  (U.  S.)  457,  and  JuOliard  r. 
Greenman,  110  U.  S.  421,  known  as  the 
"legal  tender  ( 


*  Post,  chapter  on  Mimicipal  Bonds. 
§§  872,  873.  Money  borrowed,  and 
note  given  by  officers  of  a  town,  with- 
out authority,  does  not  bind  the  town 
in  case  it  never  receives  the  benefit  of 
it.  Benoit  v.  Conwayj  10  Allen,  525, 
528;  People  v.  Supervisors,  34  N.  Y. 
516. 

As  to  express  power  to  issue  boruis, 
&c.,  see  also  Bank  of  Rome  v.  Village  of 
Rome,  18  N.  Y.  38,  44,  and  cases  cited; 
Mills  V.  Gleason,  11  Wis.  470.  State 
bonds  negotiable.  Delafield  v.  lUinoiSi 
2  Hill,  159;  Grosse  Pointe  Tp.  v.  Finn, 
134  Mich.  529;  96  N.  W.  Rep.  1078.  As 
to  the  implied  power  to  issue  mimicipal 
bonds,  see  furtner,  Wells  v.  Supervisors 
of  Pontotoc  CJo.,  102  U.  S.  625;  CIm- 
bome  CJounty  v.  Brooks,  111  U.  S.  400 ; 
Ottawa  V.  Carey,  108  U.  S.  110,  123; 
Daviess  County  v.  Dickinson,  117  U.  S. 
657,  663.  Board  of  Supervisors  of  a 
county  have  no  power  to  issue  biU  of 
exchange.  Canal  Bank  v.  Supervisors, 
Ac,  5  Denio  (N.  Y.),  517.  Nor  have 
village  trustees.  Lake  v.  Trustees  of 
Williamsburg,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.),  520. 
Corporate  city  has  the  power.  Kelley 
V.  Mayor  of  Bklyn.,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.),  263 ; 
compare  Clark  v.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa, 
199,  213.  Iowa  cases,  see  supra,  §  284. 
In  Inhabitants,  &c.  v.  Weir,  9  Ind.  224, 
an  action  against  a  congressional  town- 
ship upon  a  promissory  note  made  by 
the  trustees,  the  court,  per  Stuart,  J., 
says :  ' '  There  is  no  power  to  make  notes 
conferred  by  the  Act  of  1841.  That  act 
was  the  charter  under  which  they  acted. 
The  trustees,  as  a  corporation,  had  no 
power  but  such  as  that  act  expressly 
conferred,  and  such  as  might  arise  by 
implication,  or  be  essential  to  the  exer- 
cise of  those  granted.    Such  a  power  is 
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United  States,  upon  an  examination  of  the  nature  of  other  powers 
contained  in  the  charter,  not  to  prohibit  or  limit  the  city  in  incurring 
an  indebtedness  for  authorized  purposes  greater  than  the  sum  it  was 
empowered  to  borrow.* 

§  293  (129).  What  is  a  Borrowing;  Power  conBtrued.  —  A  con- 
iract  whereby  a  city  agrees  with  an  individual  that  if  the  latter 
will  pay  or  advance  the  amount  of  interest  due  and  to  become  due  on 
certain  bonds  of  the  city  already  issued,  the  city  will  pay  or  refund 
the  amount,  is  "not  a  borrovring  of  money"  within  the  terms  or 
spirit  of  the  charter  prohibiting  the  municipal  authorities  from  bor- 
rowing money  unless  authorized  by  a  prior  vote  of  the  citizens; 
such  a  contract  being  one  simply  for  the  payment  of  a  debt.'  Under 
authority  to  a  city  to  borrow  money,  it  may,  if  there  be  no  statutory 
restriction,  make  the  principal  and  interest  payable  at  the  place  where 
the  TTumey  is  borrowed  or  where  it  pleases,  though  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  State?  Among  certain  powers  of  a  strictly  municipal  nature 
conferred  upon  a  city  was  the  power  "-to  borrow  money  for  any  ob- 
ject in  its  discretion,"  or  "for  any  public  purpose,"  on  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  citizens;  and  this  was  held,  in  connection  with  a  general 
statute  of  the  State,  recognizing  by  implication  (as  construed)  the 
validity  of  city  and  county  bonds  generally,  to  authorize  such  city 
to  issue  bonds  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railway  or  plank  road 
leading  to,  through,  or  from  the  city.*    In  thus  holding  the  court, 

*  Hitchcock  V,  Galveston,  96  U.  8.  tion  of  all  grants  of  authoritx,  whether 
341  ;  approved,  United  States  v.  Fort  to  governments  or  individuals."  Ex- 
Scott,  99  U.  8.  152.  preaa  authority   to  a  city   "to  borrow 

*  Gelpcke  v.  Dubuque,  1  Wall,  money"  without  restriction  as  to  the 
(U.  S.)  175,  221,  Miller^  J.,  dissenting,  mo^e  of  its  exercise  necessarily  implies 
Where  a  city  can  make  such  a  contract,  the  power  to  determine  the  time  of 
with  the  sanction  of  a  ^rior  vote,  the  payment,  and  to  issue  bonds  or  other 
sanction  will,  in  an  action  on  such  a  evidence  of  indebtedness,  to  borrow 
contract,  be  presumed  until  the  con-  within  or  without  the  State,  and  to 
trary  is  shown  by  the  city,  lb,  jter  agree  to  pay  where  borrowed.  Evans- 
es u?ayn«,  J.  ville,  &c.  R.  Co.  17.  Evansville,  15  Ind. 

*  Meyer ».  Muscatine,  1  Wall.  (U.  8.)  395,  412,  distinguished  as  to  place  of 
384.  In  this  case  the  court,  per  iSt«iyn«,  payment  from  rrettyman  v.  Tazwell 
J.,  say^  (1  WaU.  391) :  "The  power  of  Co.,  19  lU.  406;  22  111.  147,  which  were 
a  municipal  corporation  to  make  any  regarded  as  turning  upon  peculiar 
contract  does  not  depend  upon  the  statutory  provisions.  Evansville  v, 
place  of  performance,  but  upon  its  scope  Woodbury,  18  U.  S.  App.  514  ("rev 
and  object.  A  city  authorized  to  estao-  demption  bonds"  issued  under  charter 
lish  gas  works  and  water  works,  and  to  power  "to  borrow  money  for  the  use 
gravel  its  streets,  may  buy  water,  coal,  of  the  city"),  following  EvansviUe,  &c. 
and  gravel  beyond  its  limits;  and  agree  R.  Co.  v,  Evansville,  15  Ind.  395,  supra. 
to  pay  where  they  are  found,  or  else-  See  supra,  §  280,  and  further,  chapter 
where-     The  principal  power,  when  ex-  on  Municipal  Bonds,  post. 

I,  draws  to  it,  by  necessary  im-        *  Meyer  v.  Muscatine,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.) 


plication,  the  means  o'f  its  execution.   384,  Mailer,  J.,  dissenting,  in  an  opinion 
This  is  the  settled  rule  in  the  construe-  of  marked  ability ;  Mitchell  v.  Burling- 
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as  it  seems  to  us,  overlooked  or  did  not  apply  the  salutary  rule  of 
strict  construction  of  such  an  extraordinary  power  as  that  of  aid  to 
railways  and  borrowing  money  for  that  purpose. 

§  294  (130).  Special  UmiUlionB  on  the  Power  to  bonow; 
Borrowing  and  Oroation  of  Debt  defined.  —  Provisions  are  fre- 
quently made  in  Constitutions  or  in  charters  or  legislative  acts  to 
preverU  the  creation  or  increase  of  municipal  indtbtedness  beyond  speci- 
fied limits  or  except  upon  certain  conditions.  Such  limitations  have 
been  found  by  experience  to  be  necessary  to  prevent  extravagance, 
are  remedial  in  their  nature,  are  based  upon  a  wise  policy,  and 
ought,  therefore,  to  be  construed  and  applied  to  secure  the  end 
sought.  The  cases  referred  to  will  show  that  the  courts  have 
fairly  given  them  full  effect.  The  judicial  construction  of  some  of 
these  provisions  will  be  noticed  in  this  place. 

The  Constitution  of  Maryland  contains  a  provision  that  ^^no  dd( 
shall  be  created  by*  the  mayor  and  city  council  of  Baltimore  "  (except 
for  specified  temporary  purposes),  unless  it  shall  be  first  sanctioned 
by  the  legislature  and  approved  by  the  voters  of  the  city.  The  city, 
being  the  owner  of  a  large  amount  of  stock  in  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  Railroad  Company,  without  previous  legislative  authoritjr  or 
the  approval  of  the  voters,  passed  an  ordinance  to  provide  lot  the 
raising  of  one  million  of  dollars  by  hypothecating  its  railroad  stock, 
and  for  the  investment  of  the  same  in  the  bonds  of  another  railroad 
company  whose  road  was  in  process  of  construction.  The  validity  of 
this  ordinance  being  drawn  in  question,  the  court  considered  it  to  be 
plain  that  the  constitutional  provision  quoted  was  intended  to  prdiibit 
the  city  from  aiding  in  the  construction  of  works  of  internal  improve- 
ment without  the  previous  assent  of  the  legislature  and  of  a  majority 
of  the  voters  of  the  city;  and  that  the  ordinance  (notwithstanding 
the  ingenious  use  of  the  phrase  raising  instead  of  borrowing  monev. 
and  the  further  ]H*ovision  that  the  parties  furnishing  the  money  should 
look  for  its  repayment  exclusively  to  the  stock  pledged,  and  that 
the  city  should  not  be  responsible  for  any  deficit)  did  create  a  debt 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  was  therefore  void.' 

ton,  4  Wall.  270 ;  Rogers  v.  Burlington,  council  or  inhabitants.     Lafajctte  r. 

3  Wail.  654.    Overruled  in  Brenham  Cox,  5  Ind.  38.     LimitaHon  an  tezxa# 

V,  German  Am.  Bank,  144  U.  S.  173 ;  povoer  does  not  or  may  not  limU  pamrr  to 

on  rehearing,  lb.  549.    General  power  contract  debts.     Emerson  v.  Blaiis%-iDe. 

granted  to  a  city  to  create  a  debt  wUl  2  Pittsb.  (Pa.)  Rep.  39;  post,  {  322 

be  construed  to  mean  debts  for  sped-  See  further  chapters  on  Cootncts  and 

fied,  legitimate,  and  proper  municipal  Municipal  Bonos,  posL 
purposes,  and  not  for  any  or  all  pur-        '  Baltimore  v.  Gill,  31  Md.  375:  cfis- 

poses,  at  the  discretion   of  the  city  tinguished,   Richmond   v.   McGiir,  7S 
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§295    (131).      Special    Oharter    Limitations    constnied. — Under 
a  charter  prohibiting  the  common  council  of  a  city  from  '' author iz- 

Ind.  192,  196.     That  a  debt  may  be  entirely  reconcile  these  cases.    The  true 

created  by  borrowing  money,  although  interpretation  of  such  restrictions  on 

there  be  a  provision  exeraptine  the  mumcipal  indebtedness,  in  my  judg- 

borrower   from   liability    beyond    the  ment,  lies  between  the  extremes  they 

property  pledged,  see  Newell  v.  People,  exhibit.    The  plain  object  of  such  re- 

7  N.  Y.  9,  87 ;   post,  §  295.    Where  a  strictions  is  to  require  that  all  moneys 

municipfJ  corporation  is  forbidden  by  which  are  to  be  paid  for  municipal 

Oie   ConstUiUion  to   become   indebted  expenses,  after  the  debt  has  reached 

in  any  amount  exceeding  a  specified  the  fixed  limit,  shall  be  raised  by  taxa- 

limit,   held,  1,   that  if  it  exceed  the  tion.    In  view  of  this  object,  it  is  clear 

limited  amount  it  may  be  enjoined;  (and  all  the  cases  a^ree  in  this)  that 

2,  that  the  bill  is  maintainable  by  a  prohibitions  against  mcreasing  the  in- 

citijsen    and    taxpayer   of    the    place,  debtedness,  or  the  debt,  of  a  munici- 

Spiinefield  v.   Edwsurds,  84   111.   626.  pality    are    not    to    be    construed    as 

See  a&o  Dimbar  v.  Canyon  County,  5  limited  to  obligations  which  are  debts 

Idaho,  407.    See  ante,  §  215.    Remedy  eo  nomine,  but  are  to  be  extended  to  all 

of  taxpayer,  see  post,  §  1579.     Sucn  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money 

a  limitation  was  held  to  forbid  implied  or  contracts  whereon  the  payment  of 

as  well  as  express  indebtedness,  and  to  money  may  be  enforced.     But  where 

be  binding  equally  upon  courts  of  equity  the  money  to  be  paid  upon  such  con- 

and  of  law.    Litchneld  v.  Ballou,  114  tracts  is  provided  for,  to  be  raised  by 

U.  S.  190  (where  relief  in  equity  was  taxation  upon  some  fixed  and  definite 

denied  to  one  who  had  loaned  money  scheme,  such  contracts  are  not,  in  my 

to  a  city,  in  excess  of  its  constitutional  judgment,    within    such    prohibitions. 

limit  of  indebtedness,  which  had  been  Where,  however,  the  money  required 

used  in  constructing  public  works,  and  to  meet  such  contracts  is  not  provided 

who  prayed  for  a  return  of  the  money) ;  for,  either  by  being,  legally  oraered  to 

Hedges  v.  Dixon  County,  150  U.  S.  182.  be  raised  by  taxation  and  appropriated 

Where  the  contract  of  a  town  to  issue  for  that  piirpose,  or  by  some  legislative 

its  bonds  was  ilWal  because  the  issue  scheme  whicti  positively  prescribes  that 

would  create  a  debt  in  excess  of  its  it  shall  be  raised  by  taxation  and  ap- 

power  under  the  Constitution  to  con-  propriated  for  its  payment  as  needed, 

traci;,  the  fact  that  it  afterwards,  under  then  such  contracts  do  increase  the 

the   general    municipal    incorporation  indebtedness  or  debt  of  municipal  cor- 

law,  became  a  city  with  power  to  create  porations  within  the  meaning  of  such 

a  debt  in  a  greater  amount,  was  held  prohibitions.     Any  other  construction 

not  to  validate  the  contract  made  while  would  deprive  these  restrictions  of  the 

it  was  a  town,  and  that  the  citv  could  force  requisite  to  reach  and  cure  the 

not  ratify  the  contract.    Waxanatchie  evil  intended  to  be  prevented  thereby." 

V.  Brown,  67  Tex.  519;  Gould  v.  Paris,  Read  v.  Atlantic  City,  49  N.  J.  L.  558. 

68  Tex.  511.     As  to  debt  limitations.  In  Louisiana,  it  was  held  that  an  act 

see  ante,  chap.  vi.  of  the  legislature  prohibiting  counties 

The  charter  of  Atlantic  City  in  New  and  cities  from  thereafter  *' contracting 

Jersey  contained  a  limitation  that  its  any  debt  or  pecuniary  liability,  without 

debt  "shall  at  no  time  exceed  $35,000."  fuUy  providing,  in  the  ordinance  creat- 

The  city  was  indebted  in  this  sum  when  in^  the  debt,  the  means  of  paying  the 

it  entered  into  a  contract  vnth  a  water  principal  and  interest  of  the  debt  so 

company  to  supply  itself  vnth  vjater  for  contracted,"  does  not  extend  to  a  Habil- 

public  purposes  for  an  indefinite  period,  ity  for  ordinary  street  work,  which  forms 

making  no  provision,  however,  to  raise  part  of  the  current  expenses  of  the 

by  taxation  the  anunmt  (hat  the  city  covld  corporation,  and  which  may  be  paid 

be  called  on  to  jxiy  under  the  contract,  out  of  its  current  revenues.    Reynolds 

On  certiorari,  bringing  up  the  contract  v.  Shreveport,  13  La.  An.  426.    A  pro- 

for  judicial  review,  it  was  held  that  the  vision  in  a  city  charter  that  the  council 

contract    and    ordinances    were    ultra  shall  not  have  power  to  pledge  the 

vires^  and  the  same  were  set  aside.  After  credit  of  the  city  for  more  than  a  speci- 

reviewing  the  cases  from  Iowa,  Illinois,  fied  sum  without  submitting  the  question 

Indiana,  and  Pennsylvania,  Magie,  J.,  to  the  voters  of  the  city  was  regarded  as 

esud:   "It   is  impossible,  perhaps,    to  a  definite  restriction  on  the  power; 
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ing  any  expenditure  for  any  purpose,"  in  the  current  political  year, 
exceeding  the  amount  of  the  annual  tax  levy,  the  council  cannot  au- 
thorize any  expenditure  to  be  made  within  the  year  exceeding  the 
limit ;  but  they  are  not  forbidden  to  authorize  in  that  year  an  ex- 
penditure to  be  made  in  a  subsequent  year,  for  services  to  be  per- 
formed in  such  subsequent  year.^  The  charter  of  Chicago  contained 
the  provision  that  "no  corvtraxA  shall  he  made  by  the  common  council, 
and  no  expense  incurred  unless  an  appropriation  shall  have  ieen 
previously  made  concerning  such  expense,*^  and  the  comptroller  is 
required  to  submit  each  year  an  estimate  of  the  amount  necessary 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  city  for  the  current  year.  With  this 
provision  in  force  the  city  made  a  contract  with  a  gojf  company  whose 
works  were  already  complete  to  take  gas  for  its  streets  and  public 
buildings  at  a  specified  price  for  the  period  of  ten  years.  This  con- 
tract was  held  invalid  on  the  ground  that  under  the  above  charter 
provision  there  was  no  actual  or  reasonable  necessity  to  make  a  con- 
tract extending  over  ten  years,  no  appropriation  having  been  made 
commensurate  with  the  obligations  of  the  contract;  and  aside  from 
the  special  provision  of  the  charter,  the  court  inclined  to  the  same 
result  on  the  ground  that  the  power  was  legislative  and  that  the 
council  could  not,  without  any  reasonable  necessity  appearing,  bind 
their  successors  for  ten  years  or  indefinitely.  Drummond,  J.,  added, 
"In  all  cases  of  contracts  to  run  for  years,  the  authority  to  make 
them  should  be  clear.  It  is  better  that  all  parties  should  understand 
there  is  a  limit  to  the  power  of  municipal  bodies  in  such  cases." ' 

and  hence  a  statute  authorizing  the  city  without  express  authority.    Sedquartf 

to  issue  bonds  to  defray  the  expenses  Galena  v.  Gorwith,  48  IlL  423 ;  Burr  t. 

of  building  a  bridge  is  subordinate  to,  Carbondale,  76  IlL  455,  474.    See  Smith 

and  does  not  override,  the  restriction  v.  Morse,  2  Cal.  524 ;    Police  Juiy  t. 

in  the  charter.     Cumberland  v.   Ma-  Britton,  15  Wall.  566;   onle,  {{  106. 

gruder,  34  Md.  381.    But  see  Butz  v.  113,  193,  194,  195,  196,  210.    Index. 

Muscatine,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  575;   j>o9t,  Funded  Debt,  Sinking  Fund,    The  an- 

S  322.  thorities  on  the  power  of  a  city  to  fund 

^  Weston  V,  Syracuse,  17  N.  Y.  110.  or  refund  its  indebUdne^s  are  collated 
See  also  Cook  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  1  Clin-  and  examined  in  the  chapter  on  Muni- 
ton's  N.  Y.  Digest,  "Buffalo,"  §  2.  cipal  Bonds,  port. 
Limitation  on  rate  of  tax  to  be  annu-  '  Garrison  v.  Chicago,  7  Bisa.  480, 
ally  levied  construed.  State  v.  New  Drummond,  J. ;  ante,  §  245.  The  stat- 
Orleans,  23  La.  An.  358.  ute  of  Califomia,  which  declares  that 

Funded  debts.  The  charter  of  a  the  board  of  supervisors  must  not  coo- 
city  provided  that  "  no  funded  debt  tract  debts  and  liabilities  which,  added 
shall  be  contracted."  It  was  decided  to  the  salaries  of  officials,  wUl  exceed 
that  a  city  bond,  issued  on  time,  for  the  the  revenue  of  the  county  for  the  year, 
purchase  of  market  grounds,  was  not  a  does  not  mean  by  ** revenue"  the  actual 
funded  debt.  Ketchum  v.  Buffalo,  14  amount  of  money  received  into  the 
N.  Y.  356.  Meaning  of  "funded  debt"  County  Treasury,  but  the  estimate  rf 
and ''funding"  considered  by  <Se2<ien,  J.,  the  board  of  supervisors  of  what  the 
lb.  p.  367,  and  by  Wright,  J.,  p.  378.  revenue  will  be.  Babcock  v.  Goodneh, 
See  ante,  $  202.  City  may  fund  valid  47  CaL  488. 
bonds  and  issue  new  bonds  therefor, 
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§  296  (132).  Special  Oharter  Limitation  as  to  borrowing  Money 
conatnied.  —  The  city  of  Galvestaiiy  under  a  provision  of  its 
charter  authorizing  it  to  construct  sidewalks  and  make  street 
improvements  and  to  reimburse  itself  for  the  expense  from  abut- 
ting lot  owners,  made  a  contract  for  local  improvements  of  this 
character  which  created  a  liability  exceeding  $50,000.  This  con- 
tract was  claimed  by  the  city  to  be  invalid  by  reason  of  another 
provision  of  the  charter,  that  the  council  shall  not  borrow  money 
for  general  purposes  to  an  amount  greater  than  $50,000.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  the  objection  to  the 
validity  of  the  contract  not  to  be  well  taken ;  and  the  reasons  for 
its  judgment,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  are  given  in  the 
note.* 

§  297  (133).  Prohibitory  SUtute  conetmed.  —  Under  a  statute 
which  was  passed  to  prohibit  the  making  of  contracts  by  unavihorized 
official  agents  for  supplies  for  the  use  of  the  city  of  New  York,  if  a 
contractor  makes  a  contract  without  observing  the  protective  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  and  furnishes  supplies  thereunder,  the 
city  is  not  bound,  although  the  materials  supplied  were  used  by  it, 
and  an  implied  liability  cannot  be  raised  in  the  face  of  the  words  and 
purpose  of  the  statute.' 


>  Hitchcock  V.  Galveston,  96  U.  S. 
341 ;  approved,  U.  S.  v.  Fort  Scott, 
99  U.  8.  152.  "The  limitation,"  says 
Strong,  J.,  in  the  case  first  cited,  *U8 
upon  the  power  to  borrow  money,  and 
to  borrow  it  for  general  purposes.  It 
implies  that  there  may  be  lawful  pur- 
poses which  are  not  general  in  the  sense 
in  which  that  word  is  used  in  the  chax^ 
ten  An  examination  of  the  whole 
instrument,  and  of  the  numerous  and 
lai^e  powers  conferred  upon  the  council 
as  well  as  duties  impKosed,  makes  it 
evident  that  the  provision  could  not 
have  been  intended  to  prohibit  incur- 
ring an  indebtedness  exceeding  the 
sum  named.  It  is  in  no  sense  a  limita- 
tion of  the  debt  of  the  city.  If  it  is,  the 
grant  of  power  the  charter  contains  was 
an  idle  thing,  and  the  duties  imposed 
could  not  be  performed.  The  council, 
as  we  have  seen,  is  empowered  to  grade 
and  pave  the  streets,  and  to  construct 
sidewalks.  There  is  no  express  limita^ 
tion  of  these  powers.  Their  exercise 
necessarily  involves  laige  expenditure. 
Such  expenditure  is,  therefore,  au- 
thorized.    It  is  a  plain  incident  of  the 


power,  and  it  is  a  special  expenditure. 
It  is  for  a  new  work,  unlike  the  work  of 
keeping  in  repair.  Conceding  that  it  is 
a  purpose  of  the  act  incorporating  the 
city,  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  general 
purpose,  for  if  it  is,  all  purposes  of  the 
charter  are  general.  Grading  a  street 
or  making  a  sidewalk,  where  none  had 
existed  before,  is  a  special  improve- 
ment, not  like  repairs  of  constant  re- 
currence. By  another  article  of  de- 
fendant's cha^r  the  city  council  was 
authorized  to  provide  by  ordinance 
special  funds  for  special  purposes,  and 
to  make  the  same  disbursable  only  for 
the  purpose  for  which  the  fimd  was 
created.  For  these  reasons  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  limitation  upon  the 
power  of  the  council  to  borrow  for 
general  purposes  did  not  make  the 
agreement  with  the  plaintiffs  invalid." 
»  McDonald  v.  New  York,  68  N.  Y. 
23,  distinguishing  Nelson  v.  Mayor,  &c., 
63  N.  Y.  535 ;  and  Argenti  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco, 16  Cal.  255,  as  to  implied  liability. 
See  Gould  v.  Paris,  68  Tex.  511 ;  post, 
§§  792,  794;  anU,  §§  288,  note,  290, 
note. 
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§  298  (134).  Special  Oharter  Proyision  coiuitniad.  —  A  muni- 
cipal charter  provided  that  it  should  not  be  lawftd  for  the  city  council 
to  make,  or  authorize  to  be  made,  *'any  contract  for  the  paymeni  of 
money  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year,*'  declaring  every  such  prohilnted 
contract  '^  illegal  and  void."  In  construing  this  language  the  court 
says:  "By  this  section  of  the  charter,  the  legislature  have,  in  the 
most  explicit  manner,  prohibited  the  city  council  from  contractiDg 
any  debt  beyond  the  fiscal  year.  If  the  city  council  had,  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  made  in  1845,  passed  an  ordinance  that  the  expense 
of  lighting  the  streets  of  the  city  for  that  year  should  be  paid  in  1848, 
by  a  tax  then  assessed  for  that  purpose,  it  would  have  come  within 
the  letter  of  the  prohibition.  It  is  none  the  less  a  violation  of  its 
spirit  that  the  council  did  not  pass  the  ordinance  providing  for  its 
payment  until  1848."  '     . 

§  299  (139).  BewardB  for  Apprehension  of  Offendera.  —  The 
governing  body  of  a  municipal  corporation  (which  has  express  power 
to  protect  the  property  and  promote  the  welfare  of  its  inhabitants) 
may,  it  has  been  held,  offer  a  reward  for  the  detection  of  offoiders 
against  the  general  safety  of  its  people,  as,  for  example,  those  guilty 
of  the  crime  of  arson  within  the  corporate  limits.'    The  contrary 

»  Per  Caldwell,  J.,  Jonas  v.  Cincin-  •  Crawshaw   v.    Roxbuiy;    7   Giw 

nati,  18  Ohio,  318,  322 ;  distinguished,  (Mass.),  324,  374 ;  York  v.  Forscht,  2S 

Richmond  v.  McGirr,  78  Ind.  192,  197.  Pa.  St.  391 ;   Shaub  v.  Lancaster,  156 

Construction   of   similar   provision   in  Pa.  St.  336,  362;    Mead  v.  Boeton,  3 

other  charters.    Goodrich  v.  Detroit,  12  Cush.    (Mass.)   404.       In   Freeman  r. 

Mich.  279;    Philadelphia  v.  Flanigan,  Boston.  5  Mete.   (Bfass.)  56,  where  it 

47  Pa.  St.  21 ;  Johnson  v.  Philadelphia,  was  held  that  the  pereon  claimin|^  the 

Ih.  382 ;   Wallace  v.  San  Jose,  29  OelI.  reward  had  not  brought  himself  withm 

180 ;  Bladen  v.  Philadelphia,  60  Pa.  St.  the  terms  of  the  offer,  a  doubt  was  wg- 

464,  construing  an  act  appljring  to  the  gested  whether  the  board  fA  aldennen 

city,  to  the  effect  that  no  debt  shall  be  by  their  general  ^wers  or  otherwise 

binding  unless  authorized  by  law  or  had  authority  to  bmd  the  city  by  such 

ordinance,  and  a  sufficient  appropria-  an  offer  of  a  reward  for  the  detection 

tion  therefor  be  made.   Where  a  charter  of  incendiaries ;   but  the  court  had  do 

forbade  a  city  to  contract  a  debt  exceed-  occasion   to  consider  the   point*     In 

ing  in  any  one  year  the  revenue  for  that  Brown  v.  Bradlee,  156  Mass.  28,  where 

year,  a  contract  for  a  term  of  thirty  selectmen  of  a  town  were  held  penon- 

years  for  the  use  of  water  was  held  to  ally  liable  for  a  reward  offered  by  them 

create  a  liability  to  the  full  extent  of  as  selectmen  for  the  detection  ci  the 

the  term,  and  that  as  the  aggregate  offender  in  a  ethooting  case,  the  eoiirt. 

liability  was  in  excess  of  the  revenue  Holmes^  J.,  said:    "No  doubt  the  in- 

of  any  one  year  the  contract  was  void,  strument  would  bind  the  town  if  made 

Niles  Water  Works  v.  Niles,  59  Mich,  with  authority  and  intuit  to  Iwid  it/' 

311.    See  arUe,  §  196,  on  the  question  Shaub  v.  Lancaster,  156  Pa.  St.  366, 

whether  contracts  calling  for  future  held  that  a  resolution  of  a  city  eooncil 

periodical  payments  constitute  "debt "  authorizing  the  mayor  to  offer  a  reward 

within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu-  for  the  arrest  and  conviction  of  incenr 

tional  limitations,  and   §  210,  as  to  diaries  is  onl^  binding  on  the  city  for  a 

constitutional  limitations  of  indebted-  reasonable  tmie,  and   that  seventeen 

ness  based  upon  income  and  revenue,  years  was  not  a  reasonable  time.     In 
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doctrine  has  also  been  held.*  If  the  reward  be  offered  by  the  mayor 
of  a  city  which  has  such  power,  it  may  be  ratified  by  the  city  council 
subsequently,  and  is  binding  upon  the  city,  though  not  so  ratified 
until  after  the  performance  of  the  service  for  which  the  reward  is 


Loring  r.  Boston,  7  Mete.  (Mass.)  409, 
the  court,  while  apparently  treating  an 
offer  of  a  reward  lor  the  detection  of 
incendiaries  as  a  valid  one,  regarded 
the  offer  as  lapsed  after  three  years, 
eight  months. 

An  offer  of  a  reward  is  revocable  at 
any  time  before  its  terms  have  been 
complied  with,  and  may  be  revoked  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  it  was  made ; 
it  is  immaterial  that  the  claimant  of 
the  reward  was  ignorant  of  its  with- 
drawal. Shuey  v.  United  States,  92 
V.  S.  73.  Such  an  offer  is  not  void 
for  ambiguity,  and  entitles  a  person  to 
the  reward  who  gives  information  to 
tlie  police  officers  of  the  city  upon 
whicn  the  incendiar3r  is  arrested,  he 
being  afterwards  convicted.  In  People 
r.  Holly,  119  Mich.  637,  quoting  the 
text,  where  an  offer  of  a  reward  by  a 
village  for  the  conviction  of  persons 
committing  arson  within  the  village 
limits  was  sustained,  the  court  held 
that  the  "general  welfare  clause '*  in 
a  charter  was  sufficiently  broad  to 
confer  authority  upon  the  municipal- 
ity to  offer  rewards  for  the  conviction 
of  offenders  committing  crimes  which 
affected  the  general  safety  and  welfare 
of  the  municipality  or  its  inhabitants. 

*  The  power  of  towns  in  Maine  to 
offer  rewards  denied.  Gale  v.  South 
Berwick,  51  Me.  174  (reward  for  the 
detection  of  a  murderer).  See  Lee 
17.  Fleminsburg,  7  Dana  (Ky.),  59 
(apprehension  of  felon),  and  Loveland 
V.  Detroit,  41  Mich.  367.  In  Iowa,  it  is 
held  that  "in  the  absence  of  express 
statutory  atUhorUy  a  city  has  no  power 
to  offer  a  reward  for  the  apprehension 
of  criminals,  such  power  not  bein^  in- 
cluded in  the  general  authority  given 
to  the  city  council  to  pass  onunances 
for  the  preservation  of  peace  and  good 
order  in  the  city."  Hawk  v.  Marion 
Co.,  48  Iowa,  472  (conviction  of 
thieves);  Hanger  v.  Des  Moines,  52 
Iowa,  193  (reward  for  the  detection  of 
a  murderer).  ^mKerUucky,  Pattonv. 
Stephens,  14  Bush  (Ky.),  324  (detec- 
tion of  embezzler),  wnere  the  court 
says:  "The  power  to  pass  all  needful 
by-laws  and  ordinances  for  the  due  and 
effectual  administration  of  justice  in 
said  city*"  and  to  "legislate  upon  all 


subjects  which  the  good  government  of 
said  city  shall  require,"  does  not  au- 
thorize an  appropriation  of  money 
to  enforce  laxos  of  the  Commonwealth, 
wherein  every  other  community  thereof 
has  the  same  interest.  In  New  Hamp- 
shire, the  power  to  offer  rewards  for 
offenders  is  conferred  upon  towns  by 
statute.  It  is  there  held  that,  under 
the  statute,  a  reward  cannot  be  claimed 
for  services  rendered  before  it  is  offered. 
Abel  V.  Pembroke,  61  N.  H.  357; 
Janvrin  v.  Exeter,  48  N.  H.  83. 

The  Constitution  of  Florida  author- 
izes the  imposition  of  taxes  for  "cor- 
poration purposes  and  for  no  other  pw* 
pose,**  and  the  courts  there  hold  that 
cities  are  not  liable  to  pay  rewards 
offered  for  the  detection  and  punish- 
ment of  criminals.  Muiphy  v.  Jack- 
sonville, 18  Fla.  318.  A  county  in 
Indiana  has  no  such  power.  Grant 
County  Commissioners  v.  Bradford,  72 
Ind.  455.  The  power  of  towns  to  offer 
rewards  for  the  detection  of  offenders 
is  also  denied  in  Virginia.  Winchester 
V.  Redmond,  93  Va.  711 ;  in  Connecti- 
cut, Crofut  V.  Danbuiy,  65  Conn.  294 
(an  arson  case) ;  and  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Baker  v.  Washington,  7  D.  C. 
134,  holding  that  the  city  had  no  au- 
thority to  offer  a  reward  for  the  cap- 
ture of  the  slayer  of  President  Lincoln. 
In  People  v.  HoUy,  119  Mich.  637, 
where  tne  power  of  a  municipality  to 
offer  rewards  for  the  conviction  of 
offenders  was  sustained  in  a  case  of 
arson,  it  was  pointed  out  that  in  the 
cases  above  cited  where  the  existence 
of  such  authority  was  denied,  the 
offences  were  against  the  general  crim- 
inal law  of  the  State,  and  affected  the 
public  of  the  State  rather  than  the 
property  and  inhabitants  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, and  the  distinction  seems  to 
have  been  recognized  that  while  a 
municipality  may  offer  rewards  for  the 
detection  and  conviction  of  offenders 
whose  offences  were  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  affect  the  general  welfare  of  the 
municipality,  yet  where  the  offences 
were  directed  against  the  general  pub- 
lic, the  power  of  the  municipalii^  under 
the  general-welfare  clause  to  oflfer  a  re- 
wara  does  not  exist. 
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claimed.*  A  promise  to  reward  an  officer  for  doing  that  which,  with- 
out such  reward,  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  is  void.  Such  a  promise  is, 
on  general  principles,  without  consideration,  if,  indeed,  it  be  not 
illegal.'  Therefore  a  watchman  of  a  city  who,  while  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  as  such,  discovers  a  person  in  the  act  of  committing 
a  crime,  cannot  recover  from  the  city  a  reward  offered  by  it.' 

§  300  (140).  Public  BuUdings.  —  Power  to  the  officers,  or  to  one 
of  the  departments  of  a  municipal  corporation,  to  provide  for  repairs 
to  public  buildings,  does  not  give  authority  to  erect  a  new  byMing, 
and  certainly  not  a  large  and  expensive  edifice.*  But  power  to  a 
municipal  corporation  to  build  or  repair  carries  with  it  the  right  to 
determine  plan  and  mode.* 


*  Crawfihaw  v,  Roxbury,  7  Gray 
(Mass.)  374.  Under  a  statute  author- 
izing the  mayor  and  city  council  of  any 
city,  or  the  selectmen  of  any  town,  to 
offer  and  pay  from  the  treasury  of  such 
city  or  town  a  suitable  reward,  not  ex- 
ceeding $300,  for  apprehending  and 
securing  a  person  chaiged  with  a  capi- 
tal or  other  high  crime,  any  city  or  town 
may  be  bound  by  an  offer  of  a  reward 
in  such  cases;  and  an^r  person  who 
performs  the  service,  reiving  upon  such 
offer,  may,  in  action  of  assumpsUf  re- 
cover the  amount  offered  of  such  city 
or  town.  Janvrin  v.  Exeter,  48  N.  H. 
83.  If  two  persons  jointly  perform  the 
service,  they  must  be  joined  as  plain- 
tiffs, lb.  Requisites  of  declaration 
where  reward  is  offered  by  a  town,  see 
Codding  v,  Mansfield,  7  Gray,  272.  In 
oxxier  to  recover  the  reward  the  plaiiv- 
tiff  must  in  general  prove  performance 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  advertise- 
ment. See  Neville  v.  Kelly,  12  C.  B. 
N.  8.  740;  Smith  v,  Moore,  1  C.  B. 
438 ;  Thatcher  v.  England,  3  C.  B.  254 ; 
England  ».  Davidson,  11  A.  A  E.  856; 
Lancaster  v.  Walsh,  4  M.  &  W.  16; 
Fallick  V.  Barber,  1  M.  A  S.  108;  Wil- 
liams V.  Carwardine,  4  B.  &  Ad.  621 ; 
Turner  v.  Walker,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  641 ; 
8.  c.  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  301 ;  Lockhart  v. 
Barnard,  14  M.  &  W.  674;  Bent  v. 
Wakefield,  Ac.  Bank,  C.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div. 
1 ;  Carlill  v.  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball  Co., 
[1892]  2  Q.  B.  484.  As  to  rewards, 
discovery  or  conviction  of  criminals  in 
Canada,  see  Biggar's  Municipal  Manual, 
(1900)  p.  803. 

«  Stotesbury  v.  Smith,  2  Burr.  921, 
924;  Harris  v.  Watson,  Peake,  72;  3 
Kent  Com.    185;    Stilk  v,  Myrick,  2 


Campb.  317;  Bridge  v.  Cage,  do.  Jac. 
103.  See  chapter  on  Corporate  Officers, 
post,  §§  426,  427. 

*  Pool  V.  Boeton,  5  Gush.  (ICasa.) 
219 ;  Gilmore  v.  Lewis,  12  Ohio,  281 ; 
Means  y.  Hendershott,  24  Iowa,  78; 
chap,  xi.,  post. 

*  Peterson  v.  Mayor  of  New  York, 
Ac,  17  N.  Y.  449,  455,  per  Demo,  J. 
Contract  between  city  and  county  in 
respect  to  public  buildings.  Beinn  r. 
Clarkson,  6  N.  J.  L.  352;  De  Witt  v. 
San  ^lancisco,  2  Cal.  289.  Minnesota 
Act  "to  provide  additional  means  for 
completing  and  fumifihing  the  court 
house  and  city  hall  building  now  in 
process  of  erection  in  the  city  of  Min- 
neapolis," &c.,  though  special  in  fonn. 
was  held  to  be  (under  the  circum- 
stances) general  in  fact  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  prohibit- 
ing special  legislation.  State  r.  Cooley. 
56  Minn.  540.  See  ante,  §$  142,  163. 
where  this  case  is  fully  diwrusHipid  in 
relation  to  its  bearing  on  the  constitu- 
tional prohibitions  of  special  legisla- 
tion. In  Georgia, it  has  been  bekltbat 
the  power  to  biuld  a  school  house  is 
within  the  scope  of  the  general  Vp^f^^ 
of  a  municipal  corporation  in  that  State, 
without  express  authorit^^,  unless  the 
charter  fori)ids.  Cartersville  v.  Baker 
73  Ga.  686. 

*  Ely  V.  Rochester,  26  Barb.  (N.  YJ 
133;  Bell  v.  Platteville,  71  WiSw  139. 
An  unrestricted  power  to  purchase  real 
estate  for  the  erection  of  public  build- 
ings held  to  give,  bv  implicatioD,  the 
exclusive  right  to  the  city  council  to 
determine  the  expediency  of  puichas> 
ing,  the  power  to  purcl^se  on  crpdit 
and  to  issue  bonds  for  the  purchase 
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§  301  (141).     PoHca    Powen   and    Begalations.  —  Many   of  the 
powers  exercised  by  municipalities  fall  within  what  is  known  as 


money.  Richmond  v.  McGirr,  78  Ind. 
192 ;  anUf  §  280.  Ab  to  power  to  build 
toton  house.  French  v.  Quincy,  3  Allen, 
9.  Power  to  erect  buildings  necessary 
for  the  city's  use  authorizes  the  erec- 
tion of  a  city  hall.  Wright  v.  San 
Antonio  fTex.  Civ.  App.),  50  S.  W.  406. 
Incidental  power  to  provide  suitable 
accommodations  for  the  transaction  of 
the  business  of  the  corporation.  People 
V.  Harris,  4  Cal.  9.  See  Vanover  v. 
Davis,  Jus.  of  Terrell  Co.,  27  Ga.  354; 
chapter  on  Corporate  Property^  post. 

In  Callam  v.  Saginaw,  50  Mich.  7,  a 
taxpayer  filed  a  biu  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  issue  of  bonds  of  the  city 
of  Saginaw  to  pay  for  the  erection  of  a 
court  house  for  the  county  at  the  sole  ex- 
pense of  a  city,  under  an  act  authoriz- 
ing nicA  action.  The  court,  CainpheU, 
J.,  said:  "It  is  claimed,  and  is  true, 
that  the  legislature  cannot  compel  a 
city  to  bear  the  whole  expense  of  county 
buildings  (see  ante,  §§  119,  120).  .  .  . 
The  question  therefore  arises  whether 
a  city  can  be  authorized  to  raise  by  cor- 
porate funds  and  taxes  the  entire 
money  required  for  a  court  house  for 
the  county,  ...  No  precedents  have 
been  found  precisely  analogous.  The 
power  is  rested  by  the  defence  on  the 
validity  of  city  expenditures  for  pur- 
poses of  a  pubuc  character  which  make 
a  city  more  desirable  as  a  residence, 
promote  its  improvement  and  the  in- 
crease of  its  taxable  property,  and  add 
to  the  comforts  or  prosperity  of  its  in- 
habitants. .  .  .  There  is  no  lack  of 
authority  for  allowing  municipal  cor- 
porations to  aid,  or  in  some  cases  to 
establish,  improvements  which  are  not 
purely  for  municipal  purposes.  ...  It 
IS  also  very  common,  both  in  tliis  coun- 
try and  in  England,  from  which  we 
have  drawn  the^  principles  of  our  com- 
mon law,  for  cities,  in  building  their 
municipal  building,  to  furnish  accom- 
modations, gratmtously  or  otherwise, 
for  public  officers  and  bodies  which  do 
not  represent  the  city. . . .  The  question 
whether  the  city  of  Saginaw,  which 
must,  at  the  present  ratio  of  taxation, 
bear  about  one-fifth  of  the  expense  of 
a  court  house,  may  be  authorized  to 
raise  money  enough  to  build  the  whole 
of  it,  does  not  therefore  seem  to  be  so 
much  whether  it  can  raise  anything 
more  than  its  ratable  proportion  for 
what  is  not  strictly  a  municipal  pur- 


pose, but  how  much  it  can  raise  with- 
out violating  principle.  It  seems  to  us 
that  if  the  door  can  be  opened  at  all, 
this  is  not  a  matter  for  the  courts  to 
decide.  The  legislature  cannot  compel 
a  city  to  be  generous  to  the  State  or 
county ;  but  we  do  not  think  the  Con- 
stitution forbids  a  city,  if  authorized 
by  statute,  from  determining  for  itself 
whether  such  an  investment  of  city 
money  for  purposes  in  which  the  city 
is  directly  concerned  in  part,  will  not 
be  wise  and  profitable.  If  it  mav  put 
up  handsome  instead  of  mean  buifdinga 
for  its  own  uses,  and  ma]^  accommo- 
date the  county  in  those  buildings  upon 
as  easy  terms  as  it  chooses,  we  do  not 
see  that  what  is  now  proposed  involves 
substantially  any  very  different  prin- 
ciple." The  action  of  the  court  below 
in  dismissing  the  bill  was,  however,  re- 
versed on  other  grounds. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  Tennessee 
(art.  ii.  {  29),  city  or  "municipal  pur- 
poses and  county  purposes  are  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  things,  and  taxes 
levied  as  county  revenues  cannot  be 
paid  over  to  a  city  for  city  purposes." 
Knoxville  v,  Lewis,  12  Lea  (Tenn.), 
180. 

Council  have  power  to  fit  up  and 
furnish  the  room  in  which  they  meet, 
and  tne  court  refused  to  enjoin  them 
from  furnishing  the  council  chamber 
with  portraits  of  the  governors  of  the 
State.  Reynolds  v.  Mayor  of  Albany, 
8  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  597;  People  v.  Harris, 
4  Cal.  9 ;  but  see  Hodges  v.  Buffalo,  2 
Denio,  110;  Stetson  v.  Kempton,  13 
Mass.  272,  per  Parker ,  C.  J.  Proper 
uses  of  public  buildings.  Scofield  v, 
8th  School  District,  27  Conn.  499; 
French  v.  Quincy,  3  Allen,  9.  Market 
houses,  post,  §§  699-704,  976.  Equity 
w^ill  not  interfere  to  prevent  the  erec- 
tion of  suitable  public  buildings  un- 
less the  provisions  of  the  charter  for- 
bid. Torrent  v.  Muskegon,  47  Mich. 
115. 

In  organizing  a  county  the  legisla- 
ture may  delegate  the  authority  to 
locate  the  county  seat  to  the  county 
commissioners.  Rice  v.  Shay,  43  Mich. 
380.  But  the  county  seat  cannot 
be  changed  at  the  will  of  the  county 
board  after  thev  have  canvassed  the 
vote  and  located  it  in  accordance  with 
the  result.  People  v.  Benzie  Co.,  41 
Mich.  6;  Attorney-General  v.  Lake  Co., 
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the  police  power  of  the  State/  and  are  delegated  to  them  to  be  exer- 
cised for  the  public  good.    Of  this  nature  is  the  authority  to  suppress 


33  Mich.  289:  Attorney-General  v. 
Benzie,  34  MicL  211. 

*  Ante,  chap.  iv.  The  power  of  a 
corporation  to  exerciae  voltce  ivrisdic- 
tian  is  a  power  delegated  by  the  State. 
Cranston  v.  Augusta,  61  Ga.  572.  The 
police  power  of  a  State  is  not  impaired 
by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Hy.  Co.  v. 
Beckwith,  129  U.  S.  26.  Guthrie. 
Fourteenth  Am.,  chap,  iii.,  collects  and 
states  the  cases  on  this  point.  Ordi- 
nance of  San  Francisco  prohibiting 
washing  and  ironing  in  public  laim- 
dries  within  a  specified  district,  from 
ten  o'clock  at  night  to  six  in  the  morn- 
ing held  valid  under  the  police  power. 
Barbier  v.  ConnoUv,  113  U.  S.  27; 
Soon  ffinjg  V,  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703. 
See  full  discussion  in  New  Orieans  Gas 
Co.  17.  Louisiana  Light  Co.,  115  U.  S. 
650,  661 ;  Butchers'  Union  Co.  r.  Cres- 
cent aty,  Ac.  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746 
(slaughter-house  case) ;  Ex  varU  Byrd, 
84  Aia.  17  (prohibiting  sale  of  fresh 
meats  at  retail,  outside  of  the  dtv 
markets);  Index,  Fourteenth  Amend- 
merU;  infra,  §  302. 

An  act  prohibiting  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  oleomargarine  or  keeping  the 
same  with  intent  to  sell,  is  va!iid  as  a 
legitimate  exercise  of  the  police  power 
of  the  State,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Federal  Constitution.  Powell  v.  Com- 
monwealth, 114  Pa.  St.  265.  Affirmed 
by  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  States, 
127  U.  S.  678;  s.  p.  State  v.  Addin^rton, 
77  Mo.  110.  Contra:  People  v.  Marx, 
99  N.  Y.  377.  See  also  Matter  of 
Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98  (prohibiting  manu- 
facture of  cigars  in  tenement  houses) ; 
and  the  views  of  Mr.  Justice  Fidd  m 
Munn  V.  IlUnois,  94  U.  S.  113,  313,  442, 
and  in  Powell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127 
U.  S.  687.  More  fully  see  ante,  chap.  iv. 
on  Constitutional  Limitations,  and 
chapter  on  Public  Utilities,  post;  Index, 
Police  Power  and  Regidalions;  Guthrie, 
Fourteenth  Am.,  87,  88.  "The  regu- 
lation of  municipal  corporations  is 
within  the  almost  tmlimited  power  of 
the  legislatures  "  of  the  States.    lb.  1 16. 

We  cannot  refrain  from  expressing 
our  full  concurrence  in  the  views  and 
conclusions  of  the  0>urt  of  Appeals  of 
New  York  in  People  v.  Marx,  99  N.  Y. 


377.  It  will  not  escape  obeervatimi  that 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  Yorit  ard 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania 
reached  opposite  conclusions  on  a  ques- 
tion relatmg  so  vitally  to  the  natural, 
inalienable,  and  primordial  rights  of  the 
citizen.  The  judgment  of  the  Sapreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania  sustaining  the 
Act  of  1885  was  affirmed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States;  ezhI 
on  like  grounds,  if  the  New  \  ori^  stat- 
ute (which  was  in  judgment  in  the  ra^fe 
of  People  V.  Marx)  had  been  before  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
its  validity  would  have  been  upbeU, 
unless  the  Supreme  Court  had  foOoned 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
We  nave,  at  all  events,  that  inricfa  u 
regarded  as  a  fundamental  right  in 
New  York  considered  not  to  be  such  in 
Pennsylvania.  The  Pennsylvania  Act 
of  1885,  under  which  Powell  lAas  con- 
victed, makes  the  manufacture  aod 
sale  of  oleomargarine,  though  open  aod 
unconcealed,  a  crime.  Vde  cannot  but 
express  our  regret  that  the  Constitu- 
tion of  any  of  tne  States,  or  that  of  the 
United  States,  admits  of  a  constnic^ 
tion  that  it  is  competent  for  a  State 
legislature'  to  suppress  (instead  of  reg- 
ulating) under  nne  and  imprisoniDent 
the  business  of  manufacturing  and  sell- 
ing a  harmless  and  even  wbokaBome 
article,  if  the  legislature  chooses  to 
affirm,  contrary  to  the  fact,  that  the 
public  health  or  public  policy  requires 
such  suppression.  The  record  a  the 
conviction  of  Powell  for  selling  without 
any  deception  a  healthful  and  nutri- 
tious article  of  food  makes  one's  bfeod 
tingle. 

A  State  may,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
police  powers,  protect  the  public  against 
the  deception  and  fraud  that  would 
be  involved  in  the  sale  within  its  limits 
for  purposes  of  food  of  a  compound 
(oleomargarine)  that  had  been  so  pre- 
pared as  to  make  it  appear  to  be  what 
It  was  not.  Plumle^r  v,  Maasachusetts 
155  U.  S.  461,  reviewing  the  easee. 
Where  the  owner  of  propertjr  devotes 
it  to  a  use  in  which  the  publie  have 
an  interest,  he  in  efifect  grants  to  the 
public  an  interest  in  such  tne,  and 
must,  to  the  extent  of  that  interest. 
submit  to  be  controlled  by  the  public 
for  the  common  good,  so  Inog  as  he 
maintrfuns  the  use.  Budd  v.  New  Yoik. 
143  U.  S.  517,  where  it  was  hdd  tbal 
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nuisances,  preserve  health,  prevent  fires,  to  regulate  the  use  and 
storing  of  dangerous  articles,  to  establish  and  control  markets,  and 
the  like.  These  and  other  similar  topics  will  be  considered  in  appro- 
priate places.  But  it  may  here  be  observed  that  every  citizen  holds 
his  property  subject  to  the  proper  exercise  of  this  power,  either  by 
the  State  legislature  directly,  or  by  public  or  municipal  corporations 
to  which  the  legislature  may  delegate  it.^  Laws  and  ordinances  relat- 
ing to  the  comfort,  health,  convenience,  good  order,  and  general  wel- 
fare of  the  inhabitants  are  comprehensively  styled  "Police  Laws  or 
Regulations."  It  is  well  settled  that  laws  and  regulations  of  this  char- 
acter, though  they  may  disturb  the  enjoyment  of  individual  rights, 
are  not  unconstitutional,  though  no  provision  is  made  for  compen- 
sation for  such  disturbances.  They  do  not  appropriate  private  prop- 
erty for  public  use,  but  simply  regulate  its  use  and  enjoyment  by  the 
owner.  If  he  suffers  injury,  it  is  either  damnum  absque  injuria^  or,  in 
the  theory  of  the  law,  he  is  compensated  for  it  by  sharing  in  the  gen- 
eral benefits  which  the  regulations  are  intended  and  calculated  to 
secure.  The  citizen  owns  his  property  absolutely,  it  is  true;  it  can- 
not be  taken  from  him  for  any  private  use  whatever,  without  his  con- 
sent, nor  can  it  be  taken  for  any  public  use  without  compensation ; 
still  he  owns  it  subject  to  this  restriction,  namely,  that  it  must  be  so 
used  as  not  unreasonably  to  injure  others,  and  that  the  sovereign  au- 
thority may,  by  police  regulations,  so  direct  the  use  of  it  that  it 
shall  not  prove  pernicious  to  his  neighbors,  or  the  citizens  generally. 
These  regulations  rest  upon  the  maxim.  Solus  popvli  swprema  est  lex. 
This  power  to  restrain  a  private  injurious  use  of  property,  is  essen- 
tially different  from  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  It  is  not  a  taking 
of  private  property  for  public  use,  but  a  salutary  restraint  on  a 
noxious  use  by  the  owner, contrary  tothe  maxim,  Sic  ulere  tvo  vi 
alienum  rum  l/Bdas? 

an  act  of  the  legislature  fixing  a  maxi-  ^  McKibbin  v.  Fort  Smith,  35  Ark. 

mum  chaiige  for  elevating  grain  was  a  352;   Textor  v.  Baltimore  d;  O.  R.  R. 

proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  Co.,    59   Md.    63    (gates   at   railroad 

the  State ;  aff'g  Munn  v.  Illinois,  supra,  crossings). 

Mr.   Justice  Brewer ,  with  whom  con-  '  BaJcer  v.  Boston,  12  Pick. '(Mass.) 

curred  Justices  Fidd  and  Brown,  dis-  184    (as  to  nuisances) ;    Wadleigh  v. 

aented,  and  said  that  the  vice  of  the  Gillman,   12  Me.  403    (as  to  wooden 

doctrine   approved   by   the   court   is,  buildings);      Vanderbilt     v.     Adams, 

"that  it  places  a  pubhc  interest  in  the  7  Cow.    (N.   Y.)  349    (as  to  harbor 

U0e  of  property  upon  the  same -basis  as  regulations,  where  the  general  principle 

a  public  use  of  property."     Brass  v.  upon  which  police  laws  rest  is  very 

Stoeoer,  153  U.  S.  391  (North  Dakota  satisfactorily  discussed  by  Woodwarth, 

Grain   Elevator  case),  approved    and  J.);   Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 

followed    Mimn  v,  lUinois  and   Budd  TMass.),  53,  84  (valuable  opinion  by 

V.  New  York,  Justices  Brewer,  Field,  Shaw,  C.  J.) ;  Fisher  v.  McGirr,  1  Gray 

Jackson,  and  White  dissenting.    Chap-  (Mass.)  1 ;    Conunon wealth  v,  Tewks- 

ter  on  Public  Utilities,  po«t  bury,  11  Met.   (Mass.)  55;    Salem  v. 
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§  302  (142).     Subject   to   Federal   Constitution.  —  All-embracing 
and  penetrating  as  the  police  power  of  the  State  is,  and  of  necessity 

Eastem  Railroad,  98  Mass.  431; 
Watertown  v.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315; 
Dinffley  v.  Boston,  100  Mass.  544; 
Cobb  V.  Boston,  112  Mass.  181;  Ban- 
croft V.  Cambridge,  126  Mass.  438; 
Welch  V.  Boston,  126  Mass-  442 ;  Little 
Rock  V.  Barton,  33  Ark.  436,  citing  and 
approving  text ;  Hollingsworth  v.  Par- 
ish of  Tensas,  17  Fed.  Rep.  109; 
Coates  V.  Bfayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  7 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  585  (as  to  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting the  interment  of  the  dead 
within  the  city) ;  GoszLer  v.  Geoiigetown, 
6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  593  (as  to  power  to 
grade);  Winter  v.  Montgomery,  83 
Ala.  589  (removal  of  veranda  over 
street) ;  Frazer  v.  Chicago,  186  lU.  480, 
quoting  text. 

The  power  to  regulate  the  keej^ng 
of  dogs  and  to  enforce  such  regulatioiis 
by  forfeitures,  fines,  and  penalties  is 
recognized  as  one  within  the  police 
power.  Faribault  v.  Wilson,  34  Minn. 
254.  The  legislature  may,  it  seems,  pass 
an  act  limiting  the  height  of  dwdting- 
houses  in  cities.  The  New  York  Act  of 
1885  construed  not  to  extend  to  build- 
ings designed  for  hotels.  People  v, 
m)ench,  111N.Y.359. 

In  the  case  of  the  Boston  Beer  Co.  v. 
Massachusetts,  97  U.  S.  25,  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley f  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 
"Whatever  differences  of  opinion  may 
exist  as  to  ^  extent  and  boundaries  of 
the  police  power,  and  however  difficult 
it  may  be  to  render  a  satisfactory  defini- 
tion of  it,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt 
that  it  does  extend  to  the  protection  of 
the  lives,  health,  and  property  of  the 
citizens,  and  to  the  preservation  of  good 
order  and  the  public  morals."  See  also 
New  Orleans  Gas  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Light 
Co.,  115  U.  S.  650,  661;  Index,  PUioe 
Power. 

Prohibitory  liquor  laws  valid.  Berte- 
meyer  v.  Iowa,  18  Wall  129 ;  Foster  v. 
Kansas,  112  U.  S.  201 ;  ffidd  v.  Pearson, 
128  U.  S.  1 ;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  S. 
623;  Bowman  V.  Chicago  N.  W.  R.  Co., 
125  U.  S.  465,  sustaimng  a  statute  of 
a  State  prohibiting  common  carriers 
from  bringing  intoxicating  liquors  into 
the  State  without  first  having  a  cer- 
tificate from  the  county  auditor  that 
the  consignee  is  authonzed  to  sell  in 
the  county.  Giuthrie,  Fourteenth  Am. 
85-87.  See  also  Fertilizing  Co.  v. 
Hyde  Park,  97  U.  S.  659.  In  the  last 
case  Mr.  Justice  Swayne  says:    "Per- 


haps the  most  striking  application  of 
the  police  power  is  in  the  destructioo 
of  buildings  to  prevent  the  spread  of  a 
conflagration.  This  right  existed  by 
the^  common  law,  and  the  owner  wgs 
entitled  to  no  compensation.  2  Kent 
Ck>m.  339  (marg.  pa^n^).  and  notee  1 
and  a  and  6";  post,  §§  1632-1635. 

It  is  \iithin  the  police  power  of  the 
State  to  authorize  the  chanrui  of  a 
river  to  be  turned  or  straightened,  in 
order  to  protect  from  threatened  inun- 
dation a  populous  portion  of  the  State ; 
and  such  work  is  of  a  public  character. 
Green  v.  Swift,  47  Cal  536.  In  such 
case  the  authority  of  the  State  is  none 
the  less  in  degree,  even  if  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  district  to  be  protected  did 
not  constitute  a  body  politic.  Ih.  A 
power  "to  make  and  establish  rules  for 
the  regulation  of  jut  or  bay  windows" 
does  not  authorize  the  coiincil  to  pass 
an  ordinance  granting  permiasion  to 
an  individual  to  construct  a  hay 
window  projecting  beyond  the  buikfiz^ 
line.  Reimer's  Appeal,  100  Pa.  St.  182. 
See  po«£,  §§  1182-1184. 

Speaking  of  turnpike  ads,  paving 
actSy  &c..  Lord  Kenyan,  in  the  ca» 
of  Governor,  Ac.  v.  Meredith,  4  Tcnn 
Rep. 790, 796, says:  "Some individual 
suffer  an  inconvenience  under  all  these 
acts  of  parliament;  but  the  interest^ 
of  indi>aduals  must  give  way  to  the 
accommodation  of  the  public."  And 
per  BuUer,  J.,  in  the  eaJoecBPe:  **Thei^ 
are  many  cases  in  which  individuab 
sustain  an  injury  for  which  the  lav 
gives  no  action;  for  instance,  pulling 
down  houses,  or  raising  bulwarks,  for 
the  preser\'ation  and  defence  of  the 
kingdom  against  the  king's  enemies." 
But  "the  law  will  not  allow  the  right  of 
property  to  be  invaded  under  the  guise 
of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  health,  when  it  is  manifest  that 
such  is  not  the  object  and  pur^Kiee  of  the 
regulation."  Per  Wilde,  J.,  in  Austin 
V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  126;  Green  t. 
Savannah,  6  Ga.  1 ;  People  v.  Hawley, 
3  Mich.  330;  Ames  v.  P.  H.  L.  Co..  11 
Mich.  139.  The  extent  of  the  police 
power  will  be  further  discusBed  m  the 
chapter  on  Ordinances,  posL  See  alao 
Ckwley,  Const.  Lim.  572-594;  Gothzie, 
Fourteenth  Am.  52-102.  How  far  azkd 
when  cities,  in  executing  p^oe  duties, 
are  agents  of  the  State,  and  not  of  the 
municipality.    See  Buttrick  v.  LowvO, 


§302 


poucE  power;  constitutional  control 


567 


must  be,  i^  i^  nevertheless  subject,  like  all  other  legislative  powers,  to  the 
paramount  authority  of  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions.  A  right 
conferred  or  protected  by  the  Constitution  cannot  be  overthrown  or 
impaired  by  any  authority  derived  from  the  police  power.  Thus  the 
police  power  of  the  State  must  be  exercised  in  subordination  to  the 
Federal  Constitution,  and,  as  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  respect  to  State  laws  forbidding  the  transportation 
of  Texas  cattle,  it  cannot  extend  to  interstate  transportation  of  the 
subjects  of  commerce.^  In  a  subsequent  case '  the  rights  claimed  by 
a  private  corporation,  chartered  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  and 
authorized  by  its  charter  to  establish  and  carry  on  a  business  which 
was  intrinsically  and  unavoidably  a  nuisance  to  the  inhabitants  in 
the  neighborhood,^  came  in  conflict  with  the  police  power  of  the  State, 
subsequently  delegated  to  a  municipality  within  whose  limits  the 
offensive  and  unhealthy  business  of  the  private  corporation  was 
conducted.    The  subject  was  thoroughly  considered.    The  court  did 


1  Allen  (Mass.),  172;  MitcheUv.  Rock- 
land, 52  Me.  118,  122;  52  Me.  118; 
J3rown  v.  Vinalhaven,  65  Me.  402; 
Keller  v.  Corpus  Christi,  50  Tex.  614, 
approving  text;  State  v,  St.  Louis 
Court,  34  Mo.  546;  White  v.  Kent,  11 
Ohio  St.  550;  Thomas  v.  Ashland,  12 
Ohio  St.  127;  Cliarleston  v.  Payne,  2 
Nott  &  McCord  (S.  Car.),  475 ;  People  r. 
Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44;  anU,  §  103;  post, 
a  480,  712. 

»  Railroad  Co.  v.  Husen,  95  U.  S. 
465:  Guthrie,  Fourteenth  Am.  87. 
In  Kimmish  v.  Ball,  129  U.  S.  217,  an 
Iowa  statute  making  persons  having 
"Texas  cattle"  in  their  possession 
which  have  iiot  been  wintered  north  of 
a  certain  point,  liable  for  damages 
which  may  accrue  from  allowing  them 
to  run  at  large,  and  thereby  spread 
"Texas  fever,  was  sustainea.  Brim- 
mer V.  Rebman,  138  U.  S.  78  (statute 
providing  for  inspection  of  fresh  meat 
from  animtJs  slaughtered  one  hundred 
miles  or  more  from  place  of  sale  held 
void). 

»  Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park,  97 
U.  S.  659. 

'  The  Fertili2dng  Company  obtained 
by  its  charter  from  the  State  (which 
was  a  legislative  contract),  for  the 
period  of  fifty  years,  three  rights, 
fLcnnnf^  Others:  first,  a  right  to  estab- 
lish and  maintain  at  a  place  in  Cook 
County,  south  of  the  dividing-line 
between  townships  thirty-seven  and 
thizty-eight,  works  for  converting  offal 
4md  animal  matter;  and  the  works  had 


been  established  there  at  a  cost  of  more 
than  two  htmdred  thousand  dollars; 
second,  they  obtained  the  right  to 
establish  receiving  depots  for  receiving 
and  cairying  such  matter  from  Chicago ; 
and  third,  they  obtained  the  right  to 
carry  such  matter  from  their  receiving 
depots  to  their  converting^  works  in 
Hyde  Park.  Under  legislative  author- 
ity Bub8e<juently  conferred  upon  it 
the  municipality  of  Hyde  Park  passed 
an  ordinance  absolutely  prohibiting  the 
transportation  of  orfal  through  the 
village.  The  majority  bpinion  sustain- 
ing the  ordinance  is  based  upon  two 
propositions:  1.  That  the  cnartered 
rights  of  the  Fertilizing  Company  were 
subject  to  the  police  power  ofthe  State, 
which  was  delegatea  to  the  municipal 
authorities.  2.  The  charter  of  the 
company  is  not  a  contract  guaranteeing, 
in  the  locality  originaUtt  selected,  ex- 
emption for  fifty  years  from  the  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  of  the  State, 
however  serious  tne  nuisance  might 
become  in  the  future,  by  reason  of  the 
growth  of  population  around  it.  Mr. 
Justice  Muter  limited  his  judgment  to 
a  concurrence  on  the  second  point,  and 
denied  the  first.  Strong,  J.,  dissented. 
Fidd,  J.,  did  not  sit.  Critically  viewed, 
the  case  is  perhaps  only  an  authorita- 
tive decision  on  the  second  ground, 
since  it  is  relied  on  in  both  concurring 
opinions,  and  is  amply  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  judgment,  which  affirmed 
that  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois. 
Infra,  {  304. 
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not  deny  that  by  a  specific  contract  the  legislature  might  surrender 
for  a  limited  period  the  right  to  interfere  with  a  business  which  was  a 
positive  nuisance.  On  the  ground,  however,  that  the  private  corpora- 
tion, when  its  charter,  tested  by  the  principles  of  strict  construction 
applicable  to  such  grants,*  had  no  specific  legislative  authority  to 
maintain  its  works  on  the  site  where  they  were  established,  if  not, 
indeed,  on  the  broader  ground  that  all  legislative  charters  to  private 
corporations  are  subordinate  to  the  police  power  in  all  cases  whatso- 
ever, or,  at  all  events,  in  all  cases  except  where  it  is  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract,  or  by  what  is  necessarily 
implied,  the  municipal  ordinances  to  abate  the  nuisance  were  sustained, 
although  the  corporation  had  erected  expensive  works,  and  the  efifect 
of  enforcing  the  ordinance  would  be  to  prevent  the  further  carrying 
on  of  the  business  in  that  locaUty.  Similar  results  in  favor  of  the 
police  power  as  against  alleged  vested  rights  under  charters  hare 
been  reached  in  other  cases.' 


>  AnU,  §§  237-239,  and  cases. 

•  Coates  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York, 
7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  585,  referred  to  in  the 
case  of  the  Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park, 
suprOf  and  thus  stated  by  Sivayne,  J. ; 
In  Coates  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York, 
7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  585,  a  law  was  enacted 
by  the  legislature  of  the  State,  on  the 
9th  of  March,  1813,  which  gave  to  the 
city  government  power  to  pass  ordi- 
nances regulating,  and  if  necessary 
preventing,  the  interment  of  dead 
oodies  within  the  cUy;  and  a  penalty  of 
$250  was  authorized  to  be  imposecf  for 
the  violation  of  the  prohibition.  On 
the  7th  of  October,  1823,  an  ordi- 
nance was  adopted  forbidding  inter- 
ments or  the  depositing  of  dead  bodies 
in  vaults  in  the  city  south  of  a  desig- 
nated line.  A  penalty  was  prescribed 
for  its  violation.  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  penalty  for 
depositing  a  dead  body  in  a  vault  in 
Tnnity  churchyard.  A  plea  was  inter- 
posed settine  forth  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  granted  by  the  King  of  Great 
Britain  on  the  6th  of  Mi^,  1697,  to  a 
corporation  by  the  name  of  the  "  Rector 
ana  Inhabitants  of  the  City  of  New  York 
in  Communion  with  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  of  England,"  and 
their  successors  forever,  as  and  for  a 
churchyard  and  burying  place,  with 
the  rights,  fees,  dbc. ;  that  immediately 
after  the  grant  the  land  was  appro- 
priated ana  thenceforward  was  used  as 
and  for  a  cemetery  for  the  interment  of 
dead  bodies ;  that  the  rector  and  war- 


dens of  Trinity  Church  were  the  i 
corporation,  and  that  the  body  in 
auestion  was  deposited  in  the  vault  in 
tne  churchyard  oy  the  lioenae  of  that 
corporation.  A  general  demurrer  was 
filed,  and  the  case  was  elaboratelj 
argued.  The  validity  of  the  ordiDaiioe 
was  sustained. 

The  court  held  that  "the  act  under 
which  it  was  passed  was  noi  unconsti- 
tutional, either  as  impairing  the  obli- 
gation of  contracts,  or  taking  property 
for  public  use  without  compensatkn, 
but  stands  on  the  police  power  to  make 
regulations  in  respect  to  nuisanoea" 
It  was  said:  ''Every  right,  from  abso- 
lute ownership  in  property  down  to 
a  mere  easement,  is  purchased  and 
holden  subject  to  the  restriction  that 
it  shall  be  so  exercised  as  not  to  in- 
lure  others.  Though  at  the  time  it 
be  remote  and  inoffensive,  the  par- 
chaser  is  bound  to  know  at  lus  peril 
that  it  mi^  become  otherwise  by  the 
residence  of  many  people  in  its  vicmity, 
and  that  it  must  yield  to  by-laws  and 
other  regular  remedies  for  the  8up|»es- 
sion  of  nuisances."  In  such  cases  pre- 
scription, whatever  the  length  of  tmie, 
has  no  application.  Every  dajr's  coo- 
tinuance  is  a  new  offence,  and  it  is  no 
justification  that  the  ptfuty  complaining 
came  voluntarily  withm  ita  rttch. 
Pure  air  and  the  comfortable  enjoiy- 
ment  of  property  are  as  much  li^ts 
belonging  to  it  as  the  right  of  poasBBeion 
and  occupancy.  If  population^  wfaeR 
there  was  none  before,  approadies  a 
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§  303  (143).  Prevontion  of  Fires.  —  The  prevention  of  damage 
by  fire  is  usually  an  object  within  the  scope  of  municipal  authority 
either  by  express  grant  or  by  the  power,  in  a  chartered  town  or  city,  to 
make  police  regulations  or  needful  by-laws.  Under  such  power,  it 
may  establish  fire  limits,^  prevent  the  erection  of  wooden  buildings,^ 
regulate  the  mode  and  removal  of  ashes,'  and  make  any  other  reason- 
able regulations  to  prevent  and  extinguish  fires.  Under  such  power 
the  town  or  municipal  body  is  authorized  to  appropriate  money 
for  the  purchase  of  engines,  or  for  the  repair  thereof,  if  to  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  extinguishing  fires  therein ;  and  this,  whether  they  be- 
long to  the  corporation  or  were  purchased  by  private  subscription.^ 


nuisance,  it  is  the  duty  of  those  liable 
at  onoe  to  put  an  end  to  it.    Brady  v. 
Weeks,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  157;  post,  § 
682.    Cemetery  associations  and  their 
franchises   are   subject   to   regulation 
under  the  police  power.    Cemetery  Ass. 
V.  Concoidia  Railroad  Co.,  121  III.  199. 
So  where  a  city  had  conveyed  land  to 
individuala  for  the  mtrpoee  of  erecting 
powder  magazines  thereonf  and  after- 
wards pas^d  an  ordinance  declaring 
the  magazines  so  erected  dangerous  to 
life  ana  property,  and  directmg  them 
to  be  removed  at  the  expense  of  the 
owners,  it  was  held  that  the  ordiziance 
was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power, 
and  did  not  impair  the  obligation  of  the 
contract  under  the  deed,  nor  was  it  a 
taking  of  private  property  without  com- 
pensation.     Davenport  v.    Richmond 
City,  81  Va.  636.    So  in  the  case  of  the 
Boston  Beer  Company,  where  the  legis- 
lature of  Massachusetts,  on  the  1st  of. 
Februaiy,  1827,  incorporated  the ''  Bos- 
ton Beer  Company,"  "for  the  piirpose 
of  manufacturing  malt  liquors  in  all 
their  varieties  in  the  city  of  Boston," 
Ac.      By  an  Act  of  June,   1869,  the 
manufacture  of  malt  liquors  to  be  sold 
in    Massachusetts,    and   brewing   and 
keeping  them  for  sale,  were  prohibited 
under  penalties  of  fine  and  imprison- 
ment and  the  forfeiture  of  the  liquors 
to  tl]»  Commonwealth.   In  Boston  Beer 
Co.   V.    Commonwealth,  the   Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts  held  that  "the 
Act  of  1869  did  not  impair  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  contract  contained  in  tne 
charter  of  the  claimant,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  sale  of  malt  liquors,  but 
is  bL)  iing  on  the  claimant  to  the  same 
extent  as  on  individuals.     The  act  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  police  regulation  in 
regard  to  the  sale  of  a  certain  article 
of  property,  and  is  applicable  to  the 


sale  of  such  property  by  individuals 
and  corporations,  even  where  the 
charter  of  the  corporation  cannot  be 
altered  or  repealed  oy  the  legislature." 
This  jud^ent  was  affirmed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  97 
U.  S.  25. 

The  question  whether  certain  re- 
quirements are  a  part  of  a  system  of 
police  r^ulation  adapted  to  aid  in  the 
protection  of  life  and  nealth,  is  properly 
one  of  legislative  determination,  and  a 
court  should  not  interfere  with  such  de- 
termination, unless  the  ^gislature  has 
manifestly  transcended  its  province. 
Daniels  v.  Hilgard,  77  111.  64a 

»  Post,  $  727. 

•  Post,  I  727. 

'  Many  fires  are  said  to  be  "acciden- 
tal" which  are  the  result  of  neglect  to 
keep  ashes  in  fire-proof  utensils;  and 
yet  r^ulations  for  the  safe  keeping  of 
ashes  are  seldom  made,  and  when  made, 
rarely  enforced.  Filbey  r.  Combe, 
2  M.  A  W.  677 ;  Law  v,  Dodd,  1  Ex. 
845;  Lyndon  v.  Stadbridge,  2  H.  dk  N. 
45.  See  further.  Queen  v  Wood,  5 
E.  &  B.  49;  Guardians  of  Holbom 
Union  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Leonard,  Shore- 
ditch,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  Div.  145;  Gay  v. 
Cadby,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  391 ;  Clark 
V.  South  Bend,  85  Ind.  276  (ordinance 
regulating  the  storage  of  straw), 

«  Allen  V,  Taunton,  19  Pick.  (Mass.) 
485;  Hunneman  v.  Fire  District,  37 
Vt.  40;  Robinson  v.  St.  Louis,  28  Mo. 
488  (repair  of  engine  house) ;  Wad- 
leigh  V.  Gillman,  12  Me.  403 ;  Vander- 
bilt  V,  Adams,  7  Ck)w.  349,  352 ;  post, 
§§  727,  987,  1156,  chap,  xxxii.  Text 
approved.  Green  v.  Cape  May,  41 
N.  J.  L.  45.     A  town  possesses  implied 

E>wer,  in  the  absence  of  express  ieaa- 
tive    enactment,    to    purchase    fire 
engines.    Bluffton  v.  Studabaker,  106 
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And  money  may  also  be  appropriated  for  the  benefit  of  engine  and 
hook  and  ladder  companies  therein/ 

§  304  (144).  Qnarantina  and  Health;  Scope  of  Power  to  pre- 
serve the  PnbUc  Health.  —  The  preservation  of  the  public  health  cfid 
safety  is  often  made  in  express  terms  a  matter  of  municipal  duty,  and 
it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  delegate  to  municipaUties  the 
power  to  regulate,  restrain,  and  even  suppress  particular  kinds  of 
business,  if  deemed  necessary  for  the  pubUc  good.^    The  subject  will 


Ind.  129;  Carleton  v.  Washington,  38 
Kan.  726;  Bridgford  v.  Tuscumbia, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  910.  As  to  protection  of 
property  against  loss  by  fire,  in  Canada^ 
see  Biggar,  Municipal  Manual  (1900), 
pp.  608-611. 

>  Van  Sicklen  v.  Burlington,  27  Vt. 
70 ;  approving  Allen  v,  Taunton,  supra. 
See  post,  chapter  on  Ordinances.  Power 
of  council  over  fire  companies,  and  to 
appoint  officers  therefor,  see  Miller  v. 
Savannali  Fire  Co.,  26  Ga.  678. 

The  protection  of  all  the  buildings  in 
a  city  or  town  from  destruction  or 
iniur}[  by  fire  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
innabitantfl,  and  for  their  relief  from  a 
common  dajiger;  and  cities  and  towns 
are  therefore  authorized  by  general 
law  in  Massachusetts  to  provide  and 
maintain  fire  engines,  reservoirs,  and 
hydrants  to  supply  water  for  the  extin- 
guishment of  nres.    Allen  v.  Taunton, 

19  Pick.  485;  Hardy  v,  Waltham,  3 
Met.  163 ;  Fisher  v.  Boston,  104  Mass. 
87;  Tainter  v.  Worcester,  123  Mass. 
311.  The  question  whether  and  where 
public  hydrants  should  be  erected  is 
within  the  exclusive  control  of  the 
municipal  authorities,  as  the  public 
interests  may  from  time  to  time  require, 
and  such  municipality  does  not  assume 
any  liability  to  the  owners  of  property 
to  furnish  means  of  extinguishment  of 
fires  upon  which  an  action  can  be 
maintained.  Grant  v.  Erie,  69  Pa.  420 ; 
Wheeler  v.  Cincinnati,  19  Ohio  St.  19 ; 
Brinkmeyer  v.  Evansville,  29  Ind.  187 ; 
Fisher  v,  Boston,  104  Mass.  87;  Hill  v. 
Boston,  122  Mass.  344.  More  fully, 
see  jx>st,  chapter  on  Actions  and  Lia- 
bilities; Inaex,  Fire.  The  mere  fact 
that  a  volurUeer  fire  association  renders 
services  in  extinguishing  fires  imposes 
no  obligation  u{)on  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration to  pay  its  members  therefor. 
Jacksonville  v.  Mtna,  Fire  Engine  Co., 

20  Fla.  100;  post,  §  1660  and  cases. 

'  Shrader,  In  re,  33  Cal.  279;   Ash- 


brook  V.  Commonwealth,  1  Bush  (Ky.), 
139 ;  Tucker  v.  Virginia  City,  4  Nev,  20 ; 
Johnson  v.  Simonton,  43  CaL  242, 342; 
Aaron  v.  Broiles,  64  Tex.  316;  po^ 
chap,  xxxii.  The  power  of  the  State 
to  protect  the  public  health  cannot  hp 
surrendered  (Beer  Co.  v.  Mass.  97  U.  & 
25,  33),  but  a  municipality  entrusted 
with  the  execution  of  this  power  may 
make  contracts  to  accomplish  the  pur- 
pose, and  while  tne  State  or  the  munici- 
pality may  recall  or  modify  such  con- 
tracts, they  cannot  do  so  from  meit 
caprice  or  to  gain  pecuniaiy  advantage. 
Louisville  v.  Wibte,  84  Ky.  290,  what 
a  contract  giving  the  exclusive  rif^  to 
remove  dead  animals  for  five  yean  wu 
held  valid.    See  supra,  §  302. 

In  California  Reduction  Co.  v.  Stni- 
Uiy  Reduction  Works,  199  U.  &  306. 
the  Constitution  of  California  ordained 
that  "any  county,  city,  town,  or  town- 
ship may  make  and  enforce  within  its 
linuts  all  such  local  police,  sanitary,  and 
other  r^ulations  as  are  not  in  conflict 
with  general  laws."  The  statute  pro- 
vided that  ''the  board  of  supemson 
of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisico 
shall  have  power,  b^  regulation  or  or- 
der, ...  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
summary  abatement  ol  nuisances;  to 
make  all  regulations  which  may  be 
necessary  or  expedient  for  the  preBei^ 
vation  of  the  public  health  and  the 
prevention  of  contagious  diseases;  to 
provide,  by  regulation,  for  the  preven- 
tion and  sunmiary  removal  of  all  nui- 
sanoes  and  obstructions  in  the  streets, 
alleys,  highways,  and  public  grounds 
of  said  city  and  county."  Under  the 
above  constitutional  and  statutory  dk>- 
visions  it  was  held  that  the  board  a 
supervisors  miahi  confer  an  ezctvnce 
contract  right  for  fifty  yearn  to  eoHed 
and  remove  garbage  from  the  city  of 
San  Francisco,  the  court  saying:  ''The 
defendants  criticise  the  ordinances  be- 
cause they  give  the  exclusive  privileges 
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be  considered  more  in  detail  in  the  chapter  on  Ordinances.*    The 
general  nature  and  scope  of  the  authority,  as  it  is  not  unfrequently 
bestowed,  are  well  illustrated  by  a  case  in  Maryland.    By  its  charter 
the  city  of  Baltimore  was  vested  with  "full  power  and  authority  to 
enact  all  ordinances  necessary  to  preserve  the  health  of  the  city,  pre- 
vent and  remove  nuisances,  and  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  con- 
tagious diseases  within  the  city  and  within  three  miles  of  the  same." 
Commenting  on  this  provision  of  the  charter,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
says:  "The  transfer  of  this  salutary  and  essential  power  is  given  in 
terms  as  explicit  and  comprehensive  as  could  have  been   used  for 
such  a  purpose.  To  accomplish,  within  the  specified  territorial  limits, 
the  objects  enumerated,  the  corporate  authorities  were  clothed  with 
all  the  legislative  powers  which  the  General  Assembly  could  have 
exercised.    Of  the  degree  of  necessity  for  such  municipal  legislation, 
the  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltimore  were  the  exclusive  judges. 
To  their  sound  discretion  is  committed  the  selection  of  the  means 
and  manner  (contributory  to  the  end)  of  exercising  the  powers  which 
they  might  deem  requisite  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  objects  of 
which  they  were  made  the  guardians.    *To  prevent  the  introduction 
of  contagious  diseases  within  the  city,  and  within  three  miles  of  the 
same,'  they  might  impose  heavy  penalties  on  the  captain,  owner,  or 
consignee  of  any  ship  or  other  vessel  entering  the  port  of  Baltimore, 
on  board  of  which  smallpox  or  other  contagious  diseases  might  pre- 
vail, or  they  might  seek  the  accomplishment  of  their  object  by  caus- 
ing the  vessel  and  all  persons  to  be  taken  possession  of  and  controlled 
until  their  purification  and  disinfection  were  effected,  and  impose  on 
the  captain,  owner,  or  consignee  the  payment  or  reimbursement  of 
all  the  expenses  incurred  by  such  proceedings;  or  they  might  adopt, 
at  the  same  time,  both  suggested  remedies,  if  for  the  successful  and 
faithful  execution  of  their  powers  they  deemed  it  necessary  to  do 
so."^ 

§  305  (145).  Same  Subject;  Appointment  of  Health  Officers  and 
their  Powers.  —  And  it  was  held  that,  under  this  authority,  it  was 
comf)etent  for  the  city  to  pass  an  ordinance  'providing  for  the  ap- 

in  question  for  a  period  of  fifty*  years,   the  public  oiight  never  to  be  for  long 

But  whether  the  period  during  which  periods.    But  it  suffices  to  say  that  no 

such    privileges    might    be    exercised  such  consideration  can  control  the  ao- 

should  be  long  or  short  was  a  matter  tion  of  the  judiciary." 

in  the  wise  dOscretion  of  the  board,        *  Post,  §§  677  e<  seq.^  684-688.    See 

and  determinable  wholly  upon  grounds   Index,  Healthy  Quarantine. 

of  public  policy.  It  may  be  that  grants        '  Harrison  v,  Baltimore,  1  Gill  (Md.)« 

by  public  authority  of  privileges  to  be  264  *  anie,  {  242. 

exercised  for  the  benefit  or  in  behalf  of 
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poirUmerU  of  a  ** health  officer y^  prescribing  his  duties  and  powers;' 
and  that  the  city  might  recover  from  the  consignee  of  a  vessel,  and 
was  not  confined  to  the  charterer,  the  expenses  incurred  by  it  in 
disinfecting  and  purifying  the  vessel,  persons,  and  baggage  on  board 
of  her  at  the  time  of  her  arrival,  from  the  infection  of  the  smallpox. 
Respecting  the  extent  of  liability,  the  court  decided  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entitled  to  an  instruction  that  the  recovery  must  be  lim- 
ited to  the  amount  of  expenses  absolutely  necessary  to  preserve  the 
health  of  the  city,  or  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  the  smallpox. 
On  this  point  the  court  expressed  its  judgment  to  be  that,  "if  the 
health  officer"  (on  whom  the  duty  of  disinfecting  the  vessel  was 
imposed  by  ordinance),  in  causing  expenses,  "acted  bona  fide,  within 
the  limits  of  a  sound  discretion,  and  with  reasonable  skill  and  judg- 
ment, in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  the  reasonable  expenses 
thus.incurred  must  be  paid."  Concerning  the  power  of  the  corpwa- 
tion  over  the  persons  on  board  of  an  infected  vessel,  the  court  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  competent  for  the  health  officer  to  be  authorized 
by  ordinance  to  send  persons  laboring  under  infectious  disease  to  the 
hospital,  and  also  those  on  board  of  the  vessel  liable  to  be  affected  bj 
the  disease,  if,  in  his  opinion,  such  a  course  be  necessary  to  prevent 
the  spread  of  disease ;  and  the  owner,  master,  or  consignee  may  be 
liable  for  expenses  thus  incurred,  if  the  health  officer  acts  with 
reasonable  skill  and  judgment,  and  exercises  a  sound  and  honest 
discretion.' 

§  306  (146).  Water  Supply.  —  A  city  having  power  to  pass  or- 
dinanqes  respecting  the  police  of  the  place  and  to  preserve  healthy  is 
authorized,  as  a  sanitary  and  police  regulation,  to  contract  to  pro- 
cure a  supply  of  watery  by  boring  an  artesian  well  on  the  public 
square,  or  otherwise,  and  is  the  judge  of  the  mode  best  adapted  to 
accomplish  the  object.^    The  power  to  procure  a  water  supply  or  to 

>  Post,  §  680,  and  note,  as  to  health  eminent  domain)  to  divert  wat^  to  the 

officers  and  their  powers.  injury   of  other  riparian   proprietorsL 

*  Harrison  v.  Baltimore,  1  Gill  Stein  r.  Burden,  24  Ala.  130;  Flem- 
(Md.),  254.     See  Index,  HeaUh.  ing's    Appeal,    65    Pa.    St.    444.     As 

*  Lavingston  v.  Pippm,  31  Ala.  542;  agunst  the  owner  of  the /oe  abutting  oo 
Indianapolis  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  a  nighway  the  selectmen  of  a  town  luive 
66  Ind.  396,  approving  text;  anUy  a  right  to  drain  a  spring  on  the  owner'* 
§  94.  As  to  water  works,  Rome  v.  side  of  such  road,  and  dispose  of  thr 
Cabot,  28  Ga.  50;  Hale  v.  Houghton,  8  water  in  such  mode  as  to  protect  the 
Mich.  4.58;  anl«,  §97;  pos/,  §§771,  1296.  highway  from  overflow;  but  if  they 
A  munidpal  corporation  owning  lands  divert  the  water  for  any  other  poipoer. 
on  a  watercourse  distant  from  the  city  they  act  individually,  and  not  for  the 
to  supply  its  inhabitants  with  water,  public  good,  and  as  against  the  owner 
has  no  nght  (unless  acquired  by  pur-  nave  no  capacity  to  act  at  aD.  Suf- 
chase  or  by  the  exercise  of  the  nght  of  field  v,  Hathaway,  44  Conn.  521 ;  ante. 
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erect  water  works  is  generally  conferred  in  express  words,  and  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  power  are  treated  under  various  heads. 

§  307  (147).  Indemnifying  Officers.  —  Where  a  municipal  cor- 
poration kits  no  interest  in  the  event  of  a  suit,  or  in  the  question  in- 
volved in  the  case,  and  the  judgment  therein  can  in  no  way  affect  the 
corporate  rights  or  corporate  property,  it  cannot  assume  the  defence 
of  the  suit,  or  appropriate  its  money  to  pay  the  judgment  therein ; 
and  warrants  or  orders  for  the  payment  of  money  based  upon  such  a 
consideration  are  void.^    But  such  a  corporation  has  power  to  in- 

§  42;  jwst,  §  1731.  Power  to  purchase  the  purpose  of  supplying  municipal 
or  condemn  lands  for  water  works,  necessities,  and  its  application  for  and 
People  V.  McClintock,  45  Cal.  11;  post^  acceptance  of  the  municipal  franchise 
§§  974, 975,  1033,  1046.  Regulations  of  to  furnish  such  necessities,  lays  it  un- 
water  supply.  Post^  §  1319.  Pipes  in  der  the  obligation  to  furnish  them, 
streets.  Post,  §  1212.  As  to  liability  for  implies  an  agreement  by  it  to  render 
wrongful  acts  of  firemen,  post^  §  1660;  the  services,  and  it  therefore  needs  no 
]''IIinwood  V.  Reedsbui^,  91  Wis.  131,  express  engagement  on  its  part  to  do 
approving  text,  where  it  was  held  that  that  for  which  it  was  incorporated  and 
a  city  under  its  general  power  in  re-  to  pnerform  which,  in  the  particular 
Bpect  to  police  regulations,  preserva-  municipality,  it  asked  for  and  was 
tion  of  Dublic  health  and  general  wel-  granted  permission.  This  subject  is 
fare,  haa  power  to  build  a  system  of  elaborately  discussed  in  Hangen  v. 
water  works^nd  electric-lighting  plant.  Albina  Light .  &  Water  Co.,  21  Oreg. 
By  reason  of  their  necessity,  water,  411 ;  14  L.  R.  A.  424.  This  decision 
lighl,  and  sewera  are  excepted  from  reviews  many  cases  on  the  subject. 
municipal  constitutional  debt4imit  pro-  As  to  the  power  of  a  city  to  construct 
visions,  in  Alabama,  Colorado,  Mon-  water  works,  furnish  water,  &c.,  see 
tana.  New  York,  North  Dakota,  South  postf  chapter  on  Public  Utilities ;  In- 
Dakots,  Utah,  Virginia,  Washington,  dex,  Water  and  Water  Works.  Special 
and  possibly  in  the  Constitutions  of  constitutional  limitations  on  indebted- 
other  States.  Ante,  §  214.  Under  the  ness  for  water  works,  see  ante,  §  214. 
Constitution  of  North  Carolina  no  debt  *  Halstead  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  Y., 
involving  power  to  tax  can  be  created  3  N.  Y.  430,  aff'g  5  Barb.  218,  and  de- 
except  for  a  "necessary  expense'^  with-  ciding  that  corporate  funds  cannot  be 
out  a  prior  vote  of  the  people  of  the  appropriated  to  pay  penalties  person- 
municipality.  It  is  held  tiiat  a  debt  for  ally  incurred  by  officers  for  refusing  to 
water  or  light  or  for  a  water  or  light  discharge  their  official  duties;  see,  in 
plant  is  a  necessary  exjoense  and  may  explanation,  Morris  v.  People,  3  Denio 
be  lawfully  created  without  a  vote.  (N.  Y.),  381.  And  see  also  People  v, 
Fawcctt  V.  Mt.  Airy,  134  N.  Car.  125.  Lawrence,  6  HiU  (N.  Y.),  244,  holding 

That  a  company  by  the  acceptance  that  the  supervisors  of  a  county  had 

of  an  ordinance  comes  under  the  implied  no  right  to  appropriate  monev  to  de- 

if  not  express  obligation  to  furnish  a  fray  the  costs  of  a  justice  of  tne  peace 

supply  of  light  or  water  to  the  city  and  who  had  been  prosecuted  for  official 

its  inhabitants  at  reasonable  rates  in  misconduct  and  acquitted;  recognized 

the  absence  of  a  valid  contract  fixing  in  Chemung  Canal  Bank  v.  Supervisors, 

rates,  see  Des  Moines  Street  Railroad  5  Denio  (N.  Y.),  517,  521.    Same  prin- 

Co.  V.  Dee  Moines  Broad.  Gauge  Street  ciple,  Merrill  v,  Plainfield,  45  N.  H.  126. 

Railroad  Co.,  73  Iowa,  513;  also  En-  The  trustees  of  a  town  may  employ 

cyclopedia  of  Law  and  Procedure,  pp.  counsel  to  defend  an  action  against  the 

1160,  1165.  marshal  for  false  imprisonment  brought 

A  contract  by  a  public-service  com-  by  a  person  arrested  by  him  for  vio&t- 

pany  with  a  municipal  corporation  is  ing  an  ordinance  of  the  town.    Cullen 

n€i7^  uni^oteroZ,  nor  lacking  the  element  v.  Carthage,  103  Ind.  196. 

of  mutuality.    This,  for  the  reason  that  The  common  council  of  a  city  in 

the  incorporation  of  the  company  for  Connecticut,    under   authority    of   the 
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demnify  its  officers  against  liability  which  they  may  incur  in  the  bona 
fide  discharge  of  their  duties,  although  the  result  may  show  that  the 
officers  have  exceeded  their  legal  authority.*  Thus,  it  may  vote  to 
defend  suits  brought  against  its  officers  for  acts  done  in  good  faith  in 
the  exercise  of  their  office.*  So,  if  a  public  corporation  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  repairing  highways,  and  is  made  liable  for  defects  therein, 
it  has  the  incidental  power  to  indemnify  an  officer  who  digs  a  ditch 


city  charter,  enacted  a  bv-law  with  re- 
spect to  wharves,  and  ttie  anchoring, 
moving,  and  mooring  of  vessels  in  the 
liarbor,  and  appointed  a  superirUendent 
of  wharveBj  to  oischarge  the  duties  pro- 
vided for  in  the  by-law ;  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  was  not  enforced  by  a 
penalty,  and  he  acted  onlv  upon  appli- 
cation of  parties  interested  and  at  their 
expense.  In  the  discharge  of  his  duties, 
and  while  acting  in  good  faith,  he  or- 
dered a  vessel  lying  at  a  wharf  to  be 
hauled  astern  to  make  more  room  for 
another  at  an  adjoining  wharf,  and  was 
sued  by  the  owner  of  the  wharf  for 
damages.  It  was  held,  on  the  principle 
stated  in  the  text,  that  the  city  could 
not  legally  indemnify  him  for  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  him  in  defending 
against  the  suit,  and  a  threatened  pay- 
ment of  such  expenses  by  the  city  was 
enjoined  at  the  suit  of  a  resident  and 
taxpayer.  Gregory  v.  Bridgeport,  41 
Conn.  76,  87,  where  PhelpSf  J.,  cites 
the  text,  and  refers  to  other  cases  to 
the  same  point. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  munici- 
pal corporation  cannot  employ  its  funds 
m  defence  of  suits  for  the  following 
matters,  viz. :  a  suit  exclusively 
directed  a^nst  its  officers  although 
its  object  IS  to  enjoin  them  from  per- 
forming their  official  functions  ana  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  its  corporate 
property,  Smith  v.  Nashville,  4  Lea 
(Tenn.),  69;  a  suit  against  the  acting 
mayor  of  a  city  to  test  the  validity  of 
the  latter's  election.  Peck  v.  Spencer, 
26  Fla.  23.  In  Wisconsin,  the  funds 
of  the  mimicipality  cannot  be  em- 
ployed in  the  paynient  of  legal  ex- 
penses incurred  in  aid  of  the  criminal 
prosecution  of  persons  who  have  lately 
been  officers  of  the  city  for  offences 
committed  under  color  of  their  official 
duties  resulting  in  pecuniary  injury  to 
the  city.  Butler  v.  Milwaukee,  15  Wis. 
493.  In  Indiana,  a  county  board  can- 
not incur  expenses  by  employing  coun- 
sel to  conduct  criminal  prosecutions. 
Ilight  V.  Monroe  County,  68  Ind.  575 ; 


Ripley  County  v.  Ward,  69  Ind.  441; 
Grant  County  v.  Bradford,  72  Ind.  455. 
In  New  York,  under  a  constitutiooAl 
provision  prohibiting  any  county  or 
city  from  loaning  its  money  or  cremt  to 
or  in  aid  of  any  individual,  and  from 
incurring  indebtedness  except  for  city 
or  county  purposes,  the  le^slature 
cannot  authorize  or  direct  payment 
from  the  mimicipal  funds  of  exDenso 
incurred  by  officers  in  suocessfufiy  de- 
fending charges  preferred  against  them 
for  official  misconduct.  Chapman  r. 
New  York,  168  N.  Y.  80,  afTg  57  Apfx 
Div.  583.  See  also  Matter  of  Stnuis, 
44  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  425;  Matter  of 
Jensen,  44  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  509,  affg 
28  N.  Y.  Misc.  379;  Matter  of  FaDon, 

28  N.  Y.  Misc.  748 ;  Matter  of  Labnke, 

29  N.  Y.  Misc.  87;  ante,  §  126. 

*  Pike  V.  Middleton  (indemnifying 
tax  collector),  12  N.  H.  278;  Fuller  r. 
Groton,  14  Gray  (Mafis.),  340;  Sher- 
man V.  Carr  (indemnifying  ezecutiTe 
officer),  8  R.  I.  431 ;  Brig^s  v.  Whipple. 
6  Vt.  95;  Bancroft  v.  Lynnfiekl,  18 
Pick.  566;  Nelson  v.  MiUord,  7  Fiek. 
18,  26:  Babbit  v.  Savoy,  3  Gush.  530: 
Hadsell  v.  Hancock,  3  Gray,  526: 
Lewis  V.  Hudson  County,  37  N.  J.  L 
254 ;  Bamert  v.  Paterson,  48  N.  J.  L 
395 ;  State  v.  Hanmionton,  38  N.  J.  L 
430,  where  many  of  the  cases  are  re^ 
ferred  to  by  Dixon,  J. ;  text  approTed 
in  Roper  v.  Lawrinburg,  90  N.  (m.  427 : 
Lewis  V.  Rochester,  9  C.  B.  n.  s.  401 : 
Queen  v.  Lichfield,  4  Ad.  ft  £.  h.  s. 
897;  4  Q.  B.  891;  Attomey-Genenl 
V.  Norwich,  2  Mylne  &  Cr.  406.  In 
Page  V.  Frankfort,  9  GreenL  (Me.)  115. 
this  was  left  an  open  question.  But  m 
Illimns  it  is  hela  that  a  dty  caonot 
assume  the  expense  of  d«fendiiig  an 
action  against  police  officeiB  to  re- 
cover damages  for  false  imprisonment. 
Chicago  V.  Williams,  182  IH  135. 
rev'g  80  lU.  App.  33. 

«  76. ;  Baker  v.  Windham,  13  Me. 
74;  CuUen  v.  Carthage,  103  Ind.  19a 
See  infra,  {  308. 
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for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  legal  question  as  to  the  boundary  line  of 
the  highway.* 

§  308  (148).  —  Same  Subject.  Beftind  Taxes  iUegally  aaseBsed.  — 
So,  a  vote  by  a  town  to  refund  money  paid  by  assessors  of  the 
town  on  an  illegal  assessment  made  by  them  of  a  town  tax,  is  an  ex- 
press promise,  founded  upon  a  meritorious  and  legal  consideration, 
and  is  irrevocably  binding  upon  the  town.  And  this,  although  with- 
out such  vote  the  town  could  not  have  been  compelled  to  refund  or  in- 
demnify the  assessors.  But  such  a  vote,  by  a  town,  would  be  without 
consideration  in  respect  to  State  and  county  taxes.'  So,  if  the  town 
is  not  concerned,  having  nothing  to  lose  or  gain  in  the  result  of  the  lit- 
igation, a  vote  to  indemnify  an  officer  would  be  in  excess  of  its  power, 
and  void;  ^  but  it  would  be  otherwise  if  the  suit  against  the  officer 
was  in  respect  to  matters  in  which  the  corporation  was  interested.* 


'  Bancroft  v,  Lynnfield,  supra. 

*  Nelson  v.  Milford,  7  Pick.  (Mass.) 
18.  A  separate  action,  on  such  a  vote, 
lies  against  the  town  in  favor  of  each 
assessor  for  his  share,  which  does  not 
include,  however,  his  own  tax,  paid  by 
him  voluntarily.    /6. 

*  Vincent  v,  Nantucket,  12  Cush. 
103,  105;  Gregory  v,  Bridgeport,  41 
Conn.  76.  ''A  promise  to  indemnify  a 
tax  collector  if  he  would  collect,  by 
pretence  of  his  official  authoritv,  a  tax 
which  he  knew  was  illegal,  would  be  an 
agreement  to  violate  the  law,  and  could 
not  be  enforced.''  Pike  v.  Middleton,  12 
N.  H.  281,  per  GUchrUt,  J.  Selectmen, 
under  their  authority  "to  order  and 
manage  all  of  the  prudential  affairs  of 
the  town,"  may  bind  the  town  thus  to 
indemnify  its  officers.  12  N.  H.  281, 
supra;  ante,  §  42  and  notes. 

*  Bripgs  V.  Whipple,  6  Vt.  95.  A 
by-law  (teclaring  that  the  officers  of  the 
corporation  shall  be  indemnified  for  all 
lamul  acts  done  in  an  official  capacity 
is  not  illegal.  Irwin  v.  Mariposa,  22 
Upper  Can.  C.  P.  367.  The  principles 
laia  down  in  the  text  are  appUea  to 
municipal  corporations  in  England  and 
Canada.  Thus,  where  the  suits  are  of 
such  a  nature  that  the  rights  of  the  cor- 
poration are  not  in  any  way  affected 
by  the  result,  costs  and  expenses  for 
attorneys  cannot  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
corporate  funds;  as,  for  example,  in 
jR^.  V.  Leeds,  4  Q.  B.  796,  where  the 
question  was  which  of  two  councillors 
was  legally  elected.  So  costs  of  de- 
fending qtio  warranto  against  an  alder- 


man of  a  borough  cannot  be  paid  by  the 
corporation.  Keg.  v.  Bridgewater,  2 
P.  &  D.  558.  But  where  the  object  of 
the  quo  warranto  or  other  proceeding 
or  smt  is  to  affect  the  legal  rights  of  the 
corporation,  or  to  question  its  legal 
existence,  the  expenses  may  be  ae- 
fraved  out  of  the  corporate  funds. 
Hoidsworth  v.  Dartmouth,  11  Ad.  & 
El.  490.       • 

An  indemnity  to  an  officer  for  lavh 
fvl  acta  gives  him  no  claim  for  compen- 
sation against  the  consequences  of^un- 
lawful  acts.  Irwin  v,  Mariposa,  22  Up- 
per Can.  C.  P.  367.  By-law  to  indem- 
nify a  councillor  for  the  costs  of  a  con- 
tested election  would  be  illegaL  Bell 
and  Manvers,  In  re,  2  Upper  Can.  C.  P. 
507 ;  3  /&.  400.  In  England  an  agree- 
ment by  a  corporation  with  one  of  its 
officers  for  an  mcrease  of  the  salary  of 
an  office  retained  by  him  as  compensa- 
tion for  the  loss  of  an  office  of  which  he 
was  deprived,  is  not  binding  unless 
under  the  seal  of  the  corporation. 
Queen  v.  Stamford,  6  Q.  B.  433 ;  see 
also  Cope  v.  Thames,  &c.  Dock  and 
Railroad  Co.,  3  Ex.  841.  So  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  corporation  solicitor 
should  be  regularly  under  the  corpora- 
tion seal.  Arnold  v.  Poole,  4  M.  &  G. 
860.  A  town  clerk,  if  a  solicitor,  may 
have  a  lien  on  papers  of  the  corporation,, 
with  respect  to  which  he  has  done  work 
as  an  attorney  or  solicitor.  King  v. 
Sankey,  5  A.  &  E.  423.  But  qwaere  in 
this  country. 

Where  persons  entrusted  with  the 
administration  of  a  fund  have  incurred 
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§  309  (149).  Fmniihing  Siitertaliiiii«nU.  —  Without  express 
power,  a  public  corporation  cannot  make  a  contract  to  provide  for 
celebrating  the  Fourth  of  July,  or  to  provide  an  entertainment  for 
its  citizens  or  guests.  Such  contracts  are  void,  and,  although  the 
plaintiff  complies  therewith  on  his  part,  he  cannot  recover  of  the 
corporation.* 

§  310  (150).  Imponnding  Animals.  —  Power  to  impound  and 
forfeit  domestic  animals  must  be  expressly  granted  ~to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  laws  or  ordinances  authorizing  the  oflScers  of  the  corpora- 
tion  to  impound,  and  upon  taking  specified  proceedings  to  sell  the 
property,  are  penal  in  their  nature,  and  where  doubtful  in  their 
meaning  will  not  be  construed  to  produce  a  forfeiture  of  the  prop- 
erty, but  rather  the  reverse.  The  pound-keeper  cannot  justify  in  an 
action  brought  against  him  by  the  property-owner  unless  he  has 
strictly  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  law  under  which 
he  acts.  Thus,  if  he  sells  without  giving  the  requisite  notice,  or  for 
the  full  length  of  time  required,  he  is  liable,  although  the  owner  sus- 
tains no  actual  injury  from  the  omission,  or  the  owner  may  treat 
the  sale  as  void  and  recover  his  property.'    A  statute  directing  the 


legitimate  and*  proper  expenses  thrown 
upon  them  by  their  fiduciary  situation, 
they  have  a  right  to  reimburse  them- 
selves out  of  the  funds.  See  King  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Essex,  4  T.  R.  591; 
King  o.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for 
the  Tower  Hamlets,  1  B.  &  Ad.  232 ; 
Attorney-General  v.  Mayor  of  Norwich, 
2  M.  d^  C.  406 ;  R^na  v.  Mayor  and 
Town  Council  of  Sheffield,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
652 ;  Reg.  v.  White,  L.  R.  14  Q.  B.  Div. 
358 ;  Biggar's  Municipal  Manual  (Can- 
ada, 1900),  p.  599,  citing  St.  Vincent  v. 
Grier,  13  Grant  Up.  Can.  173.  An  at- 
tempted appropriation  contrary  to  the 
terms  of  the  trust  may  be  restrained. 
Attorney-General  v.  AJspinall,  2  M.  & 
C  613;  }X}st,  chap,  xxxii.,  §§  1Q16  etseq, 
*  Hodges r.  Buffalo,  2  Denio  (N.  Y.), 
1 10.  Same  principle.  Cornell  v,  Guil- 
ford, 1  Demo,  510;  Hood  v.  Lynn, 
1  Allen  (Mass.),  103;  Gerry  v.  Stone- 
ham,  lb.  319 ;  Hale  v.  People,  87  lU. 
72.  Nor  to  celebrate  surrenaer  of  Cornr- 
waUis.  Tash  v.  Adams,  10  Cush.  252. 
Nor  can  towns  in  Massachusetts  vote 
money  for  the  purchase  of  uniforms  for 
an  arttUery  company.  Claflin  v.  Hop- 
kinton,  4  Gray,  502.  "Corporations," 
says  Jewettf  J.,  in  Hodges  v.  Buffalo,  2 
Denio,  110,  "have  no  other  powers 
than  such  as  are  expressly  granted,  or 


such  as  are  necessanr  to  carry  into  effect 
the  powers  expressly  granted."  Ante, 
§§  237-239.  In  New  York  there  is  a 
statutory  declaration  of  this  commoD- 
law  principle.  1  Rev.  Sts.  599,  {{1-3. 
"  Until  the  case  of  Hodges  v.  Buffalo,  2 
Denio,  110,  nothing,"  says  Fratt^  J.,  in 
Halstead  v.  New  York.  3  N.  Y.  430. 
433,  "was  more  frequent  than  for 
city  authorities  to  vote  larsesses  and 
give  splendid  banquets  for  objects  and 
purposes  having  no  possible  connection 
with  the  growth  or  weal  of  the  body 
politic,  thus  subjecting  their  constitu- 
ents to  imnecessaiy  and  oppreaare 
taxation."  Under  a  clause  in  a  charter 
providing  that  "nothing  in  this  charter 
shall  be  construed  ...  as  giving  the 
power  to  vote  money  for  any  ordinaiy 
object  except  for  the  regular,  ordinary, 
and  usual  expenses  of  the  city,"  the  city 
council  of  Newport  gave  a  baU  sm 
banquet;  certain  taxpayers  obtained  a 
temporary  injunction  restraining  the 
treasurer  from  paying  the  bills,  which, 
upon  final  heanng,  was  sustained  and 
niade  perpetuaL  Austin  v.  CogmfatH* 
12  R.  I.  329 ;  8.  p.  Greenough  &Wak»- 
field,  127  Mass.  275;  fw^  du|>.  xol, 
{{  1581  ei  mq. 

'  White  9.  Tallman,  26  K.    J.  L 
67;    WOlis  v.  Legris,  45  IlL  289;  A- 
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mayor  to  issue  a  warrant  annually,  within  ten  days  from  July  1,  com- 
manding police  officers  to  ''kill  all  dogs  not  licensed  according  to 
law,  whenever  and  wherever  found,"  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Con- 
stitution of  Massachusetts,^  or  of  Kansas.^ 


§  311  (151).  Party  Walls.  —  Power  in  a  charter  to  pass  ordi- 
nances "to  authorize  the  erection  of  party  walls  and  fences,  and  to 
regulate  them,"  includes  the  power  to  authorize  their  erection  upon 


218;  Rounds  v.  Stetson,  45  Me.  596; 
Gilmore  v.  Holt,  4  Pick.  (Mass.)  258; 
Rounds  V.  Mansfield,  38  Me.  586 ;  Smith 
1?.  Gates,  21  Pick.  (Mass.)  55,  where 
the  rule  in  the  text  was  applied,  al- 
though the  sale  was  made  only  twenty 
minutes  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  required  by  law.  So  actual  knowl- 
edge, by  the  owner  of  the  beasts,  of  the 
impounding  thereof,  is  not  eauivalent 
to  the  written  notice  requirea  by  the 
statute.  Coflfin  v.  Field,  7  Cush.  (Mass.) 
355.  Abridgment  of  the  required  no- 
tice for  the  shortest  period  avoids  the 
sale ;  and  so  does  a  sale,  at  one  bidding, 
of  two  animals  having  different  owners. 
Clark  V.  Lewis,  35  iff.  417.  Purchaser 
must  show  a  regular  and  authorized 
sale  when  his  title  is  questioned  by  the 
former  owner.  lb.  Breach  of  a  pound, 
and  liberating  an  animal  therein  con- 
fined, is  no  violation  of  an  ordinance 
prohibiting  "any  person  from  opposing 
or  interrupting  any  city  oflScer  m  the 
execution  of  the  ordinances  of  the  city." 
Rome  V.  Omburg,  22  Ga.  67.  Marshal 
must  strictly  comply  with  the  ordi- 
nance, or  he  becomes  a  trespasser  from 
the  beginning.  13  Pick.  384 ;  4  Pick. 
258;  21  Pick.  55;  13  Met.  407;  7Chish. 
355 ;  9  Pick.  14 ;  12  Met.  1 18 ;  23  Pick. 
2o5;  12  Met.  198.  Owner  cannot 
legally  break  pound  and  rescue  animals. 
5  Pick.  514;  5  Cush.  267.  Pound  de- 
fined. 2  Cush.  305.  Marshal  cannot 
delegate  his  authority  to  others  to  im- 
pound for  him  generally,  and  in  his 
absence,  but  may  have  assistants  to 
act  in  concert  with  him.  Jackson  v, 
Morris,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  199.  See 
Friday  v.  Floyd,  63  111.  50.  Officers 
must  use  the  public  pound.  1  R.  I.  219. 
Replevin  does  not  lie  against  a  pound- 
keeper,  at  common  law,  while  the 
creatures  are  in  his  legal  custody.  Co. 
Litt.  47  B. ;  76.  145  B. ;  1  Chit.  PI.  159 ; 
Pritchard  v.  Stevens,  6  Term  R.  522 ; 
ILsl^  V.  Stubbs,  5  Mass.  283;  Smith 
V.  Huntington,  3  N.  H.  76;  King  v. 
Ford,  70  Ga.  628.    But  it  does  lie  if  he 


voluntarily  parts  with  his  l^al  control  ^ 
over  them,  or  if  he  impounds  them  in 
any  other  places  than  those  prescribed 
by  the  law,  as,  for  example,  m  his  pas- 
ture or  bam,  although  this  be  done  the 
more  conveniently  to  furnish  them  with 
food  and  drink.  Bills  v.  Kinson,  21 
N.  H.  448.  In  New  Hampshire,  if  crea- 
tures are  foimd  "doing  aamage,"  they 
may  be  impounded,  and  appraisers  are. 
to  ascertain  "  whether  any  damage  was 
done.''  Held  that  the  statute  contem- 
plated actual,  and  not  merely  nominal 
damages,  to  justify  impounding.  Os- 
good V.  Crreen,  33  N.  H.  318,  and  cases 
cited.  As  to  power  to  take  up  and 
forfeit  animals,  at  large,  see  also  chapter 
on  Ordinances,  post;  infra,  §  620. 

»  Blair  y.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  136; 
approved  in  Mowery  «.  Salisbury,  82 
N.  Car.  175.  The  Act  of  July  3,  1863, 
entitled  "An  Act  in  Relation  to  Dam- 
ages occasioned  by  Dogs,"  so  far  as  it 
undertakes  to  charge  the  owner  with 
the  amount  of  damage  done  by  his  dog, 
as  fixed  by  the  selectmen  of  the  town, 
without  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  is 
unconstitutional;  because  it  is  con- 
trary to  natural  justice,  and  not  within 
the  scope  of  l^slative  authority  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution  on  the  gen- 
eral court;  and  also  because  it  is  in 
violation  of  the  provision  of  the  Bill 
of  Rights,  which  secures  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  in  all  controversies  con- 
cerning property,  except  in  cases  where 
it  had  not  theretofore  been  used  and 

Sractised.  East  Kingston  v.  Towle,  48 
r.  H.  57.  The  legislature  have  power 
to  make  towns  liaole  for  damage  done 
within  their  limits  by  dogs,  and  to  give 
towns  a  right  of  action  to  recover  the 
actual  damage  from  the  owners  of  the 
dogs.     /&. 

*  State  V.  Topeka,  36  Kan.  76,  where 
the  constitutionality  of  ordinances  reg- 
ulating the  keeping,  registering,  and  de- 
struction of  dogs  is  fully  considered, 
and  many  authorities  cited  in  the 
opinion,  by  Valentine,  J. 
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the  application  of  either  owner,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  other; 
and  such  an  ordinance  is  not  unconstitutional  because  compensation 
is  not  provided  for  the  land  occupied  by  the  wall.* 


§  312  (152).  PnbUc  Defence;  Loans  and  Taxation  to  pay  : 
ties.  —  During  the  Rebellion  acts  were  passed  by  many  of  the  legis- 
latures of  the  adhering  States  in  effect  authorizing  municipalities  to 
raise  rrumey  by  loans  and  taxation,  to  pay  bounties  to  voltmteers  to 
enable  the  municipality  to  fill  its  qv/Jta  under  the  calls  of  the  Pres- 
dent  for  troops,  and  thereby  avoid  an  anticipated  draft.  The  con- 
stitutional principles  involved  in  legislation  of  this  character  will 
be  found  learnedly  discussed  in  the  cases  below  cited,  which  fully 
establish  the  validity  of  such  legislation.^  But  without  express  au- 
thority a  municipality  possesses  no  such  power;  *  yet  if  exercised, 
it  may  be  validated  by  subsequent  legislative  action.^ 


»  Hunt  V.  Ambnister,  17  N.  J.  Eq. 
208. 

R^ulations  as  to  party  walls  must 
be  strictly  followed,  if  a  person,  imder 
color  of  such  regulations,  does  injury 
to  his  neighbor,  he  is  liable  to  be 
sued.  Pratt  v.  Hillman,  4  B.  &  C.  269. 
See  also  Queen  v.  Ponsford,  1  D.  <&  L. 
116.  No  man  has  a  risht  to  presume 
that  his  neighbor  will  hereafter  build 
a  house  adjoining  to  his,  and  erect  half 
of  his  outside  wall  on  his  neighbor's 
ground  in  consequence  of  sucn  pre- 
sumption. Barlow  v.  Norman,  2  W. 
Bl.  959.  An  external  wall  cannot /be 
said  to  be  a  party  wall.  Sims  v.  Estate 
Company,  14  L.  T.  n.  s.  55.  A  party 
wall  IS  a  wall  which  belongs  to  two  per- 
sons as  part-owners,  or  divides  two 
buildings,  one  from  another.  Weston 
V.  Arnold,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  Ap.  1084.  The 
English  Stat.,  14  Geo.  III.  chap.  Ixxviii. 
was  held  not  to  make  party  walls  com- 
mon property.  Matts  v,  Hawkins,  5 
Taunt.  20.  If  one  proprietor  added  to 
the  height  of  such  a  party  wall,  and  the 
other  pulled  down  the  addition,  the  first 
might  maintain  trespass  for  pulling 
down  so  much  of  it  as  stood  on  tne  haS 
of  the  wall  which  was  erected  on  his 
own  soil.  lb.  The  property  in  a  wall, 
though  erected  at  jomt  expense,  follows 
the  property  of  the  lana  whereon  it 
stands.  Ih,  Power  to  pass  ordinances 
''to  authorize  the  erection  of  party 
walls,  &c.,  and  to  regulate  them,^'  has 
been  held  to  include  the  power  to  au- 
thorize their  erection  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  either  owner,  and  without  the 
consent  of  the  other.     Hunt  v.  Am- 


bnister, 17  N.  J.  Eq.  208.  In  Canada, 
see  Biggar's  Municipal  Manual  (1900), 
pp.  612.  613.  Further  as  to  party 
walls,  McAdam  on  Landlonl  and  Ten. 
145-160,  and  works  on  E^asements. 

'  Speer  v.  School  Directors,  50  Ps. 
St.  150,  two  judges  dissenting.  See 
Hilbish  V,  Catherman,  64  Pa.  St.  154, 
where  the  prior  cases  in  that  State  are 
commentea  on  by  Agnew,  J.  State  v. 
Richland  Township,  20  Ohio  St  362 
Thompson  v.  Pittston,  59  Me.  545 
Broadhead  v,  Milwaukee,  19  Wis.  652 
State  V.  Tappen,  29  Wis.  664;  s.  c.  9 
Am.  Rep.  622;  Sperry  v.  Horr,  32  Iowa. 
184;  Booth  v.  Woodbury,  32  Conn. 
118;  Sha6kfordv.  Newington,46N.H. 
415 ;  Lowell  v.  Oliver,  8  Allen  (Mass.), 
247;  Freeland  v.  Hastings,  10  Allen, 
570;  Comer  v,  Folsom,  13  Bfinn.  219; 
Dayton  v.  Rounds,  27  Mich.  82 ;  Coolejr, 
Conjt.  Lim.  219-229.  Cooley  on  Tax- 
ation (2d  ed.),  136,  collects  the  cases 
and  states  the  result.  Veazie  v.  China, 
50  Me.  518 ;  Clark  Co.  v.  Lawrence,  63 
111.  32;  lb.  40;  Bowles  v.  Landaff,  59 
N.  H.  164 ;  Gould  v.  Raymond,  lb.  260. 

'  Stetson  V.  Kempton,  13  Mass.  272; 
Fiske  V.  Hazzard,  7  R.  I.  438;  Shade- 
ford  V.  Newington,  supra;  ante,  f  42. 
It  is  not  the  duty  or  function  of  a  town 
to  procure  the  pasMge  o/  an  act  by  the 
legislature,  autnorizing  it  to  pay  boun- 
ties. An  appropriation  for  tmit  pm^ 
pose  is  illegal.  Mead  v.  Acton,  139 
Mass.  341. 

*  Booth  V.  Woodbuiy,  32  Conn.  118; 
Kunkle  v.  Franklin,  13  Minn.  127; 
Comer  v.  Folsom,  13  Minn.  219;  Hil- 
bish V.  Catherman,   64  Pa.  St.  154; 
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§  313  (153).  Aid  to  Railroad  Oompanies;  Municipal  Subscrip- 
tionB  and  Bonds,  and  Taxation  to  pay  the  Same.  —  The  most  noted 
of  extraordinary  or  extra-municipal  powers  conferred  upon  munici- 
pal and  public  corporations  is  the  avthority  to  aid  in  the  conatruciian 
of  railways  by  subscribing  to  their  stock,  issuing  negotiable  bonds  as 
a  means  of  paying  their  subscription,  and  taxing  the  inhabitants  or 
the  property  within  their  limits  to  pay  the  indebtedness  thereby  in- 
curred. Legislation  of  this  kind  belongs  to  a  period  comparatively 
recent,  and  has  been  more  or  less  resorted  to,  at  times,  by  almost 
every  State  in  the  Union.  As  it  is  an  author's  duty  to  state  what  the 
law  is  rather  than  what,  in  his  judgment,'  it  ought  to  be,  he  is  con- 
strained to  admit  that  a  long  and  almost  unbroken  line  of  judicial  de- 
cisions in  the  courts  of  most  of  the  States,  as  well  as  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  has  established  and  settled  the  principle 
that,  in  the  absence  of  special  restrictive  constitutional  provisions,  it 
is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  authorize  a  municipal  or  public 
corporation  to  aid,  in  the  manner  above  indicated,  the  construction 
of  railways  running  near,  or  to,  or  through  its  territory.  The 
cases  on  the  constitutional  validity  of  such  legislation  are  referred 
to  in  the  note.^    Regarded  in  the  light  of  its  effects,  whatever 

State  v.  Bichland  Township,  20  Ohio  St.  wood,  41  W.  Va.  732 ;  Morrill  v.  Smith 

362;  an<e.  S  129.    Index,  Curative  Acto.   County,  89  Tex.  529;  Wrought  Iron 

'  Godoin   o.  Crump  (act  authoriz-   Bridge  Co.  v.  Arkansas  City,  59  Kan. 

log  the  city  of  Richmond  to  subscribe  259  (form  of  motion  authorizing  issu- 

stock  in  a  comptany  incorporated  to  ance  of  securities);    State  v.  City  of 

improve  the  naykation  of  the  James  Tomahawk,  96  Wis.  73 ;  Commissioners 

River,  and  to  build  a  road  to  the  falls  v.  Snuggs,  121  N.  Car.  394;    Neale  v. 

of  the  Kanawha  River)  8  Leigh  (Va.),   Ck>unty   Court  of  Wood  County,   43 

120.     This  is  the  earliest  case  of  the  W.   Va.  90;  State  v.  Whitesides,  30 

class.    Bridgeport  v.  Raiboad  Co.,  15   S.  Car.  579,  584;    State  v,  Neely,  30 

Conn.  475;  Society,  &c.  v.  New  Lon-   S.  Car.  587,  604;    Floyd  v.  Perrin,  30 

don,  29  Conn.   174 ;  Douglas  v.  Chat-   S.  Car.  1 ;  Darlington  v.  Atlantic  Trust 

h&m,  41  Conn.  211;    Nichol  v,  Nash-  Ck>.,  68  Fed.  849;  Columbus  v,  Denni- 

ville,  9  Humph.  (Tenn.)  252;    Powers   son,  69  Fed.  58;  Leavenworth  County 

V.  Superior  Court,  23  Ga.  65;   Talbot  v.  Miller,  7  Kan.  479.    The  opinion  of 

V.  Dent,  9  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  526 ;   Slack   Vdlentinef  J.,  covers  the  whole  ground 

v.  Railroad  Co.,  13  B.  Mon.  (Kv.)  1 ;   of  controversy.     Kingman^  C.  J.,  con- 

Maddox  V.  Graham,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  56;   curred,    and    Brewer ^    J.,    dissented. 

Conunonwealth  v.  Mc Williams,  11  Pa.   Clarke  v.    Rochester,   24   Barb.   446; 

St.   61;    Sharpless  v.  Mayor,  ^cc,  21   Bank  of  Rome  v.  Rome,  18  N.  Y.  38; 

Pa.  St.  147;   76.  188;   Commonwealth  Starin  v.  Genoa,  23  N.  Y.  439 :  People  i;. 

V.   Perkins,  43  Pa.  St.  400,  410;    47   Mitchell,  35  N.  Y.  551 ;  Pohce  Jury  v. 

Pa.  St.  189 ;  Cotton  v.  County  Comers,   Succession  of  McDonough,  8  La.  An. 

6  Fla.  610;  ancinnati  W.  &  Z.  R.  Co.   341;    Aurora  v.  West,  9  Ind.  74;    22 

V.  Clinton  Ck>imty,  1  Ohio  St.  77;  Cass   Ind.  88;  Mt.  Vernon  v.  Hovey,  52  Ind. 

V.    Dillon,  2  Ohio  St.  607 ;    State  v.   563 ;  Robinson  v,  Bidwell,  92  Cal.  379 ; 

Canton  County,  6  Ohio  St.  280 ;  7  Ohio   Stein  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Mobile,  24  Ala. 

St.  327;    8  Ohio  St.  394;    12  Ohio  St.   591;   Gibbons  v.  Railroad  Co.,  36  Ala. 

596,  624;   14  Ohio  St.  569;  Strickland   410;  Prettyman  v.  Supervisors,  19  111. 

V.  Railroad  Co.  (Miss.),  MSS.;  City  ».   406;    s.  p.  24  111.  75,  208;    Butler  v. 

Alexander,  23  Mo.  483;  39  Mo.  485;    Dunham,  27  lU.   474;    Robertson  v. 

jRavenswood,  dsc.  Ry.  (yo.  v.  Ravens-   Rockford,  21   111.  451;    Chicago,  ^ 
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may  be   thought  of   its   constitutional   soundness,  there  is  little 
hesitation  in   affirming  that  this  invention   to  aid   the  enterprises 


Railroad  Co.  v.  Smith  (donation  to 
Railroad  Co.),  62  lU.  268;  Sibley  v. 
Mobile,  3  Woods  C.  C.  535 ;  and  see 
also  as  to  authority  to  precinct  to  levy 
tax  to  maintain  a  bridge,  Shaw  v. 
Dennis,  10  HI.  405;  San  Antonio  v. 
Jones,  28  Tex.  19 ;  Copes  v.  Charleston, 
10  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  491 ;  Augusta  Bank 
V.  Augusta.  49  Me.  507 ;  Clark  v.  City 
of  Janesville,  &c..  10  Wis.  136:  lb. 
195  (compare  Whiting  v,  Sheboygan 
Railroad  Co.,  25  Wis.  167,  infra). 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisoonairif  in 
an  opinion  delivered  in  Phillips  v.  Al- 
bany, 28  Wis.  340,  say  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  authonze  municipal  sub- 
scriptions to  the  stock  of  railroads  is 
settled  by  former  decisions  in  this 
State,  as  well  as  in  other  States,  though 
the  majority  of  this  court  would  be  dis- 
posed to  deny  the  power,  if  it  were  a 
new  question,  s.  p.  Rogan  v.  Watertown, 
30  Wis.  259 ;  Lawson  v.  Railway  Co.,  30 
Wis.  597 ;  United  States  v.  New  Orleans, 
2  Woods  C.C.  230.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  have  decided  that 
the  power  may  be  conferred  by  the  l^is- 
lature.  Infra,  §  318;  Thomson  v.  Lee 
County,  3  Walh  327;  Knox  County  v. 
Aspinwall,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  539,  547; 
Zabriskie  v.  Railroad  Co.,  23  How. 
381 ;  Amey  v.  Mayor,  24  How.  364, 365, 
376;  Gelpcke  v,  Dubuque,  1  Wall  175; 
Mercer  (3ounty  v.  Hackett,  lb.  81,  83; 
Meyer  v.  Muscatine,  lb.  384 ;  Baldwin 
V.  Otoe  County,  HI  U.  S.  1 ;  Caldwell 
V.  Justices,  4  Jones  (N.  Car.),  Eq.  323 ; 
Taylor  v.  Newbeme,  2  Jones,  141 ;  s.  p. 
Hill  V.  Forsythe  Co.,  67  N.  Car.  367; 
Thombuigh  v.  Tyler,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
446. 

In  Iowa,  the  constitutionality  of 
railroad  subscriptions  by  municipalities 
was  first  (1853)  affirmed  in  Dubuque 
County  r.  Railroad  Co.,  4  G.  Greene 
(Iowa),  1 ;  afterwards  denied.  State  v. 
Wapello  County,  13  Iowa,  388;  denial 
adhered  to  down  to  1869,  Hanson  v. 
Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28;  but  note  the 
virtual,  yet  not  acknowledged  over- 
throw of  the  line  of  decisions  denying 
the  power,  in  Stewart  v.  Polk  Coimty, 
30  Iowa,  1 ;  "Renwick  v.  Davenport,  &c. 
Railway  Co.,  47  Iowa,  511;  Snell  v. 
Leonard,  55  Iowa,  553;  Rogers  v. 
Keokuk,  154  U.  S.  546.  The  lenslative 
and  judicial  history  of  the  subject  is 
fully  stated  in  King  v.  Wilson,  1  Dillon 
C.  C.  555. 


By  the  Constitution  of  Tenne$9ee, 
the  legislature  has  power  to  autboriie 
counties  and  incorporated  towns  to 
impose  taxes  for  "county  and  cor- 
poration purj^ses."  In  Nichol  r. 
Mayor,  &c.  of  Nashville,  9  Humph.  252. 
it  was  held,  notwithstanding  tnis  pro- 
vision, that  the  legislature  possessed 
the  power  to  authorize  municipal  cor- 
porations to  subscribe  for  the  stock  of 
railway  companies  whose  roads  nin  to 
or  near  such  corporations,  and  that 
this  toaa  a  legitimate  eorporaU  merpom. 
So  in  Florida,  held  to  oe  a  '' county 
purpo^se,''  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution;  but  queere.  There  b 
nothing  in  the  Constitution  of  AUAama 
prohibiting  the  le^slature  from  au- 
thorizing a  municipal  corporation  to 
levy  a  tax  on  the  real  estate  within  the 
corporation  to  aid  in  the  constniction 
of  a  railroad,  even  though  the  road  ex- 
tends beyond  the  limits  of  the  corporsr 
tion,  or  even  of  the  State.  So  hod  in 
Stein  V.  Mobile,  24  Ala.  591. 

An  act  authorizing  a  municipal  cor- 
poration to  borrow  money  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  a  railroad,  upon  the 
written  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  resi- 
dent taxpayers,  or  upon  the  approTal 
of  two-thirds  of  the  taxpaying  electon. 
is  constitutional  and  vahd ;  and  it  is  not 
open  to  the  objection  that  it  submits  a 
legislative  question  to  the  town.  Slaiin 
V.  Genoa,  23  N.  Y.  439 ;  Gould  v.  Ster- 
ling, lb,  439,  456;  Bank  of  Rome  t. 
Rome,  18  N.  Y.  38;  People  v.  Mead. 
24  N.  Y.  114,  124;  Horton  v.  Thomp- 
son, 71  N.  Y.  513;  aff'd  in  Town  of 
Scipio  V.  Wright,  101  U.  S.  665.  These 
cases  distinguished  on  this  point  from 
Barto  V.  Hnnrod,  8  N.  Y.  483;  oate, 
§  69.  Since  the  common  law  does  not 
favor  the  principle  that  a  majority  of 
taxpayers  of  a  municipal  corporatioii 
may  encumber  the  propierty  of  a  minoi^ 
ity  against  their  will,  in  aid  of  a  railroad 
or  otner  corporation,  the  requirements 
of  statutes  authorizing  such  aid  must 
be  strictly  observed.  People  v,  Hul- 
burt,  46  N.  Y.  110;  Cowdrey  r.  Town 
ofCanadea,16Fed.Rep.532.  In  Smith 
V.  Fond  du  Lac,  8  Fed.  Rep.  289. 
Harlan,  J.,  decid^  that  a  statute  au- 
thorizing a  cit^  to  subscribe  for  rail- 
road stock  and  issue  its  bonds  therefor, 
after  a  vote  passed  by  a  majority  of  the 
voters,  without  limiting  the  amount 
was  not  in  conflict  with  a  conatitutional 
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of   private    corporations    has  proved    itself    baneful    in  the  last 
degree.* 

§  314  (154).  Manicipal  Indebtedness;  Negotiable  Bonds.—  The 
indebtedness  of  municipal  and  public  corporations  in  this  country 
has  already  reached  enormous  proportions,  and  it  is  constantly  in- 
creasing. A  large  part  of  this  indebtedness  is  evidenced  by  negotiable 
bonds,  which  are  held  by  thousands  of  persons,  at  home  and  abroad, 
as  an  investment.  Bonds  have  been  issued  in  large  amounts  in 
payment  of  subscriptions  for  the  stock  of  railway  corporations,  or ' 
as  donations  to  aid  them  in  the  construction  of  their  roads  located 
in  or  near  the  municipality  or  public  corporation  thus  extending  its 
assistance.^ 

§  315  (155).  Same  Subject. — The  power  conferred  upon  mu- 
nicipal and  public  corporations  to  issue  commercial  securities  for  such 
a  purpose' is  of  comparatively  recent  origin,  and  it  has  undeniably 
been  attended  with  very  serious,  and  it  is  perhaps  not  too  strong  a 
statement  to  add,  disastrous  consequences.  One  of  these  is  the 
stimulus  which  the  long  credit  commonly  provided  for  effectually 
supplies  to  over-indebtedness.  The  bonds  usually  fix  a  time, 
twenty  or  thirty  years  distant,  for  payment  of  the  principal.   Those 

pTovision  in  Wisconsin  restricting  the  Bush  (Ky.),  1;  Breckenridge  County, 
power  of  municipalities  to  borrow  Kentucky  v.  McCracken,  22  U.  S.  App. 
money,  contract  debts,  and  loan  their  115  (subscription  by  '^maeisteTial  pre- 
credit.  cinct"  of  a  countv  to  stock  of  a  rail- 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  road  company).  Text  approved.  Jack- 
has  affirmed  the  viJidity  of  compulsory  sonport  V,  Watson,  33  Ark.  704; 
aid  to  railways,  saying  that  it  is  wholly  Ricneson  v.  People,  115  111.  450. 
for  the  legislature  to  determine  whether  An  act  attempting  to  authorize  town- 
the  aid  snaU  be  by  subscribing  to  the  ships  to  issue  bonds  in  aid  of  a  railroad 
stock  and  issuing  bonds  in  payment,  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional  in  Cole- 
or  by  a  donation  of  money  or  bonds  to  man  y.  Broad  River  Tp.,  50  S.  Car. 
secure  their  construction,  the  court  in  321,  citing  Congaree  Construction  Co.  v. 
either  case  regarding  the  use  to  be  a  Columbia  Tp.,  49  S.  Car.  535.  Power 
piMie  use  for  which  taxation  may  be  held  to  be  given  town  to  issue  bonds  in 
authorized.  Davidson  v.  Ramsey  aid  of  railroads.  Germania  Savings 
County,  18  Minn.  482.  And  the  validity  Bank  v.  Darlington,  50  S.  Car.  337. 
of  such  legislation  has  also  been  *  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  (5th  ed.)  204 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  et  se^..  discusses  the  constitutional 
XebrojAay  CrounsSf  and  Lake,  JJ.,  con-  principles  involved  in  such  legislation 
curriD^y  and  Ma«on,C.  J.,  dissenting, —  with  his  accustomed  clearness  and 
the  opinion  of  Crounse,  J.,  reviews  the  ability. 

principal  cases ;  Hallenbeck  v,  Hahn,  *  As  to  coupon  bonds,  see  Daniel  on 
2  Neb.  377 ;  and  by  the  Supreme  Court  N^.  Instr.  {§  1486  et  sea.;  post,  chapter 
of  Calif omiat  Stockton,  &c.  Railroad  on  Municipal  Bonds,  where  the  subject 
Co.  V.  CSty  of  Stockton,  41  Cal.  147;  is  considered  at  large;  post,  chapter 
and  in  Alabama,  Opelika  v.  Daniel,  59  on  Public  Utilities.  The  mode  of  en- 
Ala.  21 1 ;  Selma  &  Gulf  Railroad,  In  re,  forcement  is  presented  in  chapter  on 
45  Ala.  696;  and  in  Kentucky,  Allison  Mandamus, 
r    I»u..   H.  C.  &  W.  Railway  Co.,  10 
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who  vote  the  debt,  and  the  councils  or  bodies  which  create  it  and 
issue  the  bonds,  do  so  without  much  hesitation,  as  the  burden  is 
expected  to  fall  principally  on  posterity,  A  learned  justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  *  has  very  fitly  described  the 
effect  witnessed  as  a  mania  for  running  in  debt  for  public  im- 
provements. It  has  elsewhere  been  characterized  as  an  "epidemic 
insanity"  inducing  extravagant  corporate  subscriptions  to  public 
works.' 

§  316  (156).  The  Abuse  of  the  Power.  —  In  many  parts  of  the 
country,  and  particularly  in  the  West,  this  mania  became  at  one  time 
general  in  cities,  counties,  townships,  and  school  districts,  and  lai^ 
and  burdensome  debts  have  been  thoughtlessly  created.  The  author 
has  known  new  counties  in  a  Western  State  not  containing  over 
10,000  inhabitants  vote,  for  a  single  railway,  bonds  to  the  amount  of 
$300,000,  drawing  ten  per  cent  interest,  payable  annually;  and  in- 
stances are  not  unfrequent  where  bonds  have  been  issued  greater 
than  the  assessed  value  of  all  the  taxable  property  at  the  time  within 
the  municipal  or  territorial  subdivision.  No  check  against  the  in- 
curring of  over-indebtedness  is  so  effectual  as  the  one  thai  you  muxt 
pay  as  you  go,  or  make  provision  for  such  payment ;  but  this  is  wholly 
disregarded  in  the  legislation  which  authorizes  bonds  payable  at  a 
remote  period.  Another  serious  consequence  of  this  policy  is  that 
even  the  interest  on  these  bonds  often  proves  to  be  a  heavy  burden 
upon  the  community,  and  in  many  instances  the  bonds  have  been 
issued  fraudulently  by  the  public  or  municipal  officers,  and  no  con- 
sideration or  none  of  value  has  been  in  fact  received  therefOT. 
They  may,  indeed,  have  the  stock  of  the  railway  company;  but  in 
most  cases,  under  the  prevailing  mode  of  constructing  railways, 
the  stock  is  valueless.  When  the  sting  of  taxation  is  felt,  and 
when  tlie  taxpayer  knows  that  the  bonds  were  fraudulently  issued, 
and  even  when  he  feels  that  their  issue  was  improvident,  experience 
shows  that  repudiation,  or  attempted  repudiation,  is  the  next  stage, 
involving  a  forfeiture  of  the  public  faith  pledged  for  their  payment 
Occasionally  it  has  been  witnessed  that  the  State  in  all  its  departments 
has  actively  S3rmpathized  with  the  repudiating  municipality,  and 
the  public  faith  has  been  redeemed  only,  if  at  all,  through  the  coer- 
cion of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.    In  a  few  instances, 

'  Mr.  Justice  Davis.  various  constitutional    limitations  on 

'  One  of  the  principal   means  to  the  mode  and  extent  of  the  power  to 

prevent  the  creation  of  extravagant  incur   debt.     This    subject   is  De«l^ 

municipal  indebtedness  consists  in  the  treated  in  the  present  edition  of  ii» 

recent   adoption   in    many    States   of  work.    Ante,  chap.  vi. 
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indeed,  the  States  have  set  the  example  of  repudiating  their 
own  obligations  issued  in  aid  of  railways;*  and  it  was  in  a  case 
of  this  kind  that  the  Supreme  Court  at  Washington  felt  itself 
bound  to  declare  "that  the  faith  of  the  State  [of  Minnesota], 
solemnly  pledged,  has  not  been  kept;  and  were  she  amenable  to 
the  tribunals  of  the  country,  as  private  individuals  are,  no  court  of 
justice  would  withhold  its  judgment  against  her."  Examples  of 
this  kind  are  demoralizing,  and  cannot  safely  become  general  or 
frequent. 

§  317  (157).  Oonstitational  Principles  involved. — It  is  not  pro- 
posed here  to  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  constUiUional  principles 
involved  in  such  legislation.  The  arguments  in  favor  of  ihe  power 
are  fully  presented  in  the  leading  case  of  Sharpless  v.  Mayor,* 
and  against  it  in  Hanson  v,  Vernon,^  in  Whiting  v.  Sheboygan  Rail- 
way Company,^  and  in  People  v.  Township  Board  of  Salem,^  to 

'  Sharpless  v.  Mayor,  21  Pa.  St.  147.  the  amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

See   also  Am.  Law  Rev.,  Oct.   1870;  Per  Ready  J.,  Pennffvlvania  Railroad 

infra,  §  318.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia.  /6.  193.    The  Con- 

"  Hanson  v.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28.  atUution  of  Pennsylvania   (1874)  pro- 

*  Whiting  V  Sheboygan  Railway  Co.,  vides:  ''The  General  Assembly  shall 

25  Wis.  167,  opinion  by  Dixon,  C.  J. ;  not  authorize  any  county,  city,  bor- 

s.  c.  3  Am.  Rep.  30 ;  s.  c.  9  Am.  Law  ough,  township,   or  incorporated  dis- 

Reg.  N.  s.  156  and  note.    See  criticism  trict  to  become  a  stockholder  in  any 

of   this   case  in  Roberts  v.  Northern  company,  association,  or  corporation. 

Pacific    R.   Co.,    158  U.   S.     1,1.    c.  or  to  obtain  or  appropriate  money  for, 

17 ;    Rogan    v.    Watertown,    30    Wis.  or  to  loan  its  credit  to,  any  corporation, 

259.  association,  institution,  or  individual." 

^  People  V.  Township  Board  of  This  is  in  substance  the  amendment  to 
Salem,  9  Am.  Law  Reg.  n.  s.  487  and  the  Constitution  made  in  1857.  Con- 
notes; 8.  c.  20  Mich.  452.  "It  was  strued  in  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  v. 
the  settled  law  of  Michigan  that  it  Philadelphia,  47  Pa.  St.  189,  193; 
was  inconipetent  for  the  legislature,  Wheeler  v,  Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  St. 
under  the  Constitution  thereof,  to  au-  338 ;  Wilkesbarre  Hospital  v,  Luzerne 
thofiae  the  mimicipalities  of  the  State  County,  84  Pa.  St.  55.  Bounty  tax  to 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads."  volunteers  not  within  the  prohibition. 
Risley  v.  Village  of  Howell,  22  U.  S.  Speer  v.  School  Directors,  50  Pa.  St. 
App.  635.     "Bonds  like  these  are  of  150. 

modem  invention,  and  when  coxmties  The  Ohio  ConetUuHon  (art.  viii.  §  6) 
and  towns  were  decoyed  into  the  use  of  provides  that  "The  General  Assembly 
them  for  the  purpose  of  railroad  corpo-  shall  never  authorize  any  county,  city, 
raUons  thev  had  to  obtain  enabhng  town,  or  township,  by  vote  of  its  citi- 
statutes  before  they  could  prostitute  zens  or  otherwise,  to  become  a  stock- 
municipal  seals  to  any  such  purpose,  holder  in  any  joint  stock  company. 
And  as  soon  as  the  people  [of  fienn-  corporation,  or  association  whatever; 
sylvania]  began  to  feel  the  conse-  or  to  raise  money  or  loan  its  credit  to, 
quenoes  of  applying  the  fundamental  orinaidof,  any  such  company,  corpora- 
principle  of  commercial  paper  to  their  tion,  or  association";  and  this  was 
Donds,  they  altered  their  organic  law  so  held  not  to  prohibit  the  legidature 
as  to  render  such  bonds  and  enabling  from  authorizing  a  municipal  corpora- 
statutes  impossibilities  in  the  future,  tion  to  engage  m  building  a  railroad 
Per  Woodward,  C.  J.,  Armstrong  County  mainly  outside  of  the  State  on  its  own 
V.  Brinton,  47  Pa.  St.  367.  The  evil  of  account.  Walker  v.  Cincinnati,  21 
these  subscriptions  was  the  cause  of  Ohio  St.  14;   a.  c.  11  Am.  Law  Reg. 
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which,  and  to  the  other  cases  before  cited,  the  reader  is  referred. 
The  judgments  affirming  the  existence  of  the  power  have  generally 


N.  8.  346,  and  note  of  Jud^  Redfidd; 
8.  c.  8  Am.  Rep.  24.  Considering  the 
evil  which  this  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution was  aimed  at,  it  seems  difficult 
to  avoid  the  conclusion  tliat  this  con- 
struction thwarts  the  intention  and 
purpose  for  which  the  provision  was 
designed  and  adopted.  This  legislation 
in  order  to  avoid  the  odium  and  in- 
justice of  repudiation  was  held  valid 
notwithstanmn^  subsequent  change  of 
decisions  in  Ohio.  Cincinnati  v.  Taft, 
ea  Ohio  St.  141. 

This  case  illustrates  the  dangerous 
nature  of  the  invention  of  brinjring  the 
taxing  power  to  aid  in  the  buUding  of 
railway  lines,  and  particularly  does  it 
subvert  all  previous  notions  of  the 
appropriate  powers,  functions,  and 
duties  of  mumcipalities.  Here  a  single 
city,  in  the  face  of  the  Constitution, 
was  authorized  to  borrow  $10,000,000, 
and  issue  its  bonds  in  payment,  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  construction  of 
a  long  railroad  line  by  itself  and  for 
itself,  lying  chiefly  in  other  States; 
and  yet  the  validity  of  the  act  giving 
the  authority  was  sustained.  In  May, 
1873,  the  same  constitutional  provision 
was  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State,  and  the  Act  of  1872,  mentioned 
below,  was  held  to  be  in  conflict  with  it, 
since  the  legislature  could  not  do  in- 
directly what  it  was  prohibited  from 
doing  directly.  The  court  held:  I. 
Taxation  can  only  be  authorized  for 
public  purposes.  When,  therefore,  a 
statute  authorizes  a  county,  township, 
or  municipality  to  levy  taxes  not  above 
a  given  per  cent  on  the  taxable  property 
of  the  locality  for  the  purpose  of  building 
.x>  much  of  a  railroacl  as  can  be  built  for 
that  amount,  and  the  part  of  a  railroad 
so  to  be  built  can  be  of  no  public  utility 
unless  used  to  accomplish  an  unconstitu- 
tional purpose,  such  tax  is  illegal  and 
cannot  be  enforced.  2.  Where  public 
credit  or  money  is  furnished  by  any  of 
the  subdivisions  of  the  State  named  in 
the  Constitution,  to  be  used  in  part  in 
the  construction  of  a  work  which, 
under  the  statute  authorizing  its  con- 
struction, must  be  completed,  if  com- 
pleted at  all,  by  other  parties  out  of 
their  own  means,  who  are  to  own,  or 
have  the  beneficial  control  and  manage- 
ment of  the  work  when  completed, 
public  money  or  credit  thus  used  can 
only  be  regarded  as  furnished  for  or  in 


aid  of  such  parties.  The  Act  of  April  23 . 
1872,  to  authorize  counties,  townships, 
and  other  municipalities  therein  named 
to  build  railroads,  &c.  [59  O.  L.  84] 
authorizes  the  raising  of  monev  by  taxa- 
tion, which  is  equally  applicable  to  the 
unlawful  purpose  of  aiding  nikoad 
companies  and  others  engaged  in  build* 
ing  and  operating  railroads,  as  it  is  to 
azw  lawful  purpose,  and  gives  to  the 
officers  entrusted  with  the  control  and 
operation  of  the  money  thus  raised  no 
means  or  power  of  discrimination  as  to 
the  lawfulness  of  the  work  or  puipoee 
to  which  it  is  to  be  applied ;  and  this 
b  in  contravention  of  §  6,  art  viii.  of 
the  Constitution,  and  therefore  void. 
Taylor  v.  Ross  County,  23  Ohio  St  22. 
See  also  Wyscaver  v.  Atkiisaon,  37 
Ohio  St.  80;  Counterman  v.  Dublin 
Township.  38  Ohio  St.  515. 

The  Act  of  the  legislature  of  Ohio  of 
April  9, 1880  (77  0.  L.  157),  to  author- 
ize townships  having  a  certain  popula- 
tion to  issue  bonds  for  laismg  t^*" 
means  to  build  a  railway  line,  was  faek. 
in  Pleasant  Townsliip  v.  JBtna  Life  Ida. 
Co.,  138  U.  S.  67,  to  be  in  contraven- 
tion of  art.  viii.  $  6.  of  the  Consti- 
tution. It  was  contended  that  this  Art 
of  1880  was  modelled  on  tlie  sutate 
of  1869,  the  Cincinnati  act  approved 
in  Walker  v.  Cincinnati,  supra;  and 
that,  therefore,  though  not  m  tenn^. 
yet  in  fact  there  had  been  a  prerious 
judicial  affirmation  of  the  liif  best  oour 
of  the  State  in  favor  of  suchlegifliatioii 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unitc^i 
States  denied  the  soundness  of  tu*^ 
proposition,  and  distinguished  the 
cases,  in  one  the  grant  of  power  bein^ 
to  a  municipal  corporcUion  proper 
(the  city)  and  in  the  other  to  a  qufot' 
corporation  (the  township).  But  irn- 
spective  of  this,  the  Supreme  Court  be! . 
that  in  view  of  the  unsettled  conditio-! 
of  the  decisions  in  the  State  court  r 
(as  indicated  above)  this  was  a  profirr 
case  for  the  exercise  of  the  indepoadect 
judgment  of  the  court.  A  demurrer  to 
the  answer  was  ovemiJed,  and  a  tni 
had,  and  the  cause  afterward  csmr 
before  the  United  States  Circuit  Coitft 
of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  wtneii 
held  that  ■  notwithstanding  any  facts 
proved  on  the  trial  the  decisioo  of  the 
Supreme  Court  on  demurrer  settkd 
the  case,  and  acoordinely  rendered 
judgment  in  favor  d  the  townshipt 
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met  with  strong  judicial  dissent  and  with  much  professional  dis- 
approval, and  experience  has  demonstrated  that  the  exercise  of  it 
has  been  productive  of  bad  results.  Taxes,  it  is  everywhere  agreed, 
can  only  be  imposed  for  public  objects,  and  taxation  to  aid  in  build- 
^  ing  the  roads  of  private  railway  companies,  even  if  the  use  is  a  public 
use,  and  as  such  within  the  legislative  competency  to  aid  by  taxation, 
is,  nevertheless,  hardly  ccftisistent  with  our  traditional  respect  for  the 
inviolability  of  private  property  and  individual  rights.  Fraud  often 
accompanies  the  exercise  of  the  power,  and  extravagant  indebtedness 
is  the  result;  and,  sooner  or  later,  the  power  will  be  denied  by  con- 
stitutional provision,  as  it  already  is  in  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Illinois,* 


^tna  Life  Insurance  Co.  v.  Pleasant 
Township,  22  U.  S.  App.  510. 

By  amendment  of  the  CoTW^i^tiHon  o/ 
Xew  York,  which  took  effect  Jannarv  1, 
1875,  "no  county,  town,  or  village 
shall  hereafter  ^ve  any  money  or 
property,  or  loan  its  money  or  credit  to 
or  in  aia  of  any  individual,  association, 
or  corporation."  People  v.  Ft.  Edward, 
70  N.  Y.  28. 

The  Constitution  of  Indiana  provides 
that  I*  no  county  shall  subscribe  for 
stock  in  any  incorporated  company,  un- 
less the  same  be  paid  for  at  the  time  of 
such  subscription"  (art.  x.  §  10). 
What  is  an  "incorporated  company," 
and  how  and  when  stock  may  be  paid 
for,  see  Lafayette,  &c.  Railroad  Co.  v, 
Geiger,  34  Ind.  185,  where  the  subject 
is  very  elaborate^  considered  by  Bus- 
hirk,  J.  John  v.  6n.,  Ac.  Railroad  Co., 
35  Ind.  539;  Aspinwall  v.  Jo  Daviess 
Co.,  22  How.  364. 

The  new  Constitution  of  Missouri 
cuts  up  the  business  by  the  roots  (art. 
iv.  (  47). 

*  The  Constitution  of  Illinois,  which 
went  into  eflfect  July  2,  1870,  provided 
that  no  municipality  should  '^ever  be- 
come subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of 
any  railroad  or  private  corporation,  or 
make  donation  to,  or  loan  its  credit 
in  aid  of,  such  corporation;  provided, 
however,  that  the  adoption  of  this  ar- 
ticle shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting 
the  right  of  such  municipality  to  make 
such  subscriptions  where  the  same 
have  been  authorized  under  existing 
laws,  by  a  vote  of  the  people  of  such 
municipalities  prior  to  such  adoption." 
It  has  been  held  that  the  effect  of  this 
section  was  to  withdraw  a  ix>wer,  pre- 
viously conferred  by  the  legislature,  to 
issue  Donds  in  payment  of  subscrip- 
tions and  donations  duly  voted  to  rail- 


roads^ when  the  power  had  not  been 
exercised  before  it  went  into  effect ;  but 
that  subscriptions  and  donations  legally 
voted  before  that  time  could  be  com- 
pleted after  it.  Concord  v.  Robinson, 
121  U.  S.  165.  As  to  the  power  of  the 
le^slature  of  Illinois  under  the  Con- 
stitution of  1848  to  validate  the  action 
of  a  town  in  voting  a  subscription  to 
railway  stock  without  authority,  see 
BoUes  V.  Brimfield,  120  U.  S.  759.  The 
proviso  includes  donations  as  well  as 
subscriptions.  Fairfield  v.  County  of 
Gallatin,  100  U.  S.  47  (overruUng  Con- 
cord V.  Portsmouth  Savings  Bank,  92 
U.  S.  625) ;  Enfield  v.  Jordan,  1 19  U.  S. 
680.  This  section  did  not  take  away 
the  power,  which  the  legislature  had 
under  the  previous  Constitution,  of 
passing  a  curative  act  declaring  an  elec- 
tion in  favor  of  authorizing  a  subscrip- 
tion to  a  railroad  valid  and  giving 
power  to  issue  bonds  therefor,  when  the 
election  was  held  under  a  mere  power 
to  borrow  money  and  issue  bonds,  the 
statute  being  insufficient  to  warrant  a 
subscription  to  a  railroad.  Jonesboro 
aty  v.  Cairo  &  St.  Louis  R.  R.  Co.,  110 
U.  S.  192.  The  section  held  not  to  in- 
validate township  bonds,  which  were 
issued  in  pursuance  of  a  vote  held  on 
the  same  aay  the  new  Constitution  was 
adopted  (July  2,  1870).  Louisville  v. 
Savings  Bank,  104  U.  S.  469. 

The  Constitution  of  Mississippi  of 
1869.  art.  xii.  §  14,  provides  that  "The 
legislature  shall  not  authorize  any 
county,  city,  or  town  to  become  a  stock- 
holder in,  or  lend  its  credit  to,  any  com- 
pany, association,  or  corporation,  un- 
less two-thirds  of  the  qualified  voters 
of  such  county,  city,  or  town^  at  a 
special  election,  or  regular  election,  to 
be  held  therein,  shall  assent  thereto." 
Under  this  provision  it  is  held  that  the 
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New  York,  Missouri,  and  some  of  the  other  States,  or  by  l^[isb- 
tive  enactment.  Or  if  the  power  is  not  wholly  prohibited,  it  wiD 
be  checked  and  safeguarded  by  constitutional  limitations  against 
the  abuse  which  has  heretofore  almost  uniformly  attended  its 
exercise. 

§  318  (158).  Same  Sabject  ;  DeeiaionB  of  the  Sapreme  Oomt  ol 
the  United  States.  —  Since  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  following  repeated  intimations  of  its 
judges  in  previous  cases,  have  directly  sustained  the  validity  of  legis- 
laiive  acts  authorizing  municipal  aid  to  railways}  In  view  of  the 
prior  adjudications  of  that  tribunal  in  the  municipal  bond  cases, 
hereafter  referred  to  in  the  chapter  on  that  subject,  and  of  the  almost 
uniform  holding  of  the  State  courts,  no  other  result  could  have  been 
anticipated.  This  ends  judicial  discussion  if  it  does  not  terminate 
doubts.  The  Supreme  Court,  in  reaching  this  result,  places  its  judg- 
ment upon  the  ground  that  highways,  turnpikes,  canals,  and  rail- 
ways, although  owned  by  individuals  under  public  grants  or  by 
private  corporations,  are  publici  juris;  that  they  have  always  been 
regarded  as  governmental  affairs,  and  their  establishment  and  main- 
tenance recognized  as  among  the  most  important  duties  of  the  State, 
in  order  to  facilitate  transportation  and  easy  communication  among 
its  different  parts; '  and  hence  the  State  may  put  forth,  in  favw  of 
such  improvements,  both  its  power  of  eminent  domain  (as  it  con- 
stantly does)  and  its  power  to  tax,'  unless  there  be  some  special  re- 
legislature  of  that  State  has  no  author-  actually  voting,  not  two-thirds  of  aH 
ity  to  pass  an  act  validating  an  issue  of  those  (qualified  to  vote.  CarroO  Gbanty 
bonds,  illegally  issued  before  the  pro-  v.  Smith,  111  U.  S.  556;  Index,  EUe- 
vision  went  into  effect,  under  a  law  Hems,  Majority^  Municipal  Bands. 
which,  though  constitutional  when  en-  ^  Olcott  v.  Supervisors,  16Wa]L67S: 
acted,  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  Railroad  Ck>.  v.  Otoe  County,  16  Wafi. 
provision.  Katzenberger  v.  Aberdeen,  667;  s.  c.  reprinted,  2  Neb.  496;  St 
121  U.  S.  172.  Hdd,  also,  under  the  Joseph  Township  v.  Ro^en,  16  WiD. 
same  provision,  that  an  act  ratifying  644,664;  Rocers  v.  Burhngton,  3  Wall 
aU  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stocK  <jt  654 ;  Mitchell  v,  Burlin^n,  4  WiH 
a  corporation  ''made  by  any  county,  270;  post,  chapter  on  Humcipal  Bonds; 
city,  or  town  in  this  State,  which  were  Index,  Railroads. 
not  made  in  violation  of  the  Gonstitu-  '  The  construction  of  a  railroad  fm 
tion/'  did  not  with  sufficient  certainty  South  Carolina)  is  in  aid  of  the  logiu- 
ratify  a  subscription  made  in  pursuance  mate  purposes  of  a  municipal  eoipo- 
of  a  vote,  when  neither  the  election  ration.  Town  of  Darlington  v.  Atlantie 
nor  the  subscription  had  been  author-  Trust  Co.,  25  U.  S.  App.  354,  362;  6S 
ized  by  the  legislature ;  and  that  bonds  Fed.  Rep.  849.  See  also  State  v.  White- 
issued  under  authority  of  the  pretended  sides,  30  S.  Gar.  579,  584;  State  r. 
act  of  ratification  were  void  for  want  of  Neely,  30  S.  Gar.  587 ;  ¥ioyd  v.  Perrin, 
power  to  issue  them.  Hayes  v.  Holly  30  S.  Gar.  1,  17. 
Springs,  114  U.  S.  120.  See  Index,  '  Quoted  with  u^pioval:  Robott 
Cfurative  Acts,  This  provision  requires  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.  Co.,  158  U.  S.  1. 
the  assent  of  only  two-thirds  of  those    17,  in  which  the  court  referred  to  the 
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striction  in  the  Constitution  of  the  particular  State.  These  powers 
may,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  be  lawfully  exerted,  because  the 
use  is  in  its  nature  a  public  use,  and  these  works  are  subject  to  pub- 
lic control  and  regulation  (except  so  far  as  this  right  has  been  law- 
fully parted  with  by  valid  legislative  contract),  notwithstanding  they 
may  be  exclusively  owned  by  private  persons  or  corporations.  It 
must  be  admitted  that  compulsory  taxation  in  favor  of  railways  and 
like  public  improvements  owned  by  individuals  or  companies  is  an 
exercise  of  power  going  quite  to  the  verge  of  legislative  authority. 
Although  it  is  a  doctrine  that  must  now  be  considered  as  judicially 
settled,  still  it  is  one  which  has  encountered  a  vigorous  opposition, 
both  on  the  ground  of  expediency  and  of  power;  and  the  exercise  of 
authority  has,  as  before  noticed,  been  so  disastrous  as  already,  in 
some  of  the  States,  to  have  led  to  constitutional  provisions  for  the 
protection  of  the  citizen. 

§  319  (159).  Principle  does  not  extend  to  Oompnlsory  Taxation 
for  Private  Snterprises.  —  It  is  obvious,  from  the  foregoing  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  validity  of  such  legislation  is 
made  to  rest,^  that  it  furnishes  no  support  for  the  validity  of  taxation 
in  favor  of  enterprises  and  objects  which  are  essentially  private.  We 
consider  the  principle  equally  sound  and  salutary,  that  the  mere 
incidental  benefits  to  the  public  or  the  State,  or  to  any  of  its  munici- 
palities or  divisions,  which  result  from  the  pursuit  by  individuals  of 
corporations  of  ordinary  branches  of  business  or  industry,  do  not 
constitute  a  public  use  in  the  legal  sense,  which  justifies  the  exercise 
either  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  or  of  taxation.  It  would 
have  been  to  the  public  interest  and  welfare,  in  our  judgment,  if  this 
doctrine  had  extended  to  railway  companies;  but  the  doctrine  that 
private  enterprises  or  objects  cannot  be  aided  by  taxation  is  so  funda- 
mental that  it  cannot  be  denied  or  disregarded  without  unsettling 
the  foundations  of  individual  rights,  without  recognizing  legislative 
omnipotence  over  private  property,  or  the  irresponsible  despotism 

case  of  Whiting  v.  Sheboygan  &  Fond  most  unbroken  line  of  judicial  decision 

du  Lac  Railroad,  25  Wis.  167,  as  hold-  in  the  courts  of  most  of  the  States." 

ing,  "by  a  divided  court,  that  the  erec-  In  the  Roberts  case,  however,  the  court 

tion  and  maintenance  of  a  railroad,  as  held  that  the  transaction  between  the 

a  public  highway,  by  a  company  en-  county  and  the  railroad  company  was 

dowed  with  the  right  of  eminent  do-  not  a  donation,  but  an  actual  sale,  by 

main,  was  not  such  a  public  use  or  pur-  the  county  to  the  railroad  company, 

pose  as  will  support  taxation  for  raising  for  a  valuable  consideration,  of  land 

money  to  be  donated  to  such  a  coipo-  which  the  county  had  lawful  right  to 

ration,"  and  said :  "  In  so  holding,  that  convey, 
court    reached   a  conclusion   different        *  Supra,  §§  317,  318. 
from  that  established  in  a  long  and  al- 
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of  a  local  majority,  and  unwisely  opening  the  way  for  frauds  and 
abuses  which,  in  view  of  the  past,  cannot  be  contemplated  without 
deep  anxiety.* 


^  The  doctrine  of  the  text  finds  in- 
teresting iUustrations  and  authoritative 
support  in  several  adjudged  cases  de- 
tennined  by  courts  of  great  respecta- 
bility. One  is  Lowell  v.  Boston,  de- 
cided by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of 
Massachusetts  in  1873.  Ill  Mass.  454, 
463.  After  the  great  fire  in  Boston,  in 
1872,  the  legislature  enacted  that  the 
city  might  issue  its  bonds  to  the  amount 
of  $20,000,000^  the  proceeds  of  which 
three  commissioners,  appointed  by  the 
mayor,  were  authorizea  to  loan  in  a  safe 
and  judicious  manner  "in  such  sums 
as  they  shall  determine  to  the  owners  of 
land,  the  buildings  upon  which  were 
burned  by  Uie  fire  in  said  Boston  on  the 
ninth  and  tenth  days  of  November. 
1872,  upon  the  notes  or  bonds  of  said 
owners  secured  by  first  mortgages  of 
said  land;  said  mortgajzes  to  be  con- 
ditioned that  the  rebuilding  shall  be 
commenced  within  one  year  from  the 
first  da^  of  January,  1873,  and  said 
commissioners  to  have  full  power  to 
apply  the  proceeds,  of  said  oonds  in 
noakinff  said  loans  in  such  manner,  and 
to  make  such  further  provisions,  con- 
ditions, and  limitations  in  reference  to 
said  IcMms,  and  securing  the  same,  as 
shall  be  best  calculated,  in  thmr  judg- 
ment, to  ensure  the  employment  of  the 
same  in  rebuilding  upon  said  land 
burned  over,  and  the  payment  thereof 
to  the  said  city." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  object  of  this 
act,  as  shown  by  its  provisions,  was  "to 
ensure  the  speedy  rebuilding  on  land 
the  buildings  upon  which  were  burned" 
by  the  great  fire ;  and  the  question  was 
as  to  the  right  of  the  State  to  impose 
any  taxes  for  this  object,  and  this  de- 
pended upon  the  further  question, 
whether  this  object  was,  in  a  legal  sense, 
a  public  object. 

The  court  distinctly  held,  to  use  the 
language  of  the  rescnpt  sent  down  in 
the  case,  that  taxes  can  only  be  laid 
"for  some  public  service  or  some  object 
which  concerns  the  public  welfare"; 
that  "the  preservation  of  the  interests 
of  individuals,  either  in  respect  of  prop- 
erty or  business,  although  it  may  re- 
sult incidentally  in  the  advancement 
of  the  public  welfare,  is,  in  its  essential 
character,  a  private  and  not  a  public 
object.  .  .  .  That  the  incidental  ad- 


vantages to  the  public  or  to  the  State 
which  result  from  the  promotion  of 
private  interests,  or  the  prosperity  of 
private  enterprises  or  business,  doet 
not  justify  their  aid  by  taxation.  .  .  . 
That,  as  a  judicial  question,  the  case  k 
not  changed  by  the  magnitude  of  the 
calamity  which  has  created  the  emer- 
genty."  And  finally  the  court  my: 
"The  expenditure  authorised  by  this 
statute  being  for  private  and  not  for 
public  objects,  in  a  legal  sense,  it  ex- 
ceeds the  constitutional  power  of  the 
l^islature,  and  the  city  cannot  legally 
issue  the  bonds  for  the  purposes  nuned 
in  the  act."  Ill  Mass.  463.  This  case 
is  followed  and  approved  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Kansas  in  State  r 
Osawkee  Township,  14  Kan.  418,  and 
the  "rdief  bonds"  which  the  townafaq> 
was  authorized  to  issue  were  hdd  not 
to  be  for  a  public  purpose,  and  therefore 
void.  B.  c.  19  Am.  Rep.  99 ;  McConneD 
o.  Hamm,  16  Kan.  228;  Central 
Branch  U.  P.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Smith. 
23  Kan.  745. 

Another  case  is  Allen  v.  InhabitHiti 
of  Jay,  60  Me.  124.  The  legislature  of 
Maine  authorised  the  town  of  Jay  to 
lend  $10,000  to  enable  the  borrowers  to 
build  a  saw-mill  and  grist-mill,  and  to 
exempt  the  mills  from  taxation  for  ten 
years.  On  the  ^und  that  the  puipose 
was  not  a  pubhc  one,  the  act  was  ad- 
judged unconatitutionial.  See  opiniozis 
of  the  judges,  58  Me.  Appendix,  590 
et  seq.,  given  to  the  House  ai  ReprBsen- 
tatives.  The  doctrine  was  adhered  to 
in  Brewer  Brick  Co.  v.  Brewer,  62  Me. 
62;  8.  c.  16  Am.  Rep.  395,  and  ably 
vindicated  by  Apjaieton,  C.  J.;  Bisseil 
V.  Kankakee,  64  IlL  249;  Mather  r 
Ottawa,  114  IlL  659,  noted  supra,  i  291. 
note. 

Another  case  is  Commercial  Na- 
tional Bank  v,  lola,  decided  by  the 
U.  S.  arcuit  Court  for  the  distnct  of 
Kansas,  Jime,  1873,  reported  in  2  Dil- 
lon C.  C.  R.  353,  aff'd  20  Wall  655.  For 
the  same  reasons  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature which  authorised  the  dty  of 
lola  to  appropriate  $50,000  to  aid 
private  persons  in  the  erection  and  equtp- 
ment  of  buildings,  at  or  near  the  chy. 
to  be  used  for  manufacturing  purpate*. 
was  held  imconstitutional,  ana  the 
bonds  void  which  had  been  issued  to 
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§  320  (160).  The  Field  reviewed;  the  LeBBona  it  teacheB.  — 
Hundreds  of  municipal  and  public  corporations  in  the  country  have 
rendered  themselves  bankrupt  by  the  mania  to  aid  railways,  and 
hundreds  of  others  are  groaning  under  oppressive  burdens  thereby 
occasioned.  In  looking  over  the  field,  it  b  now  plain  that  most  of  the 
evils  originating  from  this  source,  and  from  which  the  municipalities 
are  suffering,  have  sprung  not  so  much  from  the  mere  power  to  aid 
railways,  as  from  the  manner  in  which  the  power  has  usually  been 
conferred.  If  municipalities  had  been  forbidden  to  issue  their  bonds, 
and  permitted  to  give  such  aid  .only  to  the  extent  of  taxes,  to  be 
levied  within  a  short  limited  period  of  time,  this  pay-as-^ovrgo  policy 
would  have  been  an  effectual  restraint  upon  extravagance  in  this 
direction.  But  the  statutory  power  to  give  the  aid  was  usually  accom- 
panied with  express  authority  to  issue  bonds,  payable  twenty  or  thirty 
years  distant,  in  general  without  limit  as  to  amount;  and  thus  those 
who  created  the  debt  were  almost  indifferent  as  to  the  amount  of  it, 
since  the  main  burden  was  expected  to  fall  on  posterity.  This  led  to 
the  wildest  extravagance.  Bonds  thus  issued  where  the  power  has 
been  plainly  conferred  are  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  as  possessing  all  the  attributes  of  commercial  paper,  and 
unimpeachable  in  the  hands  of  innocent  holders  for  value,  notwith- 
standing the  frauds  of  the  municipal  officers,  or  non-compliance 
with  the  conditions  upon  which  the  bonds  were  authorized  to  be 
issued.    Under  the  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  (the  soundness 

raise  the  money  thiis  appropriated,  thorizing  the  council  of  the  municipal- 
The  case  was  distinguished  from  those  it:^  to  secure  such  water  power  as 
relating  to  railway  aid  bonds,  and  also  might  be  deemed  needful  for  the  use  of 
construes  the  provision  of  the  Consti-  the  fire  department,  held  to  be  uncon- 
tution  of  the  State  that  "the  legisla-  stitutional,  as  authorizing  a  debt  and 
ture  shall  pass  no  special  act  conferring  tax  for  a  private  purpose.  Coates  v. 
corporate  poxoera.*'    Ante,  §  175.  Campbell,  37  Minn.  498. 

And  more  recently  the  Court  of  Ap-  Further,  as  to  extent  and  nature  of 
peals  of  New  York  have  decided  in  tne  the  taxing  power,  and  distinction  be- 
same  way,  holding  an  act  to  authorize  tween  public  and  private  use,  see 
municipal  bonds  to  pay  for  stock  in  a  post,  §  1350;  Bloodg^xl  v,  Mohawk  & 
private  corporation  to  construct  a  water  H.  Riv.  R.  Co.,  18  Wend.  9,  65;  Jen- 
privilege  and  to  manufacture  lumber ,  to  kins  v.  Andover,  103  Mass.  94,  holding 
be  void.  Weismer  v.  Village  of  Doug;-  invalid  a  statute  authorizing  taxation 
las,  64  N.  Y.  91.  Text  approved  m  in  favor  of  a  private  incorporated 
Feldman  v,  Charleston,  23  S.  Car.  57,  academy.  Same  principle:  Curtis  o. 
where  bonds  issued  bv  a  city,  under  Whipple,  24  Wis.  350 ;  People  v.  Salem,, 
l^i^tive  authority,  for  the  purpose  20  Mich.  452 ;  Freeland  v,  Hastings,  10 
ox  lending  them  to  individuals  to  assist  Allen,  570 ;  TVson  v.  Halifax  school 
them  in  rebuilding  the  edifices  de-  Directors,  51  ra.  St.  9;  Thompson  v, 
stroyed  by  a  great  fire,  were  held  void.  Pittston,  59  Me.  545 ;  Savings  Assoc. 
A  statute  authorizing  a  municipality  v.  Topeka,  3  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  276, 
to  issue  bonds,  to  be  paid  by  taxation,  376 ;  note,  15  Am.  A  Eng.  Corp.  Cas. 
to  end  in  the  improvement  of  a  water  356. 
power ^  and^  connected  therewith,  au- 
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of  which  we  do  not  question)  the  usual  restraints  and  checks  upon 
the  power  have  proved  ineffectual,  since,  if  they  were  disregarded 
or  evaded  and  the  bonds  issued  and  negotiated,  they  became 
valid  and  enforceable  obligations.  The  result  of  legislative  author- 
ity thus  conferred  is  seen  in  the  vast  municipal  debt  of  the  country^ 
largely  created  in  aid  of  railways,  and  in  our  municipalities  blighted 
and  burdened  with  debt.* 

§  321  (161).  Express  Power  Essential.  —  The  courts  concur, 
however,  with  great  unanimity,  in  holding  that  there  is  no  implied 
authority  in  municipal  corporations  to  incur  debts  or  borrow  money 
in  order  to  become  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  railway  companies^  and 
that  such  power  must  be  conferred  by  express  grant.*  To  become 
stockholders  in  private  corporations  is  manifestly  foreign  to  the 
purposes  intended  to  be  subserved  by  the  creation  of  munid' 
palities;  the  practice  of  bestowing  such  an  abnormal  power  is  of 
modern  origin,  and  hence  the  rule  that  the  authority  must  be 
specially  conferred,  and  cannot  be  deduced  by  inference  or  implica- 
tion from  the  ordinary  municipal  grants.^ 

'  This  retrospect  teaches  the  prao-  of  a  city  for  the  purpose  of  oontributiDC 

tical  lesson  that  the  power  to  create  to  works  of  internal  improvement  "beu 

debt  evidenced  by   negotiable  bonds  to  authorize  the  city  to  guarantee  pcQ^ 

for  public  and  municipal  purposes  will  merU  of  the  bonds  of  a  railroad  company, 

be  abused  unless  it  oe  strictly  safe-  Savannah    v.   Kelly,    108    U.  S.  184. 

guarded  as  to  amount,  and  precautions  See  post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds, 

and  conditions  prescribed  to  prevent  Power  granted  by  Congress  to  the  ter- 

fraud  in  the  issue  of  such  securities,  ritorisd  legislature  to  authorize  a  county 

See    chap,    vi.,    Constitutional    Debt  to  incur  debts  or  obli^tions  *'neoes- 

Limitations,    ante;    post,    chapter   on  sary  to  the  administration  of  the  mter- 

Municipal  Bonds.  nal    afifairs"  of  the  county,  does  not 

'  The  power  to  become  a  stockholder  justify  an  act  authorizing  and  requir- 

in  a  railroad  company  must  be  ex-  mg  the  county  to  issue  its  bonds  in  akl 

pressly  conferred  upon  a  municipal  or  of  the  construction  of  a  railroad.   Levis 

public    corporation.    Kelley  v.  Milan,  v,  Pima  CJounty,  155  U.  S.  54. 
127  U.  S.  139 ;  Norton  v,  Dyersburg,  127        •  Aurora  v.  West.  22  Ind.    88,  96: 

U.  S.  160;    Wells  v.  Supervisors,  102  Starin  v.  Genoa,  23  N.  Y.  439;  tSouM 

U.  a  625;   Concord  v.  Robinson,  121  v.  Sterling,  Ih,  439,  456;    Atchison  t. 

U.  S.  165 ;  Kelly  v.  Town  of  Milan,  21  Butcher,  3  Kan.  104 ;  Buroes  «.  Atchi- 

Fed.    Rep.    842;    Wetumpka   v.   We-  son,  2  Kan.  454;    Bank  v.  Rome,  18 

tumpkaWharfCo.,63Ala.611;  Welch  N.  Y.  38;    Bridgeport  v.  Housatonuc 

v.  Post,  99  ni.  471;    Katzenberger  v.  Railway    Co.,  15   Conn.    475;   Marsh 

Aberdeen,  16  Fed.  Rep.  745;  Bamum  v,  Fulton  Co.,  10  Wall.  676;   Cook  t. 

V.  Okolona,   148    U.  S.  393.     In  re-  Manufacturing  Co.,   1  Sneed   (Tenn.), 

affirming  this  doctrine  it  was  decided,  698;    Gaddis  v.  Richland  Co.,  92  HL 

in  Provident  Life  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Mercer  119 ;  Pitzman  v.  Freeburg,  92  DL  111 ; 

County,    170    U.   S.   593,  that    when  McCoy  v,  Briant,  53  CaL  247;   Lewis 

the  good   faith   of  aU  the  parties  is  v.   Shreveport,  3   Woods  C.  C.  205; 

unquestionable,  the    courts  will    lean  Nichol  v.  Nashville,  9  Humph.  (Tenn.) 

to   that   construction   of   the   statute  252 ;  City  and  County  of  St.  Louis  r. 

which  will  uphold  the  transaction  as  Alexander,  23  Mo.  483 ;  Jones  f.  Mayor, 

consummated.    Authority  "to  obtain  &c.  of  Columbus,  25  Ga.  610 ;  Ocbnckc 

money  on  loan  on  the  faith  and  credit  v.  Pittsburg,  U.  S,  C.  C. ;   7  Am.  Law 
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Accordingly,  where  a  city  was,  by  charter,  specifically  authorized 
to  construct  wharves,  docks,  piers,  water  works,  works  for  lighting 
the  city,  &c.,  and  was  also  authorized  upon  certain  conditions  to 
create  a  debt,  this  was  considered  to  mean  a  debt  for  some  of  these 
specified  purposes,  and  not  to  empower  the  corporate  authorities  to 
issue  bonds  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad.^    So  there  b  no 


Reg.  725;  Duanesburg  v.  Jenkins,  40 
Ban).  574;  French  v,  Teschemaker, 
24  Cal.  518;  People  v.  Mitchell,  35 
N.  Y.  551 ;  St.  Joseph  Township  v. 
Rogers,  16  Wall.  644 ;  English  v.  Chicot 
County,  26  Ark.  454;  Thomson  v, 
Lee  Countv,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  327; 
Commercial  Bank  v.  lola,  2  Dillon 
C.  C.  R.  353 ;  s.  c.  20  Wall.  (U.  S.)  655. 
"It  is  well  settled  that  a  municipal 
corporation,  in  order  to  exercise  the 
power  of  becoming  a  stockholder  in  a 
railroad  corporation,  must  have  such 
power  expresdy  conferred  upon  it  by  a 
grant  from  the  legislature;  and  that 
even  the  povoer  to  subscribe  for  such  stock 
does  not  carry  with  it  tke  power  to  issue 
negotiable  bonds  in  payment  for  the  sub- 
scription, unless  the  power  to  issue  such 
bonds  is  expressly  or  by  reasonable 
implication  conferred  by  statute." 
Blatchford,  J.,  in  Kelley  v.  Milan,  127 
U.  S.  139,  citing  Pulaski  v.  Gilmore, 
21  Fed.  Rep.  870;  Milan  v.  Tennessee 
Central  R.  R.,  11  Lea.  330;  Marsh  v. 
Fulton  County,  10  Wall.  676;  Wells  r. 
Supervisors,  102  U.  S.  625 ;  Ottawa  r. 
Carey,  108  U.  S.  110;  Daviess  County 
V.  Dickinson,  117  U.  S.  657. 

It  is  also  held  in  this  case  (Kelley  v. 
Milan,  supra)  that  where  the  power  to 
subscribe  for  railroad  stock  and  to  issue 
bonds  therefor  is  wanting,  an  a^;reement 
made  by  the  mavor  of  the  mumcipality, 
by    which   a   cfecree    recognizing   the 
validity  of  the  bonds  is  entered,  is 
ineffectual   for   that    purpose.      More 
fuUy  on  this  point  see  post,  chapter  on 
Municipal  Bonds.    "No  lawyer  doubts 
that  a  Dorough  can  only  subscribe  to  a 
railroad  when  expressly  authorized  by 
law."    Blacky  C.  J.,  in  Sharpless'  Case, 
cited    Pennsylvania    Railway    Co.    v. 
Philadeli>hia,  47  Pa.  St.  189,  193.    A 
railroad  is  such  a  "road''  as  is  em- 
braced in  the  terms  of  a  charter  by 
which  the  common  council  of  a  city 
were  authorized  "  to  take  stock  in  any 
chartered  company  for  making  roads  to 
Raid  city."    Evansville,  I.  &  C.  S.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Evansville,  15  Ind.  395 ;  Aurora 
r.  West,  9   Ind.  74:   post,  chapter  on 
Municipal  Bonds.   The  legislature  may, 


before  (Aspinwall  v.  Daviess  County, 
22  How.  364),  if  not,  indeed,  after  the 
subscription  is  made,  but  before  it  is 
paid  for,  annul  the  proceeding  and 
authorize  the  municipal  corporation  to 
withdraw  the  subscription  and  release 
its  right  to  the  stock.  People  v.  Coon, 
25  Cal.  635.  Extent  of  legislative 
power.  Ante,  chap.  iv.  Text  approved. 
Jacksonport  v.  Watson,  33  Ark.  704. 

Authority  to  subscribe  for  stock  in  a 
railroad  company  held  not  to  carry  with 
it  the  implied  power  to  issue  bonds 
therefor.  Wells  v.  Supervisors,  102 
U.  S.  625 ;  Claiborne  County  v.  Brooks, 
111  U.  S.  400;  Norton  v.  Dyersburg, 
127  U.  S.  160;  Kelley  v.  Milan,  127 
U.  S.  139  (but  holding  that  the  power 
to  issue  bonds  ma)^  be  conferrecf  by  a 
reasonable  implication  from  the  power 

rnted),  ante,  §§284,288,291;  post, 
872  et  seq.  But  see  Brenham  v. 
German  Am.  Bank,  144  U.  S.  173;  on 
rehearing  lb.  549.  Nor  does  a  grant 
of  power  to  appropriate  money  to 
aid  a  railroad,  with  a  provision  direct- 
ing a  levy  of  taxes  to  meet  the  ap- 
propriation, include  power  to  issue 
bonds.  Concord  v.  Robinson,  121 
U.  S.  165;  Wells  v.  Supervisors,  102 
U.  S.  625. 

»  Lafayette  v.  Cox,  5  Ind.  38.  As 
to  rights  of  bondholders,  however, 
see  post^  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds, 
and  decisions  in  the  national  and  State 
courts,  there  cited.  Power  in  general 
to  the  city  council  of  Charleston,  by  the 
charter  of  1783,  to  pass,  inier  alia, 
"every  other  by-law  as  shall  appear  to 
the  city  council  reauisite  and  necessary 
for  the  security,  welfare^  and  convenience 
of  said  city,"  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
Errors  to  authorise  the  city  to  subscribe 
to  the  stock  of  railroad  companies 
within  or  without  the  State.  Copes  v. 
Charleston,  10  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  Law,  491. 
See  Charleston  v.  Baptist  Church,  4 
Strob.  Law  (S.  Car.),  306,  308,  for 
preamble  to  the  charter  of  Charleston. 
There  can  be  little  doubt  that  this  is 
pressing  the  constructive  powers  of 
the  corporation  to  an  unwarrantable 
extent. 
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power  in  a  municipal  corporation  (even  supposing  it  to  be  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  cooler  such  power),  as  incidental  to  the  usual 
grants  of  municipal  authority,  to  take  stock  in  a  manufacttaring  eomr 
pany  located  in  or  near  the  corporation/  or  to  aid  or  engage  in  other 
enterprises,  essentially  private.* 

§  322  (162).  Effect  of  Special  Power  on  Ezisting  Charter  Limfte- 
tions  of  the  Taxing  Power  —  Whether  special  authority  to  a  munici- 
pality to  borrow  money  to  pay  for  stock  subscribed  to  a  railway 
company  will  impliedly  repeal^  pro  ianio,  existing  charter  limitations 
upon  the  rate  of  taxation,  is  a  question  depending  upon  construction, 
and  in  relation  to  which  the  courts  have  differed.  But  the  strong 
inclination  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  seems  to  be  m 
favor  of  that  construction  which  restricts  such  limitations  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation  in  the  ordinary  course  of  municipal 
action.' 


CtmstriLdion  of  special  acts  or  duxrtera 
hdd  to' give  power  to  take  stock  and  issue 
bonds.  Meyer  o.  Muscatiiie,  1  Wall.. 
384 ;  Curtis  v.  Butler  County,  24  How. 
435;  Gelpcke  v,  Dubuque,  1  Wall.  175, 
220;  City  and  County  of  St.  Louis  v, 
Alexander,  23  Mo.  483;  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Otoe  County,  1  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  338; 
Rogers  o.  Burlington,  3  Wall.  654 
(compare  Chamberlain  v.  Burlington, 
19  Iowa,  395);  Rogers  o.  Burlington, 
supra,  overruled,  144  U.  8.  173 ;  Foe- 
dick  V.  Perrysburg,  1^  Ohio  St.  472 ; 
Goshom  V,  County,  1  West  Va.  308; 
Taylor  v.  Newbeme,  2  Jones  (N.  Car.) 
Eq.  141 ;  Caldwell  v.  Justices,  4  lb.  323 ; 
People  V.  Spencer,  55  N.  Y.  1 ;  Decker 
V.  Hughes,  68  111.  33 ;  People  v  Pueblo 
Co.,  2  Colo.  360 ;  English  v.  Chicot  Co., 
26  Ark.  454 ;  distinguishing  Seybert  v. 
Pittsburgh,  1  Wall.  272;  Veeder  v, 
Lima,  19  Wis.  280.  The  opinion  of 
Dixon,  C.  J.,  contains  an  interesting 
discussion  of  the  questions  presented  by 
that  case. 

Construction  of  acts  hdd  not  to  grant 
power  to  subscribe  for  stock  and  issue 
bandB,  KeUey  o.  Milan,  127  U.  S.  139; 
Norton  v.  Dversbuig,  lb.  160. 

'  Cook  V.  Manufacturing  Co.,  1  Sneed 
(Tenn.),  698;  Com.  Nat.  Bank.  v.  lola, 
2  DiUon  C.  C.  R,  353. 

'  Clark  V.  Des  Moines,  19  Iowa,  199 ; 
Hanson  v.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28 ;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  212.  A  city  corporation 
cannot  subscribe  for  stock  in  a  steam- 
ship  line  without  express  legislative  au- 


thority. Pennsylvania  Railroad  Go.  v. 
Philadelphia,  47  Pa.  St.  193 ;  and  since 
the  new  Constitution  of  Pennsylvania 
(art.  xi.  §  7,  Amendment  to  Constila- 
tion,  1857,  supra,  §  317,  note),  the  1^ 
islature  cannot  give  that  power.  Where 
a  charter  recited  its  purpoee  to  dde- 
gate  to  the  city  authorities  power  to 
make  such  ordinances  as  the  "ood- 
tingencies,  or  the  local  circumstaDoeB" 
of  the  corporation  might  require,  and 
gave  "full  power  and  auUiori^  to 
make  such  assessments  on  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  city,  or  those  who  bold 
taxable  property  therein,  for  the  safetf , 
benefit,  ana  advantage  of  the  ca^,  as 
shall  appear  to  them  expedient,  the 
court  were  of  opinion  that  the  dty 
might  assess  a  tax  upon  the  real  estate 
within  the  corporation  for  the  puipoae 
of  constructing  a  canal  "  for  manufae' 
turing  purposes,  and  for  the  better  se- 
curinjg  an  abimdant  supply  of  waier  far 
the  cUy,**  and  if  it  could  not,  yet  that 
it  was  competent  for  the  l^g»atiue,  as 
it  did  bv  a  subsequent  act,  to  adopt 
and  confirm  the  action  of  the  city  m 
passing  such  an  ordinance.  Fredmdc 
i;.  Augusta,  5  Ga.  561.  Aside  from 
the  curative  act,  the  oomctnesi  of  the 
view  taken  by  the  court  is  by  no  meaiiB 
clear;  anU,  \\  129,  318,  319. 

'  But!  V.  Muscatine,  8  WaU.  575. 
Contra,  Claric  v.  Davei^rt,  14  lowm, 
494;  Learned  o.  Burhngton,  2  Am. 
Law  Reg.  n.  b.  394  and  note;  Leaven- 
worth V.  Norton,  1  Kan.  432 ;  Buraes  p. 
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§  323  (163).  Power  to  iasae  Bonds  absolately  SBBential;  Oondi- 
tioiiB  Precedent  to  its  Exercise  most  be  complied  with.  —  If  siaitdory 
power  to  issue  bonds  in  aid  of  railway  and  other  like  public  enter- 
prises has  not  been  conferred,  they  are  void  into  whosesoever  hands 
they  may  come.^  The  power,  when  it  has  been  conferred,  to  aid  or 
engage  in  extra-municipal  enterprises,  being  extraordinary  in  its 
nature  and  burdensome  to  the  citizen,  miut  (except  as  modified  by 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  favor  of  the  bona  fide  holders  of  the  securi- 
ties) be  strictly  pursued,  according  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
grant  conferring  it.'  Thus,  under  an  act  authorizing  town  officers  to 
borrow  money  upon  the  credit  of  the  town,  and  to  pay  it  over  to  a 
railroad  corporation,  to  be  expended  by  it  "in  grading  and  construct- 
ing a  railroad,"  taking  in  exchange  its  stock  at  par,  it  is  not  within  the 
power  of  municipal  officers  to  make  a  direct  exchange  of  the  bonds 
of  the  town,  even  for  an  equal  nominal  amount  of  stock,  as  this 
leaves  it  in  the  power  of  the  railroad  corporation  to  sell  such  bonds 
at  a  discount.^     So  in  a  case  where  a  county  had  by  the  legislative 


Atchison,  2  Kan.  454.  And  see  Com- 
monwealth V.  Pittsburgh,  34  Pa.  St. 
496;  Amey  v.  Allegheny  City,  24  How. 
(U.  S.)  364;  Fosdick  v.  PenVsburg,  14 
Ohio  St.  472 ;  Cumberland  v.  Magnider, 
34  Md.  381.  See  Assessors  v.  Com- 
missioners, 3  Brews.  (Pa. )  333 ;  State  v. 
Guttenbuig,39N.  J.  L.  660.  InQuincy 
v.  Jackson,  113  U.  S.  332,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  held  that  a 
power  to  levy  taxes,  to  pay  debts,  and 
for  general  expenses,  not  exceeding  fifty 
cents  on  each  hundred  dollars,  rdat^ 
only  to  debts  and  expenses  for  the  ordi- 
nary purposes  of  the  city,  and  not  to 
sucn  as  were  incurred  under  a  special 
authority,  —  as,  a  debt  incurred  by 
subscribing  to  the  stock  of  a  railroad 
under  authority  of  a  statute  which  was 
construed  to  confer  authority  to  make 
a  levy,  for  the  payment  of  tne  debt,  in 
excess  of  the  limitation  above  recited. 
This  case  distinguished  from  United 
States  V.  Macon  Countv,  99  U.  S.  582; 
for  a  statement  of  which  see  post,  chap- 
ter on  Municipal  Bonds. 

^  Marsh  v.  Fulton  County,  supra; 
Allen  V.  Louisiana,  103  U.  S.  80;  Com. 
Bank  v.  Tola,  2  Dillon,  353,  aff'd  in 
Supreme  Court,  20  Wall  655;  Sav. 
Assoc.  V.  Topeka,  3  Dillon,  276,  376; 
Weismer  v.  Village  of  Douglas,  64  N.  Y. 
91 ;  Clay  v.  County,  4  Bush  (Ky.),  154 ; 
Rathbone  v.  Kiowa  County,  73  Fed. 
395.  Sc»e  further,  chapter  on  Munici- 
pal Bonds,  posit  where  the  vital  ques- 


tion of  power  in  its  legal  sense,  and  the 
rights  of  horui  fide  holders  of  such  in- 
struments are  considered  at  length. 
Dunnovan  v.  Green,  57  lU.  63 ;  Lynde 
V.  Winnebago  County,  16  Wall.  6; 
James  v.  Milwaukee,  16  Wall.  159; 
post,  §  958;  Police  Jury  v.  Britton,  15 
Wall.  566;  Gould  v.  Paris.  68  Tex. 
511. 

'  Young  V.  Clarendon  Township,  132 
U.  S.  340. 

•  Starin  t;.  Genoa,  23  N.  Y.  439 ; 
Gould  V.  Sterling,  /&.  439.  456.  In  the 
case  last  cited,  Selden,  J.,  p.  460,  re- 
marks :  "  In  the  present  case  the  only 
authority  given  (to  the  town)  by  the 
act  is  to  borrow  upon  the  bonds  of  the 
town.  No  express  power  to  sell  the 
bonds  is  given,  and  no  such  power  can, 
I  think,  he  implied.  To  borrow  mone^, 
and  give  a  bond  or  obligation  for  it, 
and  to  sell  a  bond  or  obligation  for 
money,  are  by  no  means  identical 
transactions.  In  the  one  case  the 
money  and  the  bond  would,  of  course, 
be  equal  in  amount ;  in  the  other  they 
mightormiffhtnotbeeaual."  Whether 
sucn  a  defence  woula  be  available 
against  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  bonds 
was  not  determined.  See  post,  §  911. 
As  to  these  cases,  see  chapter  on  Mu- 
nicipal Bonds,  post.  See  Woods  v.  Law- 
rence Ck)unty,  1  Black,  386;  Moran  v. 
Miami  County,  2  Black,  722.  That 
such  a  defence  is  not  available  against 
a  holder  for  value,  see  post,  f  i  897  et  seq. 
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act  no  authority  to  issue  its  bonds  to  the  raiht)ad  company  unless 
upon  the  sanction  of  a  previous  vote  after  thirty  days*  notice  of  the 
election  to  be  held  for  that  purpose,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois 
held,  in  a  direct  proceeding  against  the  county  to  enjoin  ii  from  issur 
ing  its  bonds,  that  although  there  was  an  election  at  which  a  majority 
voted  in  favor  of  the  subscription,  yet  the  failure  to  give  the  thirty 
days'  notice  was  a  fatal  defect,  and  the  issue  of  the  bonds  was 
restrained.^ 


§  324  (164).  Estoppel  in  Favor  of  bona  fide  Holder  of  VegotuUt 
Bonds.  —  It  may  be  observed  in  conclusion  that  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  municipal  railway  aid  bond  cases  and 
other  bond  cases  referred  to  in  a  subsequent  chapter,^  have  held  the 
doctrine,  in  favor  of  the  innocent  holders  for  value  of  such  securities, 
that  the  municipality  may,  where  statutory  power  to  issue  bonds 
exists,  be  estopped  by  recitals  in  the  bonds,  by  the  subsequent  levy 
of  taxes  to  pay  interest  thereon,  and  by  retaining  the  stock  which 
was  received  in  exchange  for  the  bonds  or  purchased  with  then- 
proceeds,  to  set  up  in  defence  a  non-compliance  with  preliminanr 


'  Harding  v.  Rockford,  &c.  Railroad 
Co.,  65  m.  90. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  TAomton,  J.,  remarks:  "Such 
municipalities  were  not  created  with 
the  view  to  engage  in  commerce,  or  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  railways, 
but  for  governmental  purposes  only. 
When  they  exercise  the  functions  given 
by  the  statutes  under  consideration, 
the  powers  granted  must  not  only  be 
clearly  conferred,  but  strictly  pursued. 
If  the  mode  prescribed  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  right  to  issue  bonos  is 
not  complied  with  in  all  material  mat^ 
ters,  then  the  bonds  should  not  be 
issued,  and  thus  the  taxpayer  will  be 
exempt  from  the  imposition  of  ille^ 
taxes,  and  a  grievous  burden  upon  his 
property.  These  principles  have  been 
so  elaborately  disciissed  and  f ullv  set^ 
tied  by  this  court,  that  we  neea  only 
refer  to  some  of  the  cases.  People  v. 
TazweU  County,  22  lU.  147;  Fulton 
County  V.  Mississippi  &  Wabash  Rail- 
road Co.,  21  111.  338;  Middleport  v. 
iEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  82  111.  562 ;  People 
V,  Logan  Co.,  63  111.  374, 384 ;  Williams 
V.  Roberts,  88  111.  11,  13 ;  People  v.  Old- 
town,  88  IlL  202 ;  Clarke  v.  Hancock 
Co.  Board,  &c.,  27  lU.  305,  307;  Force 
v.  Batavia,  61  111.  99 ;  Hardmg  o.  R.  R. 
I.  &  St.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  m.  90 ;  Lippin- 


cott  V,  Pana,  92  lU.  24;  Gaddis  v. 
Richland  Co.,  92  111.  119;  SuperrisoR 
of  Schuyler  Co.  v.  People,  25  IlL  181; 
Supervisors  of  Hancock  County  «. 
Clark,  27  111.  305;  BlarehaU  Countyr. 
Cook,  38  m.  44;  WiW  v.  Town  of 
Brimfield,  59  IlL  306;  People  v,  Cass 
Co.,  77  III.  438." 

If  aid  has  been  conditionally  voted, 
the  condition  must  be  complied  with 
before  the  company  can  demand  the 
aid.  Portland  A  O.  C.  Co  v.  Hartford, 
58  Me.  23 ;  Cowdrey  v.  Town  (rf  Cana- 
dea,  16  Fed.  Rep.  532;  Rich  *.  Town 
of  Mentz,  19  Fed.  Rep.  725.  Where  an 
act  is  done  which  can  be  done  legally 
after  the  performance  of  some  prior  act. 
proof  of  the  later  carries  with  it  a  pre- 
sumption of  the  due  peiformanee  of 
the  prior  act.  Knox  County  «.  Ninth 
National  Bank,  147  U.  S.  91,  hoMing 
that  an  election  being  held  under  an 
order  of  the  county  court,  there  being 
no  statutory  requirement  as  to  length 
of  time  that  notice  should  be  gi^^n. 
the  votes  cast  canvassed  by  the  proper 
officers,  and  an  order  for  a  subecriptioo 
to  the  stock  of  a  railroad  cooipany 
made  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  order  for  the  election,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  proper  notices  of  elec- 
tion were  given. 

*  Post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds. 
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conditions.^  This  is  a  doctrine,  however,  which  b  asserted  for  the 
protection  of  such  holders,  and  has  ordinarily  no  place  in  contro- 
versies which  arise  before  the  issue  of  the  bonds,  between  the  tax- 
payers or  municipality  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  company  on 
the  other.  In  such  cases  the  sound  doctrine  is  that  substantial 
compliance  with  all  material  conditions  is  essential.' 


>  Post,  §  904,  chapter  on  Municipal 
Bonds. 

»  Jackson  Co.  v.  Brush,  77  lU.  59. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut, 
under  peculiar  circumstances,  held  the 
town  voting  aid  to  a  railroad  company 
estopped  to  show,  as  against  the  rauroaa 
company  (equitable  nghts  of  material- 
men and  contractors  having  inter- 
vened), that  the  vote  at  the  town  meet- 
ing had  not  been  taken  by  ballot  as 
required  by  the  act  of  the  legislature, 
but  by  a  division  of  the  house,  without 
ballot.  New  Haven,  &c.  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Chatham,  42  Conn.  465.  This  case 
pronounced  exceptional,  Bloomfield  v. 
Charter  Oak  Bank,  121  U.  S.  121,  citing 
the  foregoing.  See  also  Douglas  v. 
Chatham,  4 1  Conn.  211.  In  submitting 
the  question  to  vote  whether  a  town- 
ship will  take  stock  in  a  railroad  com- 
pany, the  township  has  the  right  to  im- 
pose such  conditions  in  regard  thereto 
as  it  deems  proper;  and  such  condi- 
tions when  imposed  are  binding,  and 
the  company  will  have  no  right  to  the 
subscription,  or  to  compel  the  issue  of 
the  bonds,  until  the  conditions  are 
fuller  performed  on  its  part,  if  the  au- 
thorities have  a  discretion.  People  v. 
Holden,  91  lU.  446.  If  the  county 
authorities  have  a  discretion  to  sub- 
scribe on  a  vote  without  conditions, 
the  annexing  of  conditions  will  not  de- 

8 rive  them  of  its  exercise.     People  v. 
ounty  Board  of  Cass  County,  77  lU. 
438. 

Except  in  controversies  with  bona 
fide  bondholders  for  vcdtte,  the  State 
courts  have  generally  and  properly  held 
that  the  power  of  a  municipality  to 
issue  railroad  aid  bonds  is  dependent 
upon  a  strict  or  substantial  compliance 
with  the  statute  authorizing  the  issue 
of  such  bonds;  and  that  when  the 
power  is  conditional  on  a  prior  vote  of 
the  electors  the  statutory  notice  must 
be  given.  People  v.  Jackson  Coun^. 
92  ni.  444;  Harding  v,  R.  R.  I.  &  St. 
L.  R.  R.  Co.,  65  jEll.  90;  People  v, 
Waynesville,  88  lU.  469,  in  which  it  is 
held  that  one  submis&don  exhausts  the 


power,  and  a  subseouent  one  is  vJUra 
vires:  quaere,  A  suoscription  cannot 
be  made  to  a  division  of  a  road. 
McWhorter  v.  People,  65  111.  290. 
Power  to  issue  upon  compliance  with  con- 
ditions cannot  be  delegated.  Jackson 
County  t;.  Brush,  77  III.  59 ;  People  v. 
Waynesville,  supra;  People  v.  Harper 
(vote  need  not  fix  time  for  bonds  to 
nm),  67  III.  62.  Cannot  make  a  con- 
tract with  railroad  company  for  sub' 
scriptUm  before  election.  People  v,  Cass 
County,  77  111.  438.  SubmiUing  two 
propositions  at  same  election,  Marshall 
V,  Silliman,  61  111.  218.  See  also  Gar- 
rigus  V.  Park  County,  39  Ind.  66; 
State  V.  Roggen,  22  Neb.  118.  Con- 
ditions, effect  of  non-observance.  Alley 
V.  Adam  County,  76  HI.  101 .  Voting  on 
unauthorized  proposition.  Cairo  St.  L. 
R.,  Ac.  Co.  V,  Sparta,  77  lU.  505.  Elec- 
tion must  be  held  according  to  the  law 
governing  it.  People  v.  Supervisor  of 
Santa  Anna,  67  111.  57.  See  also  the 
following  cases :  Wright  v.  Bishop,  88 
III  302;  Edwards  v.  People,  88  111. 
340;  Williams  v.  Roberts,  88  III. 
11,  13;  People  v.  Clayton,  88  111.  45; 
People  V,  Oldtown,  88  III.  202 ;  Yarish 
V.  Cedar  Rap.  I.  F.  &  N.  R.  Co., 
72  Iowa,  556.  What  is  a  majority 
vote.  McDowell  v.  Mass.  &  S.  Const. 
Co.,  96  N.  Car.  514;  State  v.  Bechell, 
22  Neb.  158;  ante,  §69,  note  and 
cases;  Index,  Election,  Majority,  Mu- 
nicipal Bonds. 

The  reader  is  referred  to  chapter  on 
Municipal  Bonds,  post,  where  the  sub- 
ject oi  such  bonds  is  considered  at 
large,  with  special  reference  to  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  which,  generally  speak- 
ing, are,  as  is  well  known,  more  favor- 
able on  certain  points  to  the  bona  fide 
holders  of  such  bonds  than  those  of  the 
State  courts.  A  vote  for  an  issue  of 
bonds  in  excess  of  the  amount  sdlowed 
by  the  statute  validates  bonds  issued 
thereunder  up  to  the  lawful  limit. 
Rathbone  v,  Kiowa  County,  73  Fed. 
Rep.  395.  A  city  authorized  to  issue 
bonds  in  aid  of  a  resident  corporation 
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only  is  not  estopped  from  showing 
that  a  raihxMul  corporation  to  which 
it  has  issued  bonds  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion b:^  the  fact  that  the  bonds  recite 
on  their  face  that  they  were  issued  to 
a  company  incorporated  under  the  gen- 
eral laws  of  the  State.  Johnston  City 
V,  Charleston,  &c.  R.  Co.,  100  Tenn. 
138,  but,  as  respects  bona  fide  holders, 
qware  under  the  dedaioiiB  of  the  Su- 


preme Court  of  the  United  States.  An 
mcorporated  town  in  Arkanaa»  has  no 
power  to  contract  for  the  oonstructioii 
of  a  levee,  or  to  bind  hadf  to  pay 
therefor,  and  therefore  is  not  to  lie 
held  to  have  ratified  such  a  contract  by 
accepting  the  benefit  of  work  done 
under  it.  Newport  v.  BatesviDe  ft  B. 
Railwav  Co.,  58  Ark.  270;  Indei, 
Levee,  Levee  IHstrieL 
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§  330  (165).  How  dlBBolved  in  Xnglaad.  —  In  England  a  muni- 
ciped  corporation  may  be  dissolved,  — 

1.  By  an  act  of  parliament,  this  power  being  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  omnipotence  of  that  body  in  all  matters  of  political 
institution.^  The  king  may,  by  his  prerogative,  create,  bid  cannot 
dissolve  or  destroy,  a  corporation;  may  grant  privileges,  but  when 
vested,  cannot  take  them  away.' 

It  has  there  often  been  declared  that  a  municipal  corporation  may 
also  be  dissolved,  — 

2.  By  the  loss  of  an  integral  part,  or  the  loss  of  all  or  of  the  majority 
of  the  members  of  any  integral  part,  without  which  it  cannot  transact 
its  business,  unless  the  parts  that  remain  have  the  right  to  act  or  to 
restore  the  corporate  succession.' 

>  Go.  Litt.  176,  note;  2  Kyd,  447;  it  has  not  undertaken  to  dissolve  any 
Rex  V,  Amery,  2  Tenn  R.  515 ;  Glover,  private  corporation  since  ^the  time  of 
408 ;  Ansell  A  Ames,  chap.  xxii.  {  767 ;  Henry  VIII..  so  that  the  power  to  do 
2  Kent  Com.  305 ;  Tippecanoe  County  so  rests  wholly  in  theory.  &  1783  a  bill 
Com'rs  o.  Cox,  6  Ind.  403 ;  State  v,  was  proposed  to  remodel  the  East  India 
Vinoennes  Ubiversity,  5  Ind.  77 ;  ante.  Company.  Lord  Thtaiow  oppoeed  it  as 
{  50^  as  to  distinction  between  Royal  subversive  of  the  law  and  Constitution, 
and  Parliamentary  Corporations.  and,  in  strong,  nervous  language,  de- 

*  Ante,  ii  50,  53;  Rex  v.  Amery,  clared  it  to  be  "an  atrocious  violation 
supra;  Regents  of  University  v.  Wu-  of  private  property,  which  cut  every 
liams^  9  Gill  A  Johns.  (Md.)  365,  409.  Englishman  to  the  bone." 
Inthucase  fiiicAanan,  J,  in  substance,  *Willc.  on  Corp.  325,  chap.  vii. 
observes:  The  crown  mav  create,  but  This  chapter  contains  an  interesting 
cannot,  at  pleasure,  dissolve  a  corpora-  (Uscussion  of  the  question  of  dissolu- 
tion, or^  without  its  consent,  alter  or  tion,  and  it  would  seem  that  the  author, 
aFWM^M  Its  charter.  Parliament  ma^r  do  notwithstanding  the  occasional  judg- 
this ;  but,  restrained  by  public  opinion,  ments  and  the  many  and  broad  dicta 
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3.  By  a  surrender  of  the  franchise  of  being  a  corporation  to  the 
croTvn,  whose  acceptance  is  necessary;  and  to  be  effectual  the  sur- 
render must  be  enrolled  in  chancery.  The  power  to  surrender  has 
been  much  questioned ;  the  argument  in  favor  of  it  being,  that  since 
by  royal  grant  and  acceptance  a  corporation  may  be  created,  so  bj 
surrender  and  acceptance  it  may  be  annulled.  It  b  admitted, 
however,  that  a  corporation  created  or  confirmed  by  parliament  or 
statute  cannot  dissolve  itself  by  a  surrender  of  its  charter  or 
franchise.* 

4.  By  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  through  negligence  or  abuse  of  its 
franchise,  judicially  ascertained  by  proceedings  in  quo  warranto  or 
scire  facias.  This  mode  of  dissolution  proceeds  upon  the  doctrine, 
well  settled  as  to  private  corporations,  both  in  England  and  in  this 
country,  and  perhaps  settled  in  that  country,  also,  as  respects  the 
old  municipal  corporations  when  created  by  royal  charter,  tliat  there 
is  a  tacit  or  implied  condition  annexed  to  the  grant  of  every  act  or 
charter  of  incorporation  that  the  grantees  shall  not  neglect  to  use 
and  shall  not  misapply  the  powers  granted,  and  that  if  they  do,  the 
condition  is  broken  upon  which  the  corporation  was  created,  and  the 
corporation  thereupon  ceases  to  exist.  And  in  the  cases  in  the  time 
of  Charles  II.  it  was  held  that  the  corporation  might  forfeit  its  trao- 
chise  by  reason  of  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  its  officers.^ 

in  the  books,  doubts  whether  there  can  of  an  integral  part,  but  of  magistimtesL 

be  an  actual  and  total  dissdiUion  of  a  Grant  Ck>rp.  305,  note;    Rex  r.  Pa»- 

municipal  corporation,  either  by  the  more,  3  Term  R.  241.    The  foregoing 

loss  of  an  integral  part,  or  by  surrender,  cases  are  succinctly  stated  bv  Mr.  Kyd« 

or  by  forfeiture.    But  see  2  Kyd,  chap.  2  Corp.  chap.  v.    See  also  MayOT,  ic. 

V. ;     Glover,    chap.    xx. ;     Angell    A  of  CJolchester  v.  Brooke,  7  Queen's  R 

Ames,  §  769;   and  particularly  Rex  v.  383,  and  Mr.  Justice  Camp6ea'«  learned 

Morris  and  Rex  v.  Stewart,  3  Elast,  213 ;  opinion  in  Bacon  v.  Robertson,  18  How. 

4    East,    17.      Integral    parts    defined.  (U.S.)  480;  tn/ra,  {  334,  note ;  People 

AnU,  i  53.      In    Rex  v.    Pasmore,  3  i;.  Wren,  5  111.  269,  275,  citing  and  re- 

Term  R.  241,  where  the  subject  was  lying  on  Colchester  v.  Seaber,  mtnta; 

much    considered,    Lord    Kenyan   ob-  Smith's  Case,  4  Mod.   53;    Smith  r. 

served:  "When  an  integral  part  of  a  Smith,  3  Desaus.  (S.  Car.)  557;  Wdch 

corporation  is  gone^  without  w^hose  ex-  r.  Ste.  Genevieve,  1  Dillon  C.  C.  130: 

istence  the  functions  of  the  corporation  chapters    on    Corporate   Officen  and 

cannot  be  exercised,  and  the  corporar  Corporate  Meetings,  post, 

tion  has  no  manner  of  supplying  the  ^  Rex  v,  Osboume,   4   East.  336; 

integral  part,  the  corporation  is  dis-  Rex  ©.  Miller,  6  Tenn  R.  277;   WiUc. 

solved  as  to  certain  purposes.    But  the  332,  pi.  861 ;  Howard's  Case,  Hutt  87: 

king  may  renovate  either  with  the  old  Grant  on  Corp.  306,  308 ;   Thicknesae 

or  new  corporators.''  v,  Lancaster  Canal  Co.,  4  M.  A  W. 

The  leading  authorities  respecting  472. 

the  effect  of  the  loss  of  an  integral  part  *  Black.  Com.  485 ;    2  ^rd,  447 ; 

are,  1  Rol.  Abr.  514 ;   Regina  v.  Bewd-  Willc.  chap.  vii.  325  et  seq. ;  Taylors  of 

ley,  1  P.  Wms.  207 ;    Banbury's  Case,  Ipswich,  1  Rol.  5 ;    Rex  v.  Grosvenor, 

10  Mod.  346;   Rex  v.  Tregony,  8  Mod.  7  Mod.  199;   Smith's  Case,  4  Hod.  53, 

111,  129;  Colchester  v.  Seaber, 3  Burr.  55,  58;  s.  c.  12  Mod.  17;   Skin.  311 : 

1866 ;  8.  c.  1  Wm.  Bl.  591,  which,  how-  1  Show.  278 ;  Rex  v.  Saundere,  3  East, 

ever,  is  said  not  to  be  a  case  of  the  loss  119 ;    Mayor,  Ac.  of  Lyme  v.  Henley. 
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§  331  (166).  How  diBsolved  in  the  United  States.  —  These 
various  modes  of  dissoltUwriy  except  the  first,  are  believed  by  the 
author  to  be  inapplicable  to  municipal  corporations  in  this  country 
as  they  are  generally  created  and  constituted.  Here  it  is  the  people 
of  the  locality  who  are  erected  into  a  corporation,  not  for  private, 
but  for  public  or  quasi  public  purposes.  The  corporation  is  mainly 
and  primarily  if  not  wholly  an  instrument  of  government.  The  oflS- 
cers  do  not  constitute  the  corporation,  or  an  integral  part  of  it.  The 
existence  of  the  corporation  does  not  depend  upon  the  existence  of 
oflRcers.*  The  qualified  voters  or  electors  have,  indeed,  the  right  to 
select  oflScers,  but  such  officers  are  the  mere  agents  or  servants  of  the 
corporation,  and- hence  the  doctrine  of  a  dissolution  by  the  loss  of  an 
integral  part  has,  in  such  cases,  no  place.  If  all  the  people  of  the  de- 
fined locality  should  wholly  remove  from  or  desert  it,  the  corpora- 


2  CI.  &  F.  331 ;  Rex  v.  Kent,  13  East, 
220;  Priestly  v.  Foulds,  2  Scott  N.  R. 
205,  225 :  Attorney-General  v.  Shrews- 
bury, 6  Beav.  220.  See  reference  ar- 
guendo  to  subject  of  forfeiture  of  mu- 
nicipal charter,  in  Whalen  v.  McCJomb, 
76  IlL  49.  The  earlier  American  cases 
relating  to  the  dissolution  of  private 
corporations  by  forfeiture  of  their 
charters;  what  will  constitute  suffi- 
cient ground  of  forfeiture;  and  the 
mode  of  proceeding  to  ascertain  and 
enforce  the  forfeiture,  are  collected, 
and  the  result  very  clearly  and  satis- 
factorily stated,  in  Ang^ell  &  Ames  on 
Corporations,  chap.  xxii.  See  also  2 
Kent  Com.  305. 

Private  corporations  may  lose  their 
leaal  existence^  1.  By  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature ;  2.  By  the  death  of  all  their 
members;  3.  By  a  forfeiture  of  their 
franchises,  and  4.  By  a  surrender  of 
their  charter.  No  other  mode  of  disso- 
lution is  anywhere  alluded  to.  Boston 
Glaas  Manuf.  v.  Langdon,  24  Pick.  49, 
52,  per  Morton^  J.,  CJommon wealth  v. 
Union  Ins.  Co.,  5  Mass.  230,  232; 
Riddle  v.  Merrimac  Locks  and  Canals, 
7  Bilass.  169 ;  School  v.  Canal.  &c.  Co., 
9  Ohio,  203 ;  Canal  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co., 
4  GUI  &  Johns.  1 ;  Vincennes  Univer- 
sity V.  Indiana,  14  How.  268.  Legis- 
lative power  under  the  head  of  various 
constitutional  provisions  conceminj; 
the  division,  annexation,  and  consoh- 
dation,  modification  of  charter,  dissolu- 
tion, and  nature  of  corporate  property 
as  affecting  the  rights  of  creditors  and 
others.  See  21  American  Law  Review, 
14.  The  dissoluHon  of  a  private  corpo- 
raJtian  by  authorized  legislative  act  or 


judicial  sentence  does  not  impair  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  any  more  than 
the  death  of  a  private  person  impairs 
the  obligation  of  his  contract.  This 
doctrine  was  based  by  the  court  (8  Pet. 
281,  cited  infra)  upon  two  grounds: 
First,  the  obligation  survives,  and  the 
creditors  may  enforce  their,  claims 
against  any  property  belonging  to  the 
corporation  which  ms  not  pa^ed  into 
the  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers ;  sec- 
ond, everv  creditor  b  presumed  to  con- 
tract with  reference  to  a  possibility  of 
the  dissolution  of  a  corporate  body. 
Mumma  v.  Potomac  Co.  (holding  that 
on  set.  fa,  a  judgment  could  not  oe  re- 
vived^ or  costs  adjudged,  against  a  cor- 
poration legislatively  annuHed),  8  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  281.  Of  dissolution  by  act  of 
the  Uqidature  and  its  effect  on  the  cor- 
poration, its  property  and  creditors, 
see  the  important  case  decided  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  surface  railway  on  Broad- 
way in  New  York  City.  People  v. 
O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1;  ante,  chap.  iv. 
i§  112  etseq. 

Mr.  Grant,  in  his  work  on  Corpora- 
tions, considers  it  doubtful  whether  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  ftio  war- 
ranto will  lie,  in  England,  against  par- 
liamentary or  statute  corporations,  for 
usurping  powers  not  given,  or  misusing 
those  conferred  (Corp.  307,  308:  R^x 
v.  Nicholson,  1  Str.  299);  but  m  this 
coimtry  the  law  as  to  private  corpora- 
tions is  indisputably  settled,  that  in 
such  cases  an  information  of  this  kind 
may  be  brought. 

^  Buford  V.  State,  72  Tex.  182. 
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tion  would,  from  necessity,  be  suspended  or  dormant,  or  perhaps 
entirely  cease;  but  the  mere  neglect  or  mere  failure  to  elect  officers 
will  not  dissolve  the  corporation,  certainly  not  while  the  right  or 
capacity  to  elect  remains.^  In  this  respect  municipal  corporations 
resemble  ordinary  private  corporations,  which  eidst  per  se,  and  coa- 
sist  of  the  stockholders  who  compose  the  company.  The  officers 
are  their  agents  or  servants,  but  do  not  constitute  an  intend  part 
of  their  corporation,  the  failure  to  elect  whom  may  suspend  the 
functions,  but  will  not  dissolve  the  corporation.' 


§  332  (167).     Surrender   of    Charter.  —  Since  all  of  our  charters 
of  incorporation  come  from  the  legislature,*  a  municipal  corporation 


^  Willc.  chap.  vii.  and  observations 
at  pp.  325, 326, 327,  pi.  852 ;  Colchester 
V.  Seaber,  3  Burr.  1866;  Colchester  o. 
Brooke,  7  Queen's  B.  383 ;  Rex  v,  Pa»- 
more,  3  Term  R.  241;  Grant  on  Corp. 
308 ;  Bacon  v.  Robertson,  18  How.  480 ; 
Lowber  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  6 
Abb.  Pr.  325;    Clarke  v.   Rochester, 

5  Abb.  Pr.  107;  Welch  v.  Ste.  Gene- 
vieve, 1  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  130;  Ex  parte 
Moore,  62  Ala.  471 ;  Butler  v.  Walker, 
98  Ala.  358;  Swanop  Land  Dist.  v. 
Silver,  98  Cal.  51 ;  Elliott  v.  Pardee, 
149  Cal.  516;  HiU  v.  Anderson,  122  Ky. 
87;  90  S.  W.  Rep.  1071,  quoting 
text;  Cain  v.  Brown,  111  Mich.  657; 
State  V,  Dunson,  71  Tex.  65,  citing 
text;  Buford  v.  State,  72  Tex.  182. 
That  the  failure  to  elect  officers  does  not 
dissolve^  while  the  capacity  to  elect  re- 
mains, see  also  Philips  v.  Wickam,  1 
Paige  Ch.  590;  Commonwealth  v. 
CulTen,  13  Pa.  St.  133;  Mendota 
V.  Thompson,  20  111.  197;  Rose  v. 
Rosebuig  &  M.  Turnpike  Co.,  3  Watts 
(Pa.),  46;  People  v.  Wren,  5  111.  269, 
275;  Brown ««.  Union  Insurance  Co., 
3  La.  An.  177;  Welch  v.  Ste.  Gene- 
vieve, supra;  Green  Township,  9  Watts 

6  S.  (Pa.)  22;  Vincennes  University 
V.  Indiana,  14  How.  268;  Muscatine 
Tumverein  v.  Funck,  18  Iowa,  469; 
Schriber  v.  Lansdale,  66  Wis.  616.  In 
Lea  V.  Hemanoez,  10  Tex.  137,  it  ap- 
peared that  a  place  was  incorporated 
as  a  town  prior  to  1848,  that  in  the 
year  just  named  the  l^^ture  passed 
an  act  to  incorporate  the  town,  and 
that  no  election  for  officers  nor  any 
organization  was  had  thereunder  for 
three  years  and  down  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  nor  were  there  any 
officers  de  facto  acting.  The  court  held 
that  the  failure  to  elect  officers  operated 


to  disflblve  the  corporation,  there  being 
no  express  provision  of  the  charter  to 
the  contrary.  But  no  authorities  are 
cited  uid  no  reasons  given,  &ad  the 
conclusion  that  an  actual  dissolutkm 
of  the  corporation  resulted  from  a  fail- 
ure to  elect,  is  believed  to  be  unsound. 
This  case  was  referred  to  as  not  having 
been  followed  in  Texas  in  Buford  r. 
State,  72  Tex.  182,  quoting  and  approv- 
ing the  text. 

The  existence  of  a  munidpal  corpo- 
ration is  not  considered  to  be  intemipCed 
in  consequence  of  a  change  in  the  coun- 
cil. Elmendorf  v.  Ewen,  2  N.  Y.  Leg. 
Obs.  85;  Elmendorf  v.  Mayor,  4c.  of 
New  York,  25  Wend.  693.  Foither. 
see  chapters  relating  to  Corporate 
Officers  and  Corporate  Meetings,  potL 
In  Kentucky,  it  was  held  in  an  action 
to  recover  penalties  for  obstractin^  a 
highway,  that  a  plea  that  the  justaoe 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  offence  be- 
cause the  locus  was  within  the  corpo- 
rate limits  of  a  city  was  not  twrffident  to 
oust  him  of  jurisdiction  when  the  chy 
had,  for  more  than  seventeoi  years, 
failed  to  exercise  any  of  the  govern- 
mental functions  granted  to  it  by  its 
charter.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  d^  T.  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Baughman,  116  Ky.  479  Valid- 
ity of,  and  procedure  under  C^difamia 
statute  for  voluntary  disinoorpofatioo 
of  cities  of  sixth  class,  see  Mintaer  t. 
Schilling,  117  Cal.  361.  A  charter  re- 
pealing an  existing  charter  of  a  "^^iljag^ 
does  not  revive  a  prior  charter.  The 
village  ceases  to  exist  on  the  day  the 
repealing  charter  takes  effect,  state 
V.  Reads,  76  Minn.  69. 

'  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.  {  771  and 
cases  there  cited;  People  v.  Faiibuiy 
Trustees,  51  111.  149. 

»  Ante,  i§  55,  65,  92. 
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cannot  dissolve  itself  by  a  svrrender  of  its  franchise.  The  State 
creates  such  corporations  for  public  ends,  and  they  will  and  must 
continue  until  the  legislature  annuls  or  destroys  them,  or  author- 
izes it  to  be  done.  If  there  could  be  such  a  thing  as  a  surrender, 
.  it  would,  from  necessity,  have  to  be  made  to  the  legislature,  and  its 
acceptance  would  have  to  be  manifested  by  appropriate  legblative 
action.^ 

§  333  (168).  rorfeitnre  of  Corporate  Existence.  —  The  doc- 
trine of  a  forfeiture  of  the  right  to  be  a  corporation  has  also,  it  is  be- 
lieved by  the  author,  no  just  or  proper  application  to  our  municipal 
corporations.'  If  they  neglect  to  use  powers  in  which  the  public  or 
individuals  have  an  interest,  and  the  exercise  of  such  powers  be  not 
discretionary,  the  courts  will  interfere  and  compel  them  to  do  their 
duty.'  On  the  other  hand,  acts  done  beyond  the  powers  granted 
are  void.*  If  private  rights  are  threatened  or  invaded,  the  courts 
will,  as  hereafter  shown,  restrain  or  redress  the  injury."*  With  what 
surprise  would  we  hear  of  a  proceeding  to  forfeit  the  charter  of  the 
city  of  New  York  or  Chicago  because  of  the  misconduct  of  its  offi- 
cers, or  because  the  common  council,  as  in  the  famous  case  against 
the  city  of  London*,  were  assuming  to  exercise  unauthorized  powers 
by  ordaining  an  oppressive  by-law.  In  short,  unless  otherwise 
specially  provided  by  the  legislature,  the  nature  and  constitution  of 

1  "The  creation  of  a  corporate  fran-  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  requiring 
chise  IB  an  attribute  of  sovereignty  to  the  city  and  the  firm  to  show  cause  why 
be  exercised  solely  by  the  supreme  they  assumed  authority  to  collect  tolls, 
power  of  the  State.  Such  franchise  the  city  disclsdmed  all  right  to  collect 
Deing  amenable  only  to  the  power  of  them,  and  asked  that  the  proceeding 
its  creation,  it  follows  that  this  power  be 'dismissed  as  to  it.  Hda,  that  the 
alone  can  question  the  legality  of  its  citv  could  not  be  divested  of  so  vsdu- 
existence^  by  such  proceedings  as  in  its  able  a  right  without  a  hearing  in  court, 
wisdom  it  may  adopt."  Bonner,  J.  and  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  pro- 
Brennan  v.  Bradshaw,  53  Tex.  330.  oeeding.  TTiUte,  C.  J.,  said:  "It  is  ex- 
Municipal  corporations  incorporated  tremely  doubtful  whether  a  municipal 
under  a  general  act,  containing  provi-  corporation  can,  by  a  mere  disclaimer, 
sions  for  their  dissolution,  can  be  dis-  surrender  a  franchise  in  which  not  only 
incorporated  in  the  method  prescribed  the  corporation,  but  a  lar;^e  portion  of 
in  the  act.  Hambleton  v.  Town  of  the  State's  population  residing  within 
Dexter,  89  Mo.  188.  It  is  also  held,  in  the  citv's  limits,  as  well  as  of  the  com- 
accordance  with  the  text,  that  fran-  mercial  world,  are  interested."  Morris 
chises  granted  to  municipal  corpora-  v.  State,  65  Tex.  53. 
tions  cannot  be  surrendered  by  tnem.  '  See  Welch  v.  Ste.  Genevieve,  1 
A  city  owning  the  franchise  of  collect-  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  130^  arguendo, 
ing  toll  on  freight  passing  through  the  '  ArUe,  chap.  vii.  §  246;  post,  ohap- 
channel  of  a  nver,  contracted  with  a  ter  on  Mandamus, 
firm  that,  in  consideration  of  city  bonds  *  Ante,  §  237  and  notes. 
delivered,  the  firm  should  construct  '  See  chapter  on  Remedies  to  pie- 
and  maintain  the  channel,  collect  tolls,  vent,  correct,  and  redress  Illegal  Cor- 
and,  with  the  proceeds^  pay  off  the  porate  Acts,  post,  §§  1570-1600. 
bonds.    In  answer  to  an  iniormation  in 
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our  municipal  corporations,  as  well  as  the  purposes  they  are 
created  to  subserve,  are  such  that  they  can,  in  the  author's 
judgment,  only  be  dissolved  by  the  legislature,  or  pursuant  to 
legislative  enactment.*  They  may  become  inert  or  dormant, 
or  their  functions  may  be  suspended,  for  want  of  officers  or 
of  inhabitants;  but  dissolved,  when  created  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  and  once  in  existence,  they  cannot  be,  by  reason  of 
any  default  or  abuse  of  the  powers  conferred,  either  on  the  part 
of  the  officers  or  inhabitants  of  the  incorporated  place.  As  they* 
can  exist  only  by  legislative  sanction,  so  they  cannot  be  dissolved 
or  cease  to  exist  except  by  legislative  consent  or  pursuant  to 
legislative  provision.' 

§  334  (169).  Effect  of  Dissolation  at  Oommon  Law.  —  At  eom- 
mon  law,  a  corporation,  of  whatever  kind,  which  was  wholly  dissolved 
was  considered  to  be  civilly  dead;  and  the  effect  was  that  their  kmds 
reverted  to  the  grantor  or  his  heirs,  and  the  debts  of  the  corporation, 
whether  owing  to  or  by  it,  were  extinguished.  Leases  made  by  the 
corporation  would  cease  because  of  the  reversion  of  the  lands  to  the 
original  owners;  and,  for  the  same  reason,  lands  given  to  or  held  bj 
the  corporation  for  charitable  purposes  would  be  lost.*  These  in- 
conveniences and  results  are  so  disastrous  that  the  English  courts, 
as  the  more  recent  cases  before  cited  will  show,  have  doubted  and 
limited,  although  they  may  not  have  overthrown,  the  doctrine  that 
municipal  corporations  may  be  toiaUy  dissolved.  These  conse- 
quences of  a  dissolution  of  a  corporation  attached  to  all  corporations, 

^  Meriwether  v,  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  limit  the  duration  of  the  corpoistion 

472 ;  Mobile  v.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289.  it  creates.    In  either  of  the  latter  cases 

More  fully  see,  ante,  chap.  iv.  §§  96-113,  the  provision  is  no  more  than  a  pr&> 

and  postf  §§  335,  336.  cedent  legislative    determination  and 

'  Swamp   Land   District  v.   Silver,  declaration  of  forfeiture  or  surrender 

98  Cal.  51 ;   Butler  v.  Walker,  98  Ala.  of   corporate   existence   at  a  certain 

358 ;    Ex  parte  Moore,   62  Ala.  471 ;  time,  or  upon  the  happening  of  a  etr- 

Cain  V.  Brown,  111  Mich.  657,  quoting  tain  event,  and  as  efifectually  destroys 

and  approving  text.    The  legislature,  the  corporate  entity  as  the  contein- 

having  plenary  power  in  the  premises,  poraneous  legislative  abrogation  of  the 

may    create    municipal    corporations  charter.     Butler  v.  Walker,  98  Ala. 

conditionally^,  t.  e.,  make  provimon  for  358. 

corporate  existence  upon  a  vote  of  the       '   Co.  Litt.  13 ;   1  Lev.  237 ;  Knight 

people  within  the  territorial  limits  of  v.  Wells,  1  Lut.  519 ;   Rex  v.  Sanders, 

the    proposed    corporation    accepting  3    East,     119;     Attomey-Oenenl    t. 

the  franchises,  privileges,  and  immu-  Gower,  9  Mod.  226;    1  RoL  Abr.  816 

nities  granted  in  the  act ;  and  may  also,  Colchester  v.   Seaber,  3  Burr.   1866 

as  a  corollary  to  this  power  to  pre-  Willc.  330,  pi.  858;  2  Kyd,  516;  Rex 

scribe    a    condition    precedent,     the  v.  Pasmore,  3  Term  R.  247;   Gimnt. 

charter  act  may  provide  a  condition  Corp.   305;    Colchester  v.  Brooke,   7 

subsequent    to    continued    corporate  Queen's   B.   383;    Commonwealth   ». 

existence,    or    may    even    absolutely  Roxbuiy,  9  Gray,  451,  note. 
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eleemosynary,  municipal,  and  private;  and  since  this  doctrine  has, 
in  this  country,  been  generally  rejected  as  to  private  corporations 
organized  for  pecuniary  profit,  and  rests  upon  no  foundation  in 
reason  or  justice,  it  may  perhaps  safely  be  affirmed  that  it  would  not, 
on  full  consideration,  be  applied  to  the  dissolution  of  a  municipal 
corporation  by  an  absolute  and  unconditional  repeal  of  its  charter, 
or  to  the  case  where  the  charter  of  such  a  corporation  is  forfeited,  if 
that  may  be  done,  by  judicial  sentence.  Therefore  the  leases 
of  a  corporation  would  not  be  disturbed  by  its  dissolution,  nor 
would  its  lands  held  in  fee  revert,  nor  would  those  held  in 
trust  for  charitable  purposes  be  lost,  since  equity  would  supply 
trustees.'* 


*  Ariie,  §§  107,  131 ;  chapters  on  corporation  in  fee  and  for  a  full  price 
Corporate  Boundaries  and  Property,  do  not  revert,  and  that  the  stockholder, 
post;  Bacon  v,  Robertson,  18  How.  as  to  the  surplus  after  paying  the  debts, 
(U.  S.)  480 ;  Girard  v,  Philadelphia,  stands  upon  grounds  as  'high  and  has 
7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  1 ;  Mumma  v.  Potomac  claims  as  irresistible  as  the  creditor  be- 
Co.,  8  Pet.  281;  Curran  v.  Arkansas,  fore  had.  The  usual  consequences  of 
15  How.  (U.  S.)  312;  2  Kent,  307,  a  dissolution,  as  stated  by  the  text- 
note  ;  Angell  &  Ames,  Corp.  779  a;  writers,  if  correct,  which  was  doubted, 
Coulter  V.  Robertson,  24  ^ss.  278;  were  deemed  inapi>licable  to  moneyed 
County  Com'rs  v.  Cox,  6  Ind.  403 ;  or  trading  corporations.  . 
State  V,  Trustees,  Ac,  5  Ind.  77 ;  Vin-  In  the  course  of  his  admirable  opin- 
cennes  University  v.  Indiana,  14  How.  ion,  the  learned  justice  observed: 
(U.S.)  268;  Owen  V.  Smith,  31  Barb.  *'The  common  law  of  Great  Britain 
641;  Conmion wealth  v.  Roxbury,  9  was  deficient  in  supplying  the  instru- 
Gray  (Mass.),  451,  note.  See  also  mentalities  for  a  sp^y  and  just  settle- 
Broadway  Railway  Case,  decided  by  the  ment  of  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent 
Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  1888;  corporation  whose  charter  had  been 
People  V,  (J'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1;  ante,  forfeited  by  judicial  sentence.  The 
S  112.  opinion  usually  expressed  as  to  the 

The  general  subject  of  the  effect  of  effect  of  such  a  sentence  was  unsatis- 

a  dissolution  of  a  private  corporation  is  factory  and  questioned.     There  had 

extensively  discussed  by  Mr.  Justice  been  instances  in  Great  Britain  of  the 

Campbell,    in    Bacon    v.     Robertson,  dissolution   of   public   or   ecdesiasHcal 

supra.    The  case  was  a  bill  in  chancery  corporations  by  the  exertion  of  public 

by  the  stockholders  of  a  bank,  whose  authority,  or  as  a  consequence  of  the 

ctiarter  had  been  judicially  forfeited,  death  of  their  members:  and  parlia- 

for  a  distribution  of  the  surplus  after  ment  and  the  courts  haa  affirmed,  in 

the  payment  of  the  debts  and  the  re-  these  instances,  that  the  endowments 

lief  was  granted.    The  Supreme  Court  they  had  received  from  the  prince  or 

of  the  I&ted  States  seemed  to  be  of  pious  founders  would  revert  m  such  a 

opinion  that,  upjon  the  general  prind-  case."    Stat,  de  Terris  Templariorum, 

pies  of  equity  jurisprudencey  and  without  17  Edw.  II. ;    Dean    and    Canons    of 

statutory  aid,  the  surplus  of  the  assets  Windsor,  Godb.  211 ;   Johnson  v.  Nor- 

of  a  corporation  for  pecuniary  profit,  way.  Winch.  37;    Owen,  73;    6  Vin. 

after  the  payment  of  debts  and  ex-  Abr.  280.     What  was  to  become  of 

penses,  belonged  to  the  shareholders ;  their  personal  estate,  and  of  their  debts 

that  the  creditor  of  such  a  corporation,  and  credits,  had  not  been  settled  in  any 

dissolved  or  declared  forfeited  by  iudg-  adjudicated  case,  and,  as  was  said  by 

ment  upon  quo  warranto  or  judicial  sen-  PoUexfen  in  the  argument  of  the  quo 

tence,  nas,  without  a  statute  to  that  warranto  against  the  city  of  London, 

effect,  a  claim  in  equity  upon  the  cor-  was,  perhaps,  "non  definitwr  in  jure." 

porate  property  for  the  satisfaction  of  (See  ante,  Introductory  Chapter,  §  10.) 

fiis  debt;    that  lands  conveyed  to  the  Solicitor  Finch,  who  aigued  for  thm 
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§  335  (169a).  Effect  of  DissolnUon  in  this  Oonntry.— The 
correctness  of  the  prediction  which  the  author  ventured  in  the  last 
section  to  make,  that  the  common4aw  consequences  of  the  dissolvtion 
of  a  corporation  wovli  not  he  applied  in  this  country  to  the  dissolu- 
tion of  a  municipal  corporation,  has  since  been  adjudged  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  and  by  other  tribunals.  The 
legislature  absolutely  repealed  the  charter  of  an  indebted  city, 
abolished  all  of  the  municipal  offices  therein,  and  established 
in  the  place  of  the  late  city  government  a  new  local  organization 
with  the  means  of  self-government.  The  acts  which  abolished 
the  old  and  established  the  new  organization  made  no  provision 
for  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  annihilated  city  corporation,  and, 
in  fact,  provided  that  the  successor  organization  should  not  be 
liable  therefor,  and  that  any  taxes  raised  withm  the  new  organiza- 
tion should  not  be  applied  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  bite 
corporation. 


crown  in  that  cause,  admitted :  "  I  do 
not  find  any  judgment  in  a  quo  war- 
ranto  of  a  corporation  being  forfeited." 
Trelnff  on  behalf  of  the  city,  said : 
"The  dissolving  a  corporation  by  a 
judgment  in  law,  as  is  nere  sought,  I 
believe  is  a  thing  that  never  came 
within  the  compass  of  any  man's  imagi- 
nation till  now ;  no,  not  so  much  as  tne 
putting  of  a  case.  For  in  all  my  search 
(and  upon  this  occasion  I  have  be- 
stowed a  great  deal  of  time  in  search- 
ing), I  cannot  find  that  it  even  so  much 
as  entered  into  the  conception  of  any 
man  before;  and  I  am  the  more 
confirmed  in  it  because  so  learned  a 
gentleman  as  Mr.  Solicitor  has  not 
cited  any  one  such  case  wherein  it  has 
been  (I  do  not  say  adjudged,  but)  even 
so  much  as  questioned  or  attempted; 
and,  therefore,  I  may  very  boldly 
call  this  a  case  pHma  impressionis. 
The  alignment  of  t^oUexfen  was  equally 
positive. 

The  power  of  courts  to  adjudge  a  for- 
feiture so  as  to  dissolve  a  corporation 
was  affirmed  in  that  case,  but  tne  effect 
of  that  judgment  was  not  illustrated  by 
any  execution,  and  the  courts  were 
reheved  from  their  embarrassment  by 
an  act  of  parliament  annulling  it. 
Smith's  Case,  4  Mod.  53;  Skin.  310; 
8  St.  Trials,  1342.  See  ib,  1042.  Nor 
have  the  discussions  since  the  Revolu- 
tion extended  our  knowledge  upon  this 
intricate  subject.  The  case  of  Rex  v. 
Araery,  2  Term  R.  515,  has  exerted 
much     influence     Upon     text-writers. 


The  questions  were,  whether  a  ju 
ment  of  seizure  quosque  upon  a  defi 
was  final,  and  if  so,  whether  the  kinr's 
grant  of  pardon  and  restitution  woiud 
overreach  and  defeat  a  charter  srantiBg 
to  a  new  body  of  men  the  same  nberties, 
intermediate  the  seizure  and  the  ptr- 
don.  The  King's  Bench,  relying  upoo 
the  Year-Book,  discovered  that  it  did 
not  support  the  conclusion  drawn  from 
it,  and  Chief  Baron  Evre  says  thut 
''Lord  Coke  had  adopted  the  doctrine 
too  hastily."  The  discussions  upon 
this  case  show  how  much  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  writ  of  quo  vxrrranio,  u  it 
had  been  used  and  applied  under  the 
Plantagenets  and  Tuaors,  had  eooe 
from  the  memories  of  courts  and  law- 
yers.  4  Term  R.  122:  Tan.  on  Qmo 
War,  24.  In  Colchester  v.  Seaber.  3 
Burr.  1866,  where  the  suit  was  upon  a 
bond,  and  the  defence  was  that  oertain 
facts  had  occurred  to  dissolve  the  cor- 
poration, and  that  the  creditor's  cUim 
was  extinguished  on  the  bond,  Loid 
Mansfield  said:  ''Without  an  express 
authority,  so  strong  as  not  to  be  ^tten 
over,  we  ought  not  to  determine  so 
much  against  reason  as  that  parfis- 
ment  should  be  obliged  to  interferp. 
The  question  occurs  here,  Could  pariim- 
ment  mterfere  ?  And  the  answer  wouM 
be  by  their  authorizing  a  suit  to  be 
brought,  notwithstanding  the  d»ola- 
tion.  These  are  all  cases  of  municipal 
corpnorations  where  the  corporatorB  had 
no  rights  in  the  property  of  the  corpo- 
ration in  severalty. '' 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  dismissed  a  bill  in  equity 
of  a  creditor  seeking  for  relief.  It  decided  that  the  property  held 
by  the  repealed  corporation  for  public  uses,  such  as  public  build- 
ings, wharves,  fire  engines,  and,  generally,  all  property  held  for 
governmental  purposes,  could  not  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  city.  It  further  decided  that  upon  a  repeal  of  its 
charter  such  property  passed  under  the  inmiediate  control  of  the 
State,  since  the  power  delegated  to  the  city  in  that  respect  had 
been  withdrawn.'  It  also  decided  that  the  private  property  of 
individuals  could  not  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  city,  except  through  taxation,  and  that  the  power  of  taxa- 
tion being  legislative  it  could  not  be  exercised  otherwise  than 
under  the  authority  of  the  legislature.'  As  to  private  property  — 
that  is,  such  as  was  owned  by  the  municipality,  not  for  public 
or  municipal  uses  —  it  would  of  course  be  liable  to  the  claims  of 
creditors,  but  subject  thereto,  it  would  be  under  the  control  of  the 
legislatme. 

§  336  (170).  Bights  of  Oreditors  on  a  DissolnUon.  —  The  rights 
of  creditors  of  municipal  corporations  are  elsewhere  more  fully  con- 
sidered.' The  doctrines  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
may  be  thus  briefly  summed  up: 

1.  The  rights  of  creditors,  based  upon  the  obligation  of  their  con- 
tracts, are  protected  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  against 
subsequent  legislation  impairing  the  same. 

2.  It  has  often  been  decided,  and  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  that  the  remedies  subsisting  in  a  State  when  and 
where  the  contract  is  made  and  is  to  be  performed,  are  a  part  of  its 
obligation,  and  that  any  subsequent  law  of  the  State  which  so 
affects  those  remedies  as  substantially  to  impair  and  lessen  the 
value  of  the  contract,  is  forbidden  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  is  therefore  void.     Applying  this  principle,  it  is 

^  Substantially  the  same  principles  to  be  determined  in  that  tribunal.  It 
as  to  the^effect  of  the  dissolution  of  a  certainly  meant  in  that  case  that  the 
municipal  corporation  by  a  repeal  of  power  could  not  be  set  in  motion  bv  a 
its  charter  upon  its  property  rights,  are  Dill  in  equity.  Whether  it  meant  that 
laid  down  in  the  opmion  of  Mr.  Justice  the  power  of  taxation  as  a  means  of 
Fidd  in  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  paying  the  debts  of  the  repealed  cor- 
XJ.  S.  206,  at  pp.  268,  269 ;  noted  infraf  poration  did  not  survive  such  repeal 
{  336,  note.  and  the  legislative  prohibition  of  the 

*  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  exercise  of  such  power,  can  only  be 
472.  Precisely  what  the  court  means  known  when  this  precise  question  arises 
by  the  statement  "that  the  power  of  for  judgment. 

taxation  is  legislative  and  cannot  be        »  Ante,  chap,  iv.;  posty  §§  1511  et 
exercised    otherwise   than   imder   the  seq.,  1520;  infra,  §  357. 
authority  of  the  legislature"  lemainB 
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held  that  if  the  municipality  agrees,  as  a  part  of  its  contract,  that 
the  creditor  shall  have  the  right  to  a  special  tax,  the  statute  giving 
this  right  cannot  as  to  such  creditor  be  repealed,  unless  there  be 
substituted  in  its  place  a  remedy  legally  equivalent  in  value  and 
efficacy.* 

3.  The  legislature  in  its  sympathy  with  insolvent  and  repudiating 
municipalities  has  sometimes  gone  so  far  as  absolutely  to  reped 
their  charters,  and  in  some  form  to  substitute  or  authorize  new 
municipal  organizations  in  their  place.  Instances  of  such  legi^- 
tion  in  respect  of  the  cities  of  Memphis,  of  Brownsville,  of  Mobile, 
and  of  some  other  places,  are  given  in  the  notes  to  this  section. 
The  State's  plenary  power  over  its  municipal  corporations  to 
change  their  organization,  to  modify  their  method  of  internal 
government,  or  to  abolish  them  altogether,  is  not  restricted  by 
contracts  entered  into  by  the  municipality  with  its  creditors  or  with 
private  persons.  An  absolute  repeal  of  a  municipal  charter  is 
therefore  effectual  so  far  as  it  abolishes  the  old  corporate  organi- 
zation ;  but  where  the  same,  or  substantially  the  same,  inhabitants 
are  erected  into  a  new  corporation,  whether  with  extended  or  re- 
stricted territorial  limits,  such  new  corporation  is  treated  as  in  law 
the  successor  of  the  old,  entitled  to  its  property  rights,  and  subject 
to  its  Uabilities. 

4.  As  to  the  mode  of  enforcing  such  liabilities  difficult  questions 
have  arisen,  some  of  which  cannot  at  this  time  be  said  to  be  clearly 
settled.  It  may,  however,  we  think,  be  considered  as  definitively 
determined  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  the  levy  and  collection  <rf 
taxes  cannot  be  enforced  in  or  by  the  Circuit  Courts  exercising  equity 
jurisdiction,  but  only  by  appropriate  remedies  in  the  court  of  law, 
chief  among  which  is  the  remedy  by  mandamus? 

5.  If  the  legislature  repeals  the  charter  of  the  debtor  corporation 
and  dissolves  it,  and  makes  no  provision  for  its  debts,  and  it  has  no 
private  property  subject  to  execution,  and  there  is  no  resource  for 

^  Scibert  v.  Lewis,  122  U.  S.  284,  reviews  the  previous  cases  on  the  i>oint, 

noted  more  fully  post,  §  1512,  stands  as  and  reaffirms  the  want  of  any  jurifr- 

the  type  of  this  class  of  cases^  —  that  diction  in  equity  to  levy  and  coDect 

is,  wh6re  the  corporate  existence  of  the  taxes  for  the  satisfaction  of  judgments 

indebted  municipality  is  left  untouched  against  municipalities.     The  doetiiiie 

by  the  legislature,  but  the  subsequent  of  want  of  jurisdiction  in  equity  is 

legislation  impairs  the  creditor's  rem-  maintained,  although  the  reznedy  at 

edy  as  it  existed  at  the  date  of  the  con-  law  by  mandamus  has  proved  ineStc- 

tract.    Many  other  cases  to  the  same  tual,  and  no  officers  can  be  found  to 

effect  are  cited  in  the  notes  to  this  perform  the  du^  of  levjring  and  ooDect- 

section.  mg  the  taxes.    See,  further,  cases  cited 

*  Thompson  v,  Allen  CJounty,   116  in  the  note  to  this  section;  also  pocf, 

U.  S.  550.     Mr    Justice  Miller  here  chaps,  xxix.  and  zxxi. 
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the  payment  of  such  indebtedness  but  taxation,  then  if  no  new  or 
successor  corporation  be  organized,  and  if  no  instrumentalities  of  the 
taxing  power  remain  subject  to  the  process  of  the  courts,  the  rights 
of  creditors  are,  in  fact,  impaired  or  destroyed,  and  it  would  seem 
that  the  courts  are  in  such  case  practically  powerless  to  prevent  this 
result;  and  that  the  creditor's  only  remedy,  which  he  would  be  very 
apt  under  the  circumstances  to  consider  illusory,  is  to  appeal  for  re- 
lief to  the  legislative  departments  of  the  government,  that  is  to  say, 
to  the  very  department  that  of  set  purpose  adopted  the  hostile  en- 
actments that  cut  down  and  destroyed  hb  rights  and  remedies.^ 


*  Heine  v.  Levee  Commissioners,  19 
WaU.  (U.  S.)  655;  Rees  v.  Watertown, 
19  Wall.  (U.  S.)  107 ;  Barkley  v.  Levee 
Commissioners,  93  U.  S.  25i8 ;  Meri- 
wether V,  Garrett,  102  U.  S.  472; 
Thompson  v,  Allen  County,  115  U.  S. 
550 ;  Amy  v.  Watertown,  130  U.  S.  301. 

Mr.  Hare  regards  such  legislation  as 
a  fraud  upon  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition against  the  legislative  impair- 
ment of  contract,  and  consequently 
invalid.  1  Am.  Const.  Law,  640.  But 
the  view  that  such  legislation  is  invalid 
does  not  seem  to  be  consistent  with  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  on  the 
precise  point.  The  exact  limits,  how- 
ever, of  legislative  power,  in  respect  of 
depriving  the  creditors,  even  by  a 
general  repeal  of  the  charter  ana  in 
connection  therewith  by  prohibitions 
of  the  exercise  of  the  taxing  power 
in  behalf  of  existing  creditors,  depriv 
ing  them  of  the  remedies  in  force  when 
their  contracts  were  entered  into,  or  of 
others  legally  equivalent  thereto,  may, 
we  think,  be  regarded  as  yet  open  on 
certain  points  to  further  discussion  and 
more  definite  ascertainment. 

On  the  aeneral  subject  of  the  right  of 
creditors  of  indebted  and  dissolved  muni- 
cipalities, see:  Ante,  chap.  iv.  passim; 
particularly,  §§  113,114,  115;  post,ii 
337, 357-360 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  290, 
292;  Cooley,  Taxation  (2d  ed.),  75; 
Curran  v,  Arkansas,  15  How.  (U.  S.) 
312;  Bacon  v.  Robertson,  supra;  2 
Kent,  307,  note ;  Broughton  v.  Pensa- 
cola,  93  U.  S.  266,  observations  of 
Field,  J.,  p.  269 ;  Milner's  Admx.  v,  Pen- 
sacola,  2  Woods  C.  C.  632,  642 ;  Laird  v. 
City  of  De  Soto,  22  Fed.  Rep.  421 ; 
Ross  V,  Wimberly,  60  Miss.  345 ,  Brewis 
17.  Duluth,  13  Fed.  Rep.  334 ;  s.  c.  9 
Fed.  Rep.  747 ;  Garrett  v.  Memphis,  5 
Fed.  Rep.  860 ;  Indianapolis  v.  Indian- 
apolis Gas  Co.,  66  Ind.  396,  approving 
text ;  County  Com'rs  v.  Cox,  6  Ind.  403 ; 


State  V.  Trustees,  5  Ind.  77;  Coulter 
V.  Robertson,  24  Miss.  278 ;  Gelpcke  v. 
Dubuque,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  175;  Von 
Hoffman  v,  Quincy,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
535 ;  Welch  v.  Ste.  Genevieve,  1  Dil- 
lon C.  C.  130 ;  Thomson  v.  Lee  County j 
3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  327;  Havemeyer  v. 
Iowa  County,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.),  294 
Butz  ».  Muscatine,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  575 
Lansing  v.  Treasurer,  &c.,  1  Dillon  C.  C. 
522 ;  Soutter  v,  Madison,  15  Wis.  30 
Smith  V,  Appleton,  19  Wis.  468;  Blake 
V.  Portsmouth  Railroad  Co.,  39  N.  H. 
435 ;  compare  Richmond  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
Middletown,  59  N.  Y.  228;  post,  §  1216; 
Wolff  V,  New  Orleans,  103  U.  S.  358; 
Beatty  v.  People,  6  Colo.  538 ;  Hare  v. 
Kennedy,  83  Ala.  608. 

Memphis  City  Case.  —  The  city  of 
Memphis,  in  Tennessee,  having  become 
insolvent  and  unable  to  meet  its  obliga- 
tions, tlie  legislature  of  that  State  in 
1879  repealed  all  laws  by  which  it  had 
been  incorporated,  and  passed  a  general 
act  establishing  what  were  termed 
''Taxing  Districts''  as  a  "means  of 
local  government  for  the  peace,  safety, 
and  general  welfare"  of  'communities 
embraced  in  the  territorial  limits  of  aU 
such  municipal  corporations"  as  had, 
or  might  have,  their  charters  abolished 
or  might  surrender  them  under  the  act. 
In  1881  a  similar  act  established  "tax- 
ing districts  of  the  second  class"  for 
communities  having  a  population  of  less 
than  30,000.  They  were  invested  with 
practically  all  the  powers  usually  con- 
ferred upon  municipal  corporations, 
except  that  of  levying  taxes,  which  waa 
expressly  reserved  to  the  legislature, 
and  that  of  issuing  evidences  of  indebt- 
edness. It  was  sSao  expressly  provided 
that  the  taxing  districts,  so  created, 
should  not  pay,  or  be  liable  for,  any 
debt  created  by  the  extinct  corpora^ 
tions,  and  that  no  taxes  collected  under 
the  act  should  ever  be  used  to  pay  such 
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§  337  (171).     Ohanges   not    amosntizig  to    a  Dissolation. — The 
name  of  an  incorporated  place  may  be  changed,  its  boundaries  en- 


debts.  •  {For  a  succinct  statement  of 
the  principal  features  of  this  legislation, 
see  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472,  by  Mr.  Justice  Fidd;  anU,  §  335.) 
The  oi^anizations  formed  under  these 
acts  are  uniformly  held  to  be  municijtal 
corporations.  State  v.  Taxing  District 
of  Shelby  Co.,  16  Lea  (Tenn.),  240; 
Lea  V.  State,  10  Lea  (Tenn.),  478 
(districts  of  the  second  class) ;  Luehr- 
man  v.  Shelby  Taxing  District,  2  Lea 
(Tenn.),  425;  O'Connor  v.  Memphis, 
6  Lea  (Tenn.),  730 ;  (holding,  also.,  that 
a  suit  against  the  old  corporation  may 
be  revived  against  the  taxing  district). 
They  may  fc>e  sued  as  any  other  mu- 
nicipality. Uhl  V,  Taxing  District,  6 
Lea  (Tenn.),  610.  As  to  who  may  vote 
on  proposition  to  organize  under  the 
act,  see  Pepper  v.  Smitn,  15  Lea  (Tenn.), 
551.  The  prohibitions  against  exercis- 
ing the  taxmg  power  held  to  be  void  so 
far  as  they  afiect  the  taxing  powers  of 
the  former  corporations,  which  became 
a  part  of  the  contracts  entered  into  by 
them.  Devereaux  v.  City  of  Browns- 
ville, 29  Fed.  Rep.  742  (mandamus 
issued  to  the  taxing  district  to  enforce, 
by  taxation,  the  payment  of  judgments 
against  the  old  corporations).  Com- 
pare with  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  Heine 
V.  Levee  Com'rs,  and  other  like  cases 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  as  to  the  power  to  compel  the 
levy  of  taxes,  notwithstandinjz  the 
repeal  of  the  charter  and  the  prohioition 
by  the  legislature  to  the  new  officers 
to  levy  and  collect  taxes  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  dissolved 
mimicipality. 

A  new  or  amended  charter  for 
Memphis,  passed  March  27,  1907,  was 
held  to  be  unconstitutional,  mainly 
because  the  title  of  said  act  purports  to 
amend  the  former  charter,  tne  body  of 
the  act  cont^ns  a  new  and  not  an 
amended  charter,  and  is,  therefore, 
void  because  in  conflict  with  its  title. 
Malone  t;.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390; 
103  S.W.  Rep.  798.  Quaref  Consider- 
ing  the  legal  effect  of  what  was  done  in 
the  body  of  the  act,  did  not  the  title  of 
the  new  act  of  March  27,  1907  (g.  v.) 
fairly  and  truly  disclose  the  purpose  and 
«ffect  of  the  new  or  amended  charter? 
This  decision  leaves  Memphis  under 
the  Taxing  District  Act  of  1879  and 
its  amendments. 

Mobile  CUy  Case, --The  City   of 


Mobile  being  laigely  in  debt,  the  legis- 
lature passed  an  act  repealing  the 
charter  of  the  cUy  and  declaring  thai  the 
corporation  was  thereby  dissolved  and 
aboli^ied.  The  act  provided  for  the 
appointment  by  the  Governor  of  three 
commissioners  to  t^e  possession  of  the 
property  and  assets  of  the  city,  exo^ 
property  held  for  the  public  use  and 
governmental  purposes,  and  apply  the 
same  under  the  orders  of  the  Uourt  of 
Chancerjr  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  city,  giving  preference  to  the 
floating  debt.  On  toe  same  day  the 
legislature  incorporated  the  Port  of 
Mobile,  which  included  all  the  tiiickly 
settled  and  closely  built  portion  of  the 
former  City  of  Mobile ;  and  all  of  the 
$16,000,000  of  the  taxable  property  of 
the  city  but  $900,000  was  mcluded 
within  the  limits  of  the  Port  of  Mobile, 
and  fourteen-fifteenths  of  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  City  were  inhabitants  of 
the  Port  of  Mobile.  It  limited  the 
powers  of  the  Port  of  Mobile  to  the 
levy  of  a  tax  of  six-tenths  of  one  ^ 
cent,  and  prohibited  its  authorities 
from  exercising  any  other  powers. 
Two  questions  arose,  namely :  Whether 
a  preceding  creditor  was  entitled  to  a 
judgment  against  the  Port  of  Mobile  on 
the  obligations  of  the  Qty  of  MoUk: 
and  second,  whether  the  powers  of 
taxation  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the 
creation  of  the  debt  by  the  Qty  of 
Mobile  (x>uld  be  enforced  in  favor  of 
the  creditor.  Both  of  these  propoa- 
tions  .  were  decided  in  favor  of  the 
creditor.  The  court  stated  the  general 
proposition  involved  as  follows: 

"We  are  of  opinion,  upon  this  state 
of  the  statutes  and  facts,  that  the  Port 
of  Mobile  is  the  legeS  successor  of  the 
City  of  Mobile,  ana  liable  for  its  debt& 
The  two  corporations  were  composed  of 
substantially  the  same  community^  in- 
cluded within  their  limits  substantially 
the  same  taxable  property,  and  were 
organized  for  the  same  general  purposes 

''Where  the  legislature  of  a  State 
has  given  a  local  community,  living 
within  designated  boundaries,  a  munica- 
pal  organization,  and  by  a  si^eequent 
act,  or  series  of  acts,  repeals  its  charter 
and  dissolves  the  corporation,  and 
incoiporates  substantially  the  same 
people  as  a  municipal  body  under  a 
new  name  for  the  same  geneial  purpose, 
and  the  great  mass  of  the  isjcajSk  prof>- 
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larged  or  diminished,  and  its  mode  of  government  altered,  and  yet  the 
corporation  not  be  dissolved,  biU  in  law  remain  the  same,^ 


erty  of  the  old  corporation  is  included 
uithin  the  limits  of  the  new,  and  the 
property  of  the  old  corporation  used 
for  public  purposes  is  transferred 
without  consideration  to  the  new 
corporation  for  the  same  public  uses, 
the  latter,  notwithstanding  a  great 
reduction  of  its  corporate  limits,  is 
the  successor  in  law  of  the  former,  and 
liable  for  its  debts  ;*  and  if  any  part  of 
the  creditors  of  the  old  corporation  are 
left  without  provision  for  tne  payment 
of  their  claims,  they  can  enforce  satis- 
faction out  of  the  new/' 

The  court  considered  this  conclu- 
sion to  be  supported  by  Girard  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 7  WaD.  1 ;  Broughton  v.  Pen- 
sacola,  93  U.  S.  266, 270 ;  Mount  Pleas- 
ant 17.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514 ;  O'Con- 
nor V.  Memphis,  6  Lea  (Tenn.),  730; 
and  Amy  v.  Selma,  77  ALa.  103. 

It  held  that  the  remedies  in  existence 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  obligations 
could  not  be  impaired  by  subsequent^ 
l^slation,  or  if  changed,  a  substantial 
equivalent  must  be  provided ;  that  no 
such  equivalent  was  here  provided. 
The  court  enforced  the  contract  by 
which  the  Citv  of  Mobile,  in  issuing  the 
bonds,  agreecf  to  levy  a  special  tax  for 
the  payment  of  the  principal  and  inter- 
est, and  held  that  as  to  the  holder  of 
such  bonds  the  obligation  to  levy  such 
special  tax  was  in  force,  and  rested 
upon  the  Port  of  Mobile,  and  accord- 
ingly directed  a  peremptory  mandamus 
to  issue  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
in  that  behalf  in  force  when  the  obliga- 
tion was  created.  Mobile  v,  Watson, 
116  U.  S.  289;  Hare  v.  Kennerly,  83 
Ala.  608.  Present  legal  status  of  Mo- 
bile, see  General  Municipal  Corpora- 
tion Act  of  Alabama,  approved  August 
13, 1907. 

City  of  Sdma  Case.  —  In  ^Amy  v, 
Selma,  77  Ala.  103,  it  was  held  that  a 
new  corporation  named  "Selma,'' 
erected  to  replace  one  named  ''Citv 
of  Selma,''  wotich  had  been  dissolved, 
was  its  successor,  and  liable  for  its 
debts,  as  here  in  an  action  upon  a 


judgment  recovered  against  its  pre- 
decessor. See  also  Meyer  v.  Porter,  65 
Cal.  67. 

Toum  of  Kahoka  Case.  —  In  Hill  v, 
Kahoka,  35  Fed.  Rep.  32,  it  appeared 
that  the  tovm  of  Kahoka  was  duly  in- 
corporated under  the  general  statute 
of  Missouri,  in  1869,  and  performed 
various  corporate  acts,  among  others 
issuing  certain  railroad  aid  bonds.  In 
1886  Its  charter  was  forfeited  for  non- 
user  in  a  proceeding  by  quo  toarrantOf 
and  thereupon  the  city  of  iCahoka,  em- 
bracing practically  the  same  territory 
and  population,  was  incorporated  under 
existing  laws  as  a  city  of  the  fourth 
class.  Held,  in  an  action  upon  the. 
coupons,  that  the  city  of  Kahoka  was 
liable  for  the  bonds.  "Municipal  cor- 
porations cannot  extinguish  their  debts 
by  changing  their  names  or  oiganizing 
under  new  charters.  A  debt  once  con- 
tracted by  a  municipal  corporation  will 
survive  as  a  debt  against  whatever  cor- 
porate entitv  is  subsequentl^r  created 
to  take  its  place  and  exercise  its  power 
of  local  government  over  substantially 
the  same  people  and  territory,"  citing 
Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  IT.  S.  266: 
Mobile  V.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289;  Laird 
V,  De  Soto,  22  Fed. -Rep.  421;  People 
V.  Murray,  73  N.  Y.  535.    Per  Thayer,  J. 

City  of  Brownsville  Case,  —  In  Dev- 
ereaux  v.  City  of  Brownsville,  29  Fed. 
Rep.  742,  the  ruling  in  Mobile  v.  Wat- 
son, 116  U.  S.  289,  quoted  supraf  was 
followed  and  extended,  it  being  de- 
clared not  only  that  the  succeeding  cor- 
poration was  liable  for  the  existing 
debts  of  its  predecessor,  but  that  au 
the  powers  of  taxation  possessed  by 
such  predecessor,  which  had  been  con- 
ferred as  a  part  of  the  remedy  to 
which  its  creditors  were  entitled,  sur- 
vived to  the  new  corporation,  and  that 
their  exercise  could  be  compelled  by 
mandamus.  It  was  also  held  that 
statutes  which  prohibited  the  exercise 
of  these  powers  of  taxation  were  void, 
as  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
Pensacola  City  Case.  —  In  Brough- 
ton V.  Pensacola  (City  of),  93  U.  S.  266, 


^  Ante,  §  233  and  cases  cited ;  post,  fully,  infra,  §  338,  note.    Broughton  v. 

chap,  X.   §§  346,  347;    and  see  anU,  Pensacola,  93  U.  S.  266 ;  and  see  notes 

chap,    iv.,   where  the  extent  of  the  to  §  336,  supra,  and  cases  there  cited, 

legislative    authorit}r   over   municipal  Herring  v.  Modesto  Irrig.  Dist.,  95  Fed. 

corporations  is  considered.    Girard  v.  Rep.  705,  724;    Bates  v.  Gregory,  89- 

Philadelphia,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  1,  noted  CeL  387. 


600 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§338 


§  338  (172).    Same   Subject.  —  Accordingly,  the  substitulian  oj  a 
new  municipcU  charter  in  the  place  of  a  previous  charter,  or  a  cfaaoge 


an  indebted  city  which  had  contracted 
with  the  creditor  to  levy  a  special  tax 
upon  real  estate  within  its  limits  to 
pay  his  debt,  surrendered  its  charter, 
and  the  inhabitants  residing  vnthin  the 
limits  of  the  city  organized  themselves 
into  a  municipal  government  under  the 
general  incorporation  act  of  the  State, 
m  the  same  way  that  inhabitants  might 
do  who  had  not  been  previously  incor- 
porated. The  creditor  filed  a  bill  in 
equity  asking  for  a  decree  for  the 
amount  of  his  debt,  and  that  the  city  be 
compelled  to  levy  a  tax  to  pay  the  same. 
The  bill  was  dismissed  by  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  its  decree  was  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  ground  that  the  remedy 
of  the  plaintiff  was  by  an  action  at 
law  against  the  new  corporation;  and 
if  judgment  be  recovered  and  not  paid, 
then  by  mandamus  upon  its  officers  to 
compel  them  to  raise  the  requisite 
funds  for  its  payment  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  its  charter.  The  court 
neld  that  the  new  organization,  embrac- 
ing substantially  the  same  corporators 
and  the  same  territory,  although  dif- 
ferent powers  were  possessed  under  the 
new  charter  and  different  officers  ad- 
ministered its  affairs,  was  in  law  to  be 
deemed  the  successor  of  the  previous 
corporation  and  entitled  to  its  rights. 
Mr.  Justice  Fidd,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said : 

"The  ancient  doctrine,  that,  upon 
the  repeal  of  a  private  corporation,  its 
debts  were  extinguished,  and  its  real 
property  reverted  to  its  grantors,  and 
its  personal  property  vested  in  the 
State,  has  been  so  far  modified  by 
modem  adjudications  that  a  court  of 
eguity  will  now  lay  hold  of  the  property 
of  a  dissolved  corporation,  ana  admin- 
ister it  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors 
and  stockholders.  The  obligation  of 
contracts,  made  whilst  the  corporation 
was  in  existence,  survives  its  dissolu- 
tion ;  and  the  contracts  may  be  en- 
forced by  a  court  of  equity,  so  far  as 
to  subject  for  their  satisfaction  any 
property  possessed  by  the  corporation 
at  tne  time.  In  the  view  of  equity,  its 
property  constitutes  a  trust  fund 
pleaged  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  creditors  and  stockholders;  and  if 
a  municipal  corporation,  upon  the  sur- 
render or  extinction  in  other  ways  of 
its  charter,  is  possessed  of  any  property 


[not  of  a  public  nature,  see  Meriwether 
17.  Garrett,  supra},  a  court  of  equity  will 
equally  take  possession  of  it  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  oorpora- 
tion.  In  this  case  it  is  averred  in  the 
bill  that  the  city  of  Pensacola,  upon 
the  surrender  of  its  original  chaiter, 
did  not  possess  any  property.  It  is 
not  necessary,  however,  in  the  >iew 
we  take  of  the  proceedings  for  the  le- 
oiganization  of  the  city  government, 
to  consider  the  effect  of  an  absolute 
repeal  of  the  charter  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration upon  its  obligations.  It  is 
sufficient  that  here,  in  our  judgment 
there  was  a  continuation  of  the  corpo- 
ration of  Pensacola,  with  its  origiittl 
rights  of  property  and  obligations,  not 
a  new  ana  distinct  creation  or  corporate 
capacity  and  liability." 

Case  of  Mount  Pleasant  v.  Bednsitk. 
—  Here  an  indebted  municipal  or  public 
corporation  was  legislated  out  of  ex- 
istence, and  its  territory  was  annaed  to 
similar  corporaii^ms.  In  the  abeoice  of 
legislative  provision  otherwise,  it  ires 
held  that  the  latter  corporations  be- 
came entitled  to  all  the  property  of  the 
abrogated  corporation,  and  severallj 
liable  for  a  proportionate  share  of  its 
then  subsisting  legal  debts,  and  Uot 
they  were  vested  with  the  power  to 
raise  revenue  with  which  to  pay  such 
debts  by  levying  taxes  upon  the  prop- 
erty thus  annexed,  and  the  pe^ns 
residing  thereon ;  and  a  bill  in  ec|uitT 
by  the  creditors  of  the  extinguished 
corporation  against  the  corporations 
thus  succeeding  to  its  property  and 
powers  was  sustained  to  tne  extent 
that  the  amount  of  the  debt  was  ascer- 
tained, and  the  sum  apportioned  among 
the  corporations  to  which  the  tmtory 
of  the  indebted  corporation  had  been 
annexed,  and  a  decree  rendered  for  the 
amounts  thus  apportioned  to  be  col- 
lected in  the  manner  provided  by  lav. 
Mount  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  & 
514:  infra,  §  357. 

There  is  no  intimation  in  later  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  that  tber 
are,  in  any  respect,  inconsistent  with 
this  judgment.  See  Meriwether  9.  Gar- 
rett, 102  U.  S.  472 ;  Barkley  r.  Levee 
Commissioners,  93  U.  S.  258;  Bnragb- 
ton  V.  Pensacola,  93  U.  S.  266: 
Thompson  v.  Allen  County,  115  U.  ^. 
550;  Amy  v,  Watertown,  130  U.  J^. 
301.    The  actual  judgments  in  all  these 
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in  such  a  charter  in  whole  or  in  part,  where  substantially  the  same 
territory  and  the  same  inhabitants  are  concerned,  will  not  be  pre- 


cases  may  not  be  in  conflict  witli  each 
other,  but  it  seems  difficult  to  the 
author  to  reconcile  all  of  the  reason- 
ing by  which  the  dififerent  judgments 
are  supported.  See  also  Beckwith  v. 
Racine,  7  Biss.  142,  Drummond  and 
Difer,  JJ.  The  point  decided  may  be 
briefly  stated  thus:  Where  a  munici- 
pality owing  railroad  aid  bonds,  which 
It  was  provided  by  statute  should  be' 
paid  by  an  annual  tax  upon  the  prop- 
erty within  it,  was  le^lated  out  of  ex- 
istence, and  the  territory  was  included 
in  three  other  municipahties  without 
any  provision  being  made  in  respect  to 
the  payment  of  the  bonds,  it  was  held 
that  the  legislature  had  the  power  to 
make  these  changes,  but  that  the  obli- 
gations of  the  contract  and  the  power  of 
taxation  still  remained.  It  was  further 
held  that  in  consequence  of  these 
changes  the  creditor  could  not  sue  at 
law,  as  service  of  process  on  the  old 
corporation  could  not  be  made,  but 
that  equity  would  give  the  creditor  a 
remedy  by  requiring  the  existing  cor- 
porations, withm  whose  boundaries  the 
property  included  in  the  old  is  situate, 
to  levy  the  necessary  taxes  to  pay  the 
debt  m  proportion  to  the  amoimt  of 
territory  each  obtained.  'See  Mount 
Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  supra;  post,  § 
357. 

New  Jersey  Case,  —  In  Neilson  v. 
Newark  &  BelleviUe,  49  N.  J.  L.  246, 
where  by  statute  the  territory  of  a 
township  had  been  divided  between  a 
city  and  another  township,  with  a  di- 
rection that  its  debts  should  be  paid 
proportionately  by  the  city  and  the 
township  acquiring  its  territory,  it  was 
held  that  the  duty  of  paying  the  debts 
was  imposed  upon  them,  and  that  the 
creditors  could  enforce  the  duty  by  suit 
against  them  directly.  See  also  Canova 
V,  Baker  Ck>.  Commissioners,  18  Fla. 
512;  case  of  Elizabeth  aty,  N.  J.; 
post,  chap,  xxviii,  §  1435. 

Mississippi  Case.  —  In  the  case  of 
the  town  of  Port  Gibson  v,  Moore,  21 
Miss.  157,  it  was  held,  indeed,  that  the 
repeal^  of  the  charter  of  an  indebted 
municipal  corporation  dissolved  it; 
that  such  dissolution  extinguished  debts 
to  and  from  the  corporation^  and  that 
a  subsequent  act  reincorporating  the 
place  did  not  make  it  liable  for  a  debt 
existing  anterior  to  the  act  repealing 
its  charter.    The  court  overlooked  the 


constitutional  provision  protecting  con- 
tracts, and  the  case  as  to  the  effect  of  a 
dissolution  upon  the  rights  of  creditors 
seems  to  connict  with  those  above  cited. 
Contra^  Broadway  Railway  Case,  de- 
cided by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New 
York;  People  v,  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1, 
and  see  cases  cited  in  this  note.  See 
further,  as  to  extinguishment  of  debts 
by  dissolution  of  corporation,  Mallory 
V.  Mallett,  6  Jones  £q.  345;  Hopkins 
V.  Whitesides,  1  Head  (Tenn.),  31; 
Bank  v.  Lockwood,  2  Harring.  (Del.) 
8;  Robinson  t;.  Lane,  19  Ga.  337; 
Muscatine  Tumverein  v.  Funck,  IS 
Iowa,  469;  Owen  v.  Smith,  31  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  641 ;  Welch  v,  Ste.  Genevieve, 
1  Dillon  C.  C.  R.  130;  Thompson  i;. 
Abbott,  61  Mo.  176;  post,  chap,  xx.; 
Louisville  Bridge  Co.  v,  Louisville,  81 
Ky.  189;  St.  Louis  Bridge  Co.  v.  East 
St.  Louis,  121  111.  238;  State,  ex  rcl. 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Columbia,  27  8.  Car.  137; 
post,  §  1388;  Brooklyn  v.  Smith,  104  111. 
429. 

FayettevUle  Cass.  —  The  town  of 
Fayetteville  was  authorized  to  sub- 
scribe for  stock  in  a  railroad  company, 
the  stock  to  be  held  for  its  use  and 
benefit,  and  to  meet  the  payment  of 
any  subscription,  was  authorized  to 
issue  bonds  and  collect  taxes  for  the 
payment  of  the  interest,  and  to  create 
a  sinking  fund  to  pay  the  principal. 
It  was  siujsequently  authorized  to  fund 
the  bonded  debt  of  the  town  so  con- 
tracted. The  debt  was  thereafter 
funded.  Subsequently  the  charter  of 
the  town  was  repealed.  Twelve  years 
later  the  city  of  Fayetteville  was  in- 
corporated, embracing  substantially  the 
same  territory,  taxable  property,  and 
corporators.  In  an  action  by  the  owner 
of  coupons  of  bonds  executed  by  the 
town,  payment  of  which  had  been  re- 
fused, It  was  held  that  the  city,  the  new 
corporation,  was  the  successor  of  the 
town,  the  old  corporation;  that  the 
debts  of  the  town  were  not  extinguished 
by  the  repeal  of  its  charter;  and  that 
the  same  power  to  assess  and  collect 
taxes  to  pay  the  {>laintiff's  claim  which 
existed  at  the  time  the  bonds  were 
issued,  was  in  the  city^  and  had  not 
been  affected  by  a  provision  in  the  act 
incorporating  the  city  which  pro- 
hibited the  collection  of  taxes  for  the 
parent  of  claims  like  those  of  the 
pliuntiff;    that  the  statute  of  limita- 
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sumed,  or  be  held  to  be  the  creation  of  a  new  corporation,  but  the 
assumption  by  the  old  one  of  new  powers  and  privileges.^  And 
where  the  rights  of  creditors  are  involved,  the  presumption  is  ex- 
tremely strong  that  the  identity  of  the  corporation  continues,  not- 
withstanding different  powers  are  possessed  by  the  new  organization, 


tions  did  not  run  during  the  time 
when  the  territory  and  inhabitants  of 
the  former  town  were  a  taxing  district 
only,  and  therefore  was  not  a  bar  to 
the  action;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  peremptory  mandamus  re- 
(^uiring  the  proper  authorities  of  the 
city  of  Fayetteville  to  levy  and  collect 
taxes  upon  property  and  polls  within 
the  city  with  wnich  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff's claim.  Broadfoot  v.  Fayetteville, 
124  N.  Car.  478. 

Watervliet  Case,— The  town  of 
Colonic  was  created  out  of  a  portion 
of  the  town  of  Watervliet.  Therei^ter 
the  remaining  part  of  the  town  of 
Watervliet  was  again  divided,  one 
part  being  erected  into  the  town  of 
Ureen  Island,  and  the  city  of  Water- 
vliet was  created,  by  a  statute  which 
defined  its  boundaries,  out  of  the  re- 
mainder. Action  was  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  former  town  of  Watervliet 
against  the  town  of  Colonic,  to  enforce 
an  apportionment  of  the  assets  and 
liabihties  belonging  to  or  devolving 
upon  each  town  at  the  time  when 
Colonic  was  set  off  from  Watervliet. 
It  appeared  that  a  few  uninhabited 
strips  of  land,  not  exceeding  three 
acres  in  extent,  were  neither  included 
in  the  two  new  towns  nor  in  the  city 
of  Watervliet.  It  was  held  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  dis- 
solve the  town  of  Watervliet  and  to 
incorporate  ite  territory  and  inhabi- 
tants in  new  political  divisions;  that 
the  town  and  its  officers  had  ceased  to 
exist ;  that  it  had  no  representatives ; 
and  that  no  person  was  authorized  to 
begin  a  suit  in  its  name.  Watervliet 
V,  Colonic,  27  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  394. 

>  Milster  17.  Spartanbuig,  68  S.  Car. 
26,  quoting  text;  Mobile  Transporta- 
tion Co.  v.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  335;  State 
V.  Natal,  39  La.  An.  439,  where  it  was 
said :  "The  city  of  New  Orleans  founded 
by  Bienville  about  1718  has  never 
ceased  to  exist  as  an  agglomeration  of 
human  beixigs  for  socuu,  commercial, 
and  industrial  purposes.  ...  In  1805 
those  inhabitants  were  given  a  charter, 
for  the  first  time  since  the  cession  of 
1803,  and  that  charter  has  been  altered 


and  amended  some  way  or  other,  in 
subsequent  years,  viz.:  1812,  1818, 
1833,  1835,  1837.  1846,  1850,  1852. 
1870,  and  188Q ;  but  the  city,  the  ex- 
istence of  which  was  generally  recog- 
nized by  the  various  Constitutions,  has 
retainea  its  identity,  not  only  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  but  also  as  a  matter  of 
legal  necessity."  See  supra,  {  336,  and 
cases  in  note. 

Mr.  Girard's  will  of  1831  gave  the 
residuum  of  his  estate  by  its  canoraU 
name  to  the  old  citv  of  Philadelptiia  in 
trust  for  certain  objecte,  the  primaiv 
one  being  the  college,  and  the  second- 
aiy  ones  "to  enable  the  city  to  improve 
its  police,  to  improve  the  city  propertv 
and  the  appearance  of  the  city  itself, 
and  to  diminish  taxation."  The  old 
city  accepted  the  trust.  By  1854 
twenty-eisht  distinct  suburban  muni- 
cipalities bad  grown  up  around  the  old 
city,  and  by  an  act  ot  that  year  all  of 
their  charters  and  that  of  the  old  city 
itself  were  abolished,  and  their  rights 
of  property  transferred  to  the  new  con- 
solidated corporation  of  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  which  instead  of  being 
two  miles  square  has  about  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty-nine  square  miles. 
The  heirs  of  Mr.  Girard  claimed  that 
the  annihilation  of  the  old  city  and  its 
mexger  into  the  immense  consolidated 
corporation  defeated  the  object  of  the 
testator.  But  the  court  held  that "  the 
identity  of  the  corporation  was  not 
destroyed,  and  that  the  change  in  its 
name,  the  enlaigement  of  ite  area,  Ac.f 
did  not  affect  ite  title  to  property  held 
at  the  time  of  such  change,  or  its 
capacity  to  execute  the  trusts  of  the 
will."  Giraid  v.  Philadelphia,  7  Wall 
1.  The  essential  point  in  this  case  is 
that  it  establishes,  notwithstanding;  the 
chan^  of  charter,  the  continuous  I^^al 
identity  of  the  new  city  corporation 
with  the  old.  The  enactment  of  a  new 
charter  for  a  city  does  not  impair  the 
right  of  the  city  to  collect  taxes  levied 
imder  the  repealed  charter,  although 
righte  accruing  thereunder  are  not  ex- 
pressly reserved  and  continued.  Ben- 
nison  v.  Galveston,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
382. 
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and  different  officers  administer  its  affairs.^  It  has .  been  declared 
that  the  power  of  the  State  to  alter  or  destroy  its  corporations  is  not 
greater  than  the  power  of  the  State  to  repeal  its  legislation.  Exer- 
cise of  the  latter  power  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be  ineffectual  to 
impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract.  The  repeal  of  a  law  may  be 
more  readily  midertaken  than  the  abolition  of  cities,  townships,  or 
other  municipal  corporations  or  the  change  of  their  boundaries. 
The  abolition  of  a  municipality  or  a  change  of  its  boundaries  may  put 
on  the  form  of  a  different  purpose  than  the  violation  of  a  contract 
right,  but  the  courts  will  not  permit  themselves  to  be  deceived.  They 
will  not  inquire  into  the  motives  of  the  legislature  of  a  State,  but 
they  will  not  ignore  the  effect  of  its  action.^  Accordingly,  where  the 
legislature  has  by  statute  dissolved  or  abolished  municipal  corpora- 
tions, thereby,  in  form,  at  least,  terminating  their  existence,  and,  by 
the  same  statute,  or  by  other  enactments,  has  provided  another  form 


1  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  U.  S. 
266;  approving  Milner's  Admx.  v. 
PensacoU,  2  Woods,  632;  Walnut 
Township  v.  Jordan,  38  Kan.  562 ;  ante, 
{  233  and  cases  cited,  §  336,  note; 
potA,  i§  339,  346,  347. 

In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93 
U.  8.  266,  Mr.  Justice  Fidd  observes : 

"Althoi^h  a  munici^  corporcUicmf 
so  far  as  it  is  invested  with  subordinate 
l^slative  powers  for  local  purposes,  is 
a  mere  instrumentality^  of  the  State  for 
the  convenient  administration  of  gov- 
ernment; yet,  when  authorized  to  take 
stock  in  a  railroad  company,  and  issue 
its  obligations  in  payment  of  the  stock, 
it  is  to  thai  extent  to  be  deemed  a  fri- 
vaie  corporation,  and  its  oUigationa 
are  secured  by  aU  the  gtiaranties  which 
protect  the  engagements  of  private  in- 
dividuals. The  inhibition  of  the  Con- 
stitution, which  preserves  against  the 
interference  of  a  State  the  sacredness 
of  contracts,  applies  to  the  liabilities  of 
municipal  corporations  created  by  its 
permiason;  and  although  the  repeal 
or  modification  of  the  charter  of  a  coi^ 
poration  of  that  kind  is  not  within  the 
inhibition,  yet  it  will  not  be  admitted, 
where  its  legislation  is  susceptible  of 
another  construction,  that  tne  State 
h»M  in  this  way  sanctioned  an  evasion 
of  or  esca^  from  liabilities  the  creation 
of  which  it  authorized.  When,  there- 
fore, a  new  form  is  given  to  an  old  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  or  such  a  corpora- 
tion is  reorganized  imder  a  new  charter, 
taking  ^  ^ts  new  organization  the  {)lace 
of  the  old  one,  embracing  substantially 


the  same  corporators  and  the  same 
territory,  it  wul  be  presumed  that  the 
legislature  intended  a  continued  ex- 
istence of  the  same  corporation,  al- 
though different  powers  are  possessed 
imder  the  new  cnarter,  and  different 
officers  administer  its  affairs;  and  in 
the  absence  of  express  provision  for 
their  payment  otherwise,  it  will  also  be 
presumed  in  such  case  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  that  the  liabilities  as  well 
as  the  rights  of  property  of  the  corpo- 
ration in  its  old  form  should  accompany 
the  corporation  in  its  reoiganization." 

The  remark  of  the  learned  justice 
that  as  respects  authorized  and  valid 
contracts  a  municipal  corporation 
stands  upon  the  same  footing  as  a 
private  corporation  or  individual  b 
one  of  extreme  importance  in  deter- 
mining the  constitutional  scope  of 
legislative  power  in  any  form  over  such 
contract  and  over  the  rights  of  the 
other  party  under  the  contract.  See 
ante,  §§  112,  113,  and  particularly 
People  V,  O'Brien.  Ill  N.  Y.  1.  See 
and  compare  Barkiey  v.  Levee  Gom'rs, 
93  U.  S.  258,  where  a  levee  district 
—  a  quasi  public  corporation  —  was 
superseded  in  its  functions  by  a  law 
dividing  the  district,  and  creating  a 
new  corporation  for  one  portion  and 
placing  the  other  under  the  charge  of 
the  local  authorities,  and  where  under 
the  circumstances  a  judgment  creditor 
was  held  to  be  without  legal  remedy. 
See  also  cases  of  the  city  of  Memphis, 
city  of  Mobile,  and  city  of  BrownsmUe, 
ante,  §  336,  note. 

'  Graham  v.  Folsom,  200  U.  S.  248. 
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of  government  for  the  same  territory,  whether  by  the  same  or  by 
another  name,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  steadily 
refused  to  regard  such  legislation  as  affecting  the  identity  of  the  cor- 
poration or  its  continued  existence  or  as  relieving  it  from  its  previous 
liabilities.^ 

§  339  (173).  Same  Subject.  —  The  case  contemplated  in  the  pre- 
ceding sections,  in  which  the  contintums  legal  existence  and  identity 
of  a  municifoliiy  will  he  held  to  exist,  where  substantially  the  same 
inhabitants  and  the  same  territory  are  concerned,  notwithstanding  a 
change  in  boundaries  and  form  of  organization  has  taken  place,  is 
one  of  quite  common  occurrence  and  of  easy  solution.  But  suppose 
the  legislature  absolutely  repeals  the  charter  or  constituent  act  of  an 
indebted  municipality,  and  makes  no  provision  for  the  payment  of 
its  debts,  or,  instead  of  an  absolute  repeal,  it  makes  such  changes  as 
do  not  relate  substantially  to  the  same  inhabitants  and  the  same 
territory,  as  for  example  supersedes  or  dissolves  the  indebted  muni- 
cipality,  and  annexes  what  constituted  its  territory  and  people  to 
other  municipaUties,  and  makes  no  provision  for  its  debts  or  their 
mode  of  payment.  Is  the  creditor  remediless  except  by  an  appeal 
to  the  legislature  ?  This  is  a  difficult  inquiry,  and  we  have  endeav- 
ored to  answer  it  in  the  preceding  sections  and  in  the  cases  referred 
to  in  the  notes,  as  far  as  it  has  been  possible  to  do  so  in  the  existing 
state  of  the  adjudications  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
whose  determination  of  such  questions  is  final  and  authoritative. 

The  author,  after  consideration,  ventures  the  suggestion  that  the 
true  solution  of  the  many  difficulties  may  possibly  be  found  in  the 
consideration  that  the  power  of  a  municipality  to  levy  taxes  to  pay 
its  debts  as  the  power  existed  at  the  time  when  the  debts  were  cre- 
ated is  in  its  essence  not  simply  the  grant  of  a  power  to  the  incor- 

^  Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  U.  S.  contracts  entered  into  by  the  mimid- 
260 ;  Mt.  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  pality  with  its  creditors  or  with  private 
U.  S.  520;  Mobile  v,  Watson,  116  parties.  An  absolute  repeal  of  a  mu- 
U.  S.  289 ;  Shapleieh  v.  San  Angelo,  nicipal  charter  is  therefore  efiPectual  go 
167  U.  S.  646.  See  silso  Morris  v.  State,  far  as  it  abolishes  the  old  corporate 
62  Tex.  728,  730 ;  Ranken  v.  McCallum,  organization ;  but  when  the  same,  or 
25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  83 ;  Amy  v.  Selma,  77  substantially  the  same,  inhabitants  are 
Ala.  103 ;  Greer  County  v.  Clarke,  12  erected  into  a  new  corporation,  whether 
Okla.  197.  The  conclusions  reached  with  extended  or  restricted  territorial 
by  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  of  the  United  limits,  such  new  corporation  is  treated 
States  have  been  thus  expressed :  The  as  in  law  the  successor  of  the  old  ooe. 
plenary  power  of  the  State  over  its  entitled  to  its  property  rights,  and  sub- 
municipal  corporations  to  change  their  ject  to  its  liabilities.  Per  ShiraSy  J.,  in 
organization,  to  modify  their  mode  of  Shapleigh  v.  San  Angelo,  167  U.  S.  €46, 
internal  government,  or  to  abolish  654. 
them  altogether,  is  not  restricted  by 
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porated  body,  but  in  substance  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  incorpo- 
rated territory.*  In  this  view  the  power  or  the  contract  obligation 
and  duty  of  its  exercise  survives  the  repeal  of  the  charter  and  the 
dissolution  of  the  old  corporation,  and  passes,  equally  with  the 
obligation  to  pay  the  debt,  to  the  inhabitants  who  continue  to  re- 
side, under  any  form  of  organization,  within  the  municipal  area  in 
behalf  of  which  the  debt  was  created ;  the  exercise  of  which  power 
and  consequent  duty  may  be  compelled  by  the  judicial  process  of 
mandamus  whenever  there  are  oflScers  in  existence  who,  under  the 
general  legislation  of  the  State,  have  the  power  to  levy  and  collect 
taxes. 

It  is  usual,  however,  for  the  legislature,  on  the  change  or  division 
of  municipal  and  public  corporations,  to  make  provision  concerning 
existing  indebtedness;  and  its  power  to  do  so,  unless  restrained  by 
special  constitutional  provision,  is  clear  and  ample.^ 

§  340  (174).  Revival  by  New  Oharter  and  its  Effect.  —  It  is  the 
doctrine  of  the  English  courts  that  where  the  functions  of  an  old 
corporaiion  are  suspended^  or  where  the  corporation,  by  loss  of  all  its 
members  or  of  an  integral  part,  is  dissolved  as  to  certain  purposes, 
U  may  be  revived  by  a  new  charter,  and  the  rights  of  the  old  corpora- 
tion be  granted  over  to  the  same,  or  a  new  set  of  corporators,  who  in 
such  case  take  all  the  rights  and  are  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  of 
the  old  corporation,  of  which  it  is  but  a  continuation.' 

>  Ante,  §§  4,  112,  113,  33&-338,  and  create  a  new  and  distinct  corporation, 

c&ses  as  to  the  nature  of  incorporated  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  legis- 

municipalities.  lature.     Antef  chap.  vii. ;    Bellows  v. 

*  Ante,  chap.  iv. ;  jMsty  §§  355,  358,  Hallowell  Bank,  &c.,  2  Mason  C.  C.  43, 

359,  360;  ante,  §§  336  and  notes,  338,  per  SUyry,  J.;   Angell  &  Ames,  §  780; 

339.      When  two  municipal   corpora-  Grant  on  Corporations,  304, 305 ;  Hoflf- 

tions    (St.  Anthony  and  Old  Minne-  man  r.  Van  Nostrand,  42  Barb.  (N.  Y.), 

apolis)  were  mexged,  by  legislative  act,  174 ;    Girard  v.  Philadelphia,  7  W^. 

into  a  new  corporation,  it  was  held  that  (U.  S.)  1 ;    Olney  v,  Harvey,  50    lU. 

the  new  corporation,  by /oroe  o/ provi-  453;    suTra,   §§  336,  337,  338,  339; 

9iana  in  the  act,  was  liable  for  a  tort,  for  post,  §§  346,  347 ;   Neely  r.  Yorkville, 

which  one  of  the  constituent  corpora-  10  S.  Car.  141.    A{)proving  text,  as  to 

tions  would  have  been  responsible  if  whom  the  revenue  is  to  be  paid  on  the 

the    merger    had    not    taken    place,  dissolution  of  a  corporation  in  New 

Adams  v.  Minneapolis,  20  Minn.  484.  Jersey.     See  Heckel  v.  Sandford.  40 

»  Rex  V.  Pasmore,  3  Term  R.  119,  N.  J.  L.  180.    The  late  civil  war  did  not 

247 ;    Regina  v.  Bewdley,  1  P.  Wms.  suspend  the  right  to  the  exercise  of  the 

207;  Colchester  v,  Brooke,  7  Queen's  franchises   of   an   incorporated   town 

Bench,   383;    Colchester  v,  Seaber,  3  within  the  lines  of  the  insurrectionary 

Burr.    1866;    Grant  on  (Corporations,  forces,  and  it  might  still  make  vidid 

304  and  note  ;^  2  Kyd,  516.    Whether  a  contracts,  notwithstanding  it  was  under 

statuj»  or  legislative  charter  will  oper-  the  control  of  the  insurgent  power, 

ate  to  revive  or  continue  an  old,  or  to  Selma  v.  Mullen,  46  Ala.  411.  ^ 
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Definite 352 

Legislative  Power  to  fix  and 
determine  Geographical  Limits ; 
Delegation  of  sucn  Power    .    .     353 


Only  One  Corporation  of  Same 
Kind  in  Same  Area 354 

Enlargement  of  Boundaries     .   .    353 

Proceedings  to  disconnect  or 
detach  Territory 356 

Property  and  Debts  on  Legisla- 
tive Extinction 357 

Property  and  Debts  on  Division 
of  Town 358 

Property  on  Division 359 

Power  of  L^islature  to  apporti<» 
Debts  and  Property 360 

Corporate  Seal;  Power  to  adopt 
and  alter 361 

Seal,  how  proved 3fi2 

Seal,  where  not  neoeasaiy    ...    363 


§  345  (175).  Name  by  Grant,  by  Implication,  and  by  Pntenih 
tion;  Power  to  change. — Every  corporation  must  have  a  name. 
This  is  essential  to  distinguish  it  from  other  corporations.  In  Eng- 
land before  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  5  and  6  Will.  l\\ 
chap,  xvi.y  1835/  such  corporations  obtained  their  name  by  having  it 
expressed  in  their  charter  (whether  royal  or  parliamentary),  or  by 
usage  or  by  implication.'  If  a  particular  name  be  given  to  a  cwpo- 
ration  in  its  charter,  the  corporation  can  no  more  change  it  at  its 
pleasure  than  a  man  can  at  pleasure  change  his  baptismal  name. 
If  no  name  be  given  to  a  corporation  by  its  charter  or  by  statute,  it 
may  obtain  one  by  implication.  Where  a  corporation  exists  by  pre- 
scription, it  may  have  more  than  one  name,  but  the  names,  to  be  rec- 
ognized as  valid,  must  be  prescriptive,  and  cannot  be  acquired  bv 
usage  within  the  time  of  memory.  It  has  been  decided,  in  England, 
that  a  corporation  may  have  one  name  by  prescription  and  another 
by  grant ;  but  it  is  said  that  the  same  corporation  cannot,  at  the  same 
time,  have  two  different  names  by  different  grants,  for  the  name  in 
the  last  grant  will  take  the  place  of  the  other.' 


*  Ante,  i  54  and  note. 

»  Glover,  52,  53;  Willc.  35;  Grant, 
50;  ante,  §  64.  As  to  usage,  see  anUf 
chap.  vii.  §  240. 

*  Knight  V.  Wells,  1  Ld.  Raym.  80; 
Physicians  v.   Salmon,   3   Salk.    102; 


Com.  Dig.  Fianch.  F.  9;  per  HtU, 
1  Salk.  191 ;  1  Str.  614 ;  Smith  v.  TaL 
PL  R.  Co.,  30  Ala.  650.  See  abo  All 
Saints  Church  v.  Lovett,  1  HaU  (N.  Y.? 
191;  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Davis.  14 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  238;  Middlesex,  Ae.» 
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§  346  (176).  Kame  under  EngliBh  Municipal  Corporations  Act. 
—  But  the  English  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  just  mentioned, 
which  changed  the  corporate  constitution  of  the  cities,  towns,  and 
boroughs  of  England  and  Wales,  and  reduced  them  to  a  uniform 
model,  made  this  provision  as  to  the  name  of  the  corporation,  under 
the  new  act :  ''Said  body,  or  reputed  body,  corporate  shall  take  and 
bear  the  name  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  such  bor- 
ough, and  by  that  name  shall  have  perpetual  succession,  and  shall 
be  capable,  in  law,  by  the  council  hereinafter  mentioned  of  such 
borough,  to  do  and  suffer  all  acts  which  now  lawfully  they  and  their 
successors  may  do  and  suffer,  by  any  name  or  title  of  incorporation, 
so  far  as  not  altered  or  annulled  by  the  provisions  of  this  act."  ^  It 
is  settled  by  the  decisions  under  this  act  that  the  true  or  proper  cor- 
porate name  for  boroughs  mentioned  in  it  is  "mayor,  aldermen, 
and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of ,"  and  (under  the  interpreta- 
tion clause,  §  142  of  the  act)  for  cities,  "mayor,  aldermen,  and 

citizens  of  the   city   of ."'    It  may   also   be  here  observed 

that  the  courts  have  determined  that,  though  this  act  changed 
the  name  and  made  new  and  important  alterations  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  corporations,  yet  that  its  effect  vxis  not  in  any  case  to 
create  a  new  corporation,  but  to  continue  the  old,  with  all  its  rights, 
privileges,  and  franchises,  except  so  far  as  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act.*  But  the  name  mentioned  in  the  act  would 
doubtless  govern,  and  by  that  they  would  have  to  sue  and  be 
sued. 

§  347  (177).  Name  under  Charter  or  Legialative  Act  in  thia 
Ooontry.  —  Municipal  charters  granted  by  legislative  enactment  in 
this  country  almost  invariably  prescribe  the  name  of  the  corporate 

body  thus:  "The  inhabitants  of  the  city  or  town  of are  hereby 

constituted  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  by  the  name  and  style  of 

Davis,    3    Met.     (Mass.)   133;    South  tion  of  Rochester  v.  Lee,  15  Sim.  376; 

Newmarket  Meth.  Seminary  v,  Peaslee,  Grant,  342 ;  Rawtinson,  13. 
16  N.  H.  317;   Society,  Ac.  v.  Young,        •  Corporation  of  Ludlow  v,  Tyler,  7 

2  N.  H.  310.  Car.  &  P,  537;    Attorney-General  v. 

'  5  and  6  Will.  IV.  chap.  Ixxvi.  {  6;  Wilson,  9  Sim.  30,  48;  Attorney- 
ante,  §  53  and  note.  By  the  Gonsoli-  General  v.  Kerr,  2  Beav.  420,  429 ; 
dated  Municipal  Corporations  Act  of  Attorney-General  v.  Corporation  of 
18S2j  i  8,  it  is  provided  that  ''the  Leicester,  9  Beav.  546;  Doe,  &c.  v. 
Mumdpal  Corporation  of  a  borough  Norton,  11  M.  &  W.  913,  928.  Parke, 
■haU  bear  the  name  of  the  mayor,  alder-  B.,  there  said :  ''Though  the  name  and 
men,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough,  or  sWle  of  the  corporation,  and  the  mode 
in  the  case  of  a  city,  the  mayor,  alder-  of  electing  members  were  changed,  the 
men,  and  citizens  of  the  city.''  identity   of   the    body   itself   was    not 

'  Attorney-General  v,   Coiporation  afifectea."   Ante,  chap.  ix.  §{  337,  346. 
of  Worcester,  2  Phillips,  3;   Corpora- 
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'city  of '  or  'town  of .'  "  '  So  the  general  municipal  incor- 
poration acts  usually  contain  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  "cities  and 
towns  organized  or  to  be  organized  thereunder  are  declared  to  be 
bodies  politic  and  corporate,  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  city  of 

,  or  town  of ,  as  the  case  may  be,"  &c.    WTiere  such  an  act 

authorized  any  existing  town  or  city  to  adopt  its  provisions  in  place  of 
its  special  charter,  and  was  silent  as  to  the  corporate  name  after  the 
change  was  made,  it  was  held  that  the  former  name  was  retained.' 

§  348  (148).  Ohange  of  Kame  ;  Kame  by  Reputation.  —  Where 
a  name  is  given  to  a  municipal  corporation  by  charier  or  stattde,  this 
cannot  be  changed  by  the  act  of  the  corporation.'  But  in  this  coun- 
try general  statutes  are  not  unfrequent,  authorizing  the  creation  of 
quasi  corporations,  without  making  it  necessary  to  designate  the 
name  by  which  a  particular  district  shall  be  called ;  in  such  case  it 
may  acquire  a  name  by  repitUUion,  and  sue  and  be  sued  by  such 
name.* 

§  349  (179).  Misnomer  and  Effect  thereof.  —  A  misrvomet^  of 
variation  from  the  precise  name  of  the  corporation,  in  a  grant  or 
obligation  by  or  to  it,  is  not  material,  if  the  identity  of  the  corpora- 
tion is  unmistakable,  either  from  the  face  of  the  instrument  or  from 
the  averments  and  proof.' 

^  Ante,    i   59.     Biggar,   Municipal  napolis  are  fixed  by  public  law,  and 

Manual  (Canada,  1900),  37.  puDlic  records  open  to  all.    Newman  r. 

The  proper  coiporate  name  of  a  Sylvester,  42  Ind.  106 ;  anie,  if  61, 231. 
municipal  corporation  ought  always  to  *  Willcock,  34, 37, 38 ;  Renna  v.  Re- 
be  used.  But  it  has  been  decided  in  nstrar  Joint  Stock  Cos.,  10  Q.  B.  839. 
Canada  that  a  b^-law  of  a  municipal  See  Episcopal,  &c.  Society  v.  Episeoptl 
council  is  valid  if  it  appear  on  the  face  Churcn,  1  Pick.  (Mass.)  372.  Chansr 
of  it  to  have  been  enacted  by  a  munici-  of  name  does  not  necessarily  involve  i 
pal  body  having  authority  to  make  the  chan^  of  identity.  Girard  v.  Phib- 
by-law  under  the  municipal  Laws,  delphia,  7  Wall.  1 ;  ante,  chap.  ix.  §  340. 
Hewellyn  v.  Webster,  6  Upper  Can.  *  School  District  v.  Blakeske,  13 
Q.  B.  586;  Hawkins  v.  Huron,  Perth  Conn.  227;  Queen  v.  R^istrar  of  Joint 
and  Bruce,  Counties,  2  Upper  Can.  Stock  Cos.,  10  Q.  B.  fS9;  EpisoopU 
C.  P.  72 ;  Fisher  v.  Vaughan,  10  Charitable  Society  v.  Episoopal  Chureiu 
Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  492;  Barclay  and  1  Pick.  (Mass.)  372.  See  fuitfaer 
Darlington,  In  re,  11  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  King  v,  Morris,  1  Ld.  Raym.  337; 
470;  firophy  and  Gananoque,  In  re,  Queen  v.  Bailiffs  of  Ipswich,  2  Ld. 
26  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  290;  see  also  Raym.  1232,  1238,  1239.  As  to  qtusi 
Gwynne  v.  Rees,  2  Upper  Can.  P.  R.  corporations,  ante,  §  34,  and  note; 
282 ;  Moore  v.  Bradley  Prot.  School  post,  chapter  on  Actions. 
Dist.,  5  Manitoba  Rep.  49;  Port  *  Upper  Alloways  Creek  «.  String* 
Rowan  High  School  Trs.  v.  Walsing-  10  N.  J.  L.  323;  Neely  v.  YortcviDe,  10 
ham,  23  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  11.  S.  Car.  141,  approving  text ;  Kentucky 

'  Johnson  v.  Indianapolis,   16  Ind.  Seminary  v.  Wallace,  15  B.  Mon.(Ky.> 

227.    Corporate  name  of  the  cit^r  or-  35;  New  York  Conference  v.  dark- 

ganized  under  a  general  act  not  judi-  son,    8    N.    J.    ISq.    541;    Az^geQ    A 

cially  noticed,     lb.    Limits  of  Indiar  Ames,   §  185;    Pendleton  r.  Bank  of 
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§  350  (180).  Same  Sabject.  —  Where  the  iniention  of  the  testcUor 
is  clear,  a  mistake  in  the  name  or  description  of  the  object  of  his 
bounty  will  not  make  the  devise  void.  This  general  principle  is 
applicable  to  all  corporations,  private  and  public.  But  the  intention 
must  be  so  clear  as  to  remove  all  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  cor- 
poration meant.  This  rule  must  be  illustrated  by  a  few  examples. 
Thus,  a  devise  to  a  college  by  its  common  name,  though  not  the  true 
corporate  name,  is  good.^  So  where  the  devisees  were  called  by 
their  popular  name,  "  The  Sovih  Parish  in  Sutton,'^  their  legal  name 
being  the  ''First  Parish  in  Sutton,"  the  devise  was  sustained.'  So, 
also,  the  "Mayor,  Jurats,  and  Commonalty  of  the  Town  of  Rye," 
that  being  the  corporate  name,  were  held  entitled  to  lands  by  a  de- 
vise to  "The  Right  Worshipful  the  Mayor,  Jurats,  and  Tovm  Cowv- 
cil  of  the  Town  of  Rye,"  although  there  was  no  town  council  in  the 
town,  and  although  the  court  admitted  the  proposition  of  counsel 
against  the  will,  that  if  the  "intent  appears  to  give  to  a  part  of  the 


Kentucky,  1  Mon.  (Ky.).177;  Med- 
way  Ck)tton  ManufacturiDg  Co.  v. 
Adams,  10  Mass.  360 ;  People  v.  Love, 
19  Cal.  676;  African  Society  v,  Varick, 
13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  38;  Woolrich  v, 
Forrest,  1  Pa.  115;  Bower  v.  State 
Bank,  5  Ark.  234;  Pierce  v.  Somer- 
worth,  10  N.  H.  369;  Pittsburgh  v. 
Craft,  1  Pitts.  (Pa.)  158;  Douglas  v. 
Branch  Bank,  &c.,  19  Ala.  659.  Slight 
variances  in  the  use  of  corporate  names, 
where  substantially  correct,  have  been 
beld  immaterial  even  in  matters  of 
contract.  Brock  District  v.  Bowen, 
7  ,Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  471 ;  Trent  and 
Frankford  Road  Co.  v,  Marshall,  10 
Upper  Can.  C.  P.  336 ;  Whitby  v.  Har- 
rison, 18  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  603 ;  Bruce 
Coimty  V.  Cromar,  22  Upper  Can.  Q.  B. 
321.  See  also  Mayor  and  Bui^esses  of 
Lynne  Regis,  10  Coke  Rep.  120,  122 ; 
Mnyor  of  Carlisle  v.  Blamire,  8  East, 
487 ;  King  V.  Croke,  Cowp.  29 ;  Bever- 
ley Tp.  r.  Barlow,  10  Upper  Can.  C.  P. 
178;  Goodwin  and  Ottawa  and  Pres- 
cott  R.  Co.,  In  re,  13  Upper  Can.  C.  P. 
254.  It  was,  however,  held  differently 
as  to  the  entitling  of  a  rule  in  a  pro- 
ceeding against  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion. Sams  V.  Toronto,  9  Upper  Can. 
Q.  B.  181 ;  Biggar,  Municipal  Manual 
(Canada,  1900)737. 

"The  geneial  rule  to  be  collected 
from  the  cases  is,"  says  Chancellor 
Kent,  "that  a  variation  from  the  precise 
name  of  the  corporation,  when  the  true 
name  is  necessarily  to  be  collected  from 
the  instrument,  or  is  shown  by  proper 


averments,  will  not  invalidate  a  grant 
by  or  to  a  corporation,  or  a  contract 
with  it,  and  the  modem  cases  show  an 
increased  liberality  on  this  subject."  2 
Kent  Com.  292;  approved,  St.  Louis 
Hospital  V,  Williams,  19  Mo.  609.  "We 
adopt  the  more  reasonable  rule  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Kyd  (Corp.  Vol.  I.  pp. 
286,  288),  that  the  variance  must  be 
materiallv  different  in  substance,  to  in- 
jure." Per  Curiam f  People  v.  Runlde, 
9>Johns.  (N.  Y.)  147,  157. 

"  1  take  the  law  of  the  present  day 
to  be,  that  a  departure  from  the  strict 
style  of  the  corporation  will  not  avoid 
its  contracts,  if  it  substantially  appear 
that  the  particular  corporation  was  in- 
tended, and  that  a  latent  ambiguity 
may,  under  proper  averments,  be  ex- 
plamed  by  parol  evidence  in  this  as  in 
other  cases,  to  show  the  intention." 
Per  Gibson f  J.,  in  Berks.  &D.  Turnpike 
Road  V.  Myers,  6  Serg.  &  Rawle  (Fa.), 
12 ;  8.  p.  Milford,  Ac.  Co.  v.  Brush,  10 
Ohio,  111. 

When  an  act  of  parliament  makes 
a  grant  to  a  corporation,  it  takes  effect 
though  the  true  corporate  name  be  not 
used,  provided  the  corporation  in- 
tended be  sufficiently  identified  or  de- 
scribed. 1  Kyd,  256;  Chimcellor  of 
Oxford's  Case,  10  Co.  87  b. 

^  Chancellor  of  Oxford 's  Case,  10  Co. 
876. 

»  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Cole,  3 
Pick.  (Mass.)  232,  and  cases  there 
cited. 
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corporation,  although  that  intent  fails  of  effect,  the  whole  corporation 
cannot  take.^  So,  also,  a  devise  to  the  Mayor,  Chamberlain,  and 
Oovemors,  is  valid  to  a  corporation  whose  true  name  is  Mayor,  Citi' 
zen8,  and  CammonaUy?  So,  a  legacy  may  be  given  or  a  devise  made 
to  a  corporation  either  by  its  corporate  name  or  by  a  description 
which  clearly  distinguishes  and  identifies  the  legatee.' 

§  351  (181).  Oorporate  Name  in  Suits.  —  Where  the  name  of 
the  corporation  is  expressly  defined  by  charter  or  statute,  it  is  usu- 
ally provided  in  terms  that  by  avch  name  it  may  sve  and  be  sved. 
In  such  case  the  true  corporate  name  should  be  used  both  in  suits  by 
and  against  the  corporation.  A  name  in  a  grant  or  obligation  to  or 
by  a  corporation  may  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  corporation  to  enjoy 
or  to  make  it  liable,  which  would  not  be  sufficient  in  an  action  by  or 
against  it.^   If  the  name  of  a  corporation  is  lawftJly  changed,  not  the 


"  Attomey-General  v.  Mayor  of  Rye, 
7  Taunt.  546;  2  Eng.  Com.  Law,  213. 

•  Owen,  35  (14  eBz.).  "The  devise 
held  good  by  Dyer^  WesUm,  and  Man- 
wood,  for  it  shidl  be  taken  according 
to  the  intent  of  the  devisor."  See  also 
Ck>unden  v.  Gierke,  Hobart,  32 ;  Croy- 
don Hospital  V.  Farley,  6  Taunton,  467 ; 
1  Eng.  Com,  Law  J  457,  where  GibbSf  C. 
J.,  justly  condemns  the  absurd  nicety 
of  many  of  the  decisions  from  the  reign 
c^  Edward  VI.  to  the  end  of  James  I., 
on  the  subject  of  the  names  and  de- 
scription of  corporate  bodies. 

•  New  York  Institute  v.  How,  10 
N.  Y.  84.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff, 
whose  corporate  name  was  "The  New 
York  Institution  for  the  Blind,"  was 
decided  to  be  entitled  to  a  legacy  given 
to  the  "Trustees  of  the  Institution  for 
the  Maintenance  and  Instruction  of 
the  Indigent  BUnd,"  there  beinz  no 
other  institution  in  the  city  of  New 
York  for  the  btind.  See  also  Vansant 
V.  Roberts,  3  Md.  119;  Preachers'  Aid 
Society,  45  Me.  552;  Chapin  v.  Win- 
chester School  Distnct,  &c.,  35  N.  H. 
445 ;  Minot  v,  Boston  Asylum,  7  Met. 
(Mass.)  416.  Parol  evidence  may,  in 
proper  cases,  be  received  to  identify 
the  corporation  intended.  South  New 
Market  Meth.  Seminary  v,  Peaslee,  15 
N.  H.  317 ;  Bodman  v.  American  Tract 
Society,  9  Allen  (Mass.),  447. 

•  Ounbridge  University  v.  Crofts,  10 
Mod.  208;  1  Kyd,  253;  Willc.  37; 
Brittan  v.  Newland,  2  Dev.  &  Bat. 
(N.  Car.)  363 ;  Insane  Asylum  v,  Hig- 
gins,  15  111.  185;  Berks  Co.,  &c.  v. 
Myers,  6   Serg.  &  Rawle    (Pa.),   12; 


Clarke  v.  Potter  Co.,  1  Barr  (Pa.),  163; 
Porter  v.  Blakel/,  1  Root  (Conn.),  440; 
Kentuclnr  Seminary  v.  Wallace,  15  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  35;  Romeo  v,  Chapmin, 
2  Mich.  179;  St.  Louis  County  Court 
V,  Griswold,  58  Mo.  175;  Carder  ?. 
Fayette  Co.  Com'rs,  16  Ohio  St  353; 
Greene  Township  v.  Campbdl,  16  Ohio 
St.  11;  Dexter  v.  Gay,  115  Ga.  765; 
Mt.  Pleasant  v.  Eversole  (Ky.),  96 
8.  W.  Rep.  478.  A  town  has  no  cauae 
of  action  against  a  railrocui  oompaoy 
for  giving  the  town  name  to  a  statwa 
near  it  so  that  inconvenience  and  eoo- 
fusion  arise,  any  cause  of  action  be- 
longing to  the  merchants  and  traveOen 
injured.  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Semin- 
aiy,  81  Miss.  237.  A  statute  inooipo- 
rated  "a  town  under  the  name  of  the 
Town  of  Dexter,"  and  vested  the  gov- 
ernment in  a  mayor  and  aldermen,  who 
should  be  styled  "The  Mayor  and 
Aldermen  of  Dexter,  and  by  that  name 
are  hereby  made  a  body  corponte/' 
and  as  such  may  sue  and  be  sued. 
HMf  that  the  town  could  only  be 
sued  by  the  corporate  name  last  re- 
ferred to,  and  that  a  suit  brougfai 
against  the  "Town  of  Dexter"  sbouU 
be  dismissed.  Dexter  v.  Gay,  115  Ga. 
765.  A  municipal  corporation  is  noi 
entitled  to  any  immunity  from  suiu 
similar  to  the  immunity  of  the  State : 
it  may  be  sued  in  its  corporate  name 
on  its  contracts  or  for  its  torts  as  any 
corporation  or  individuaL  Palatla 
Waterworks  v.  Palatka,  127  Fed.  Rep. 
161,  164.  See  also  Ayres  v.  Thurstoo 
County,  63  Neb.  96. 
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identity  of  the  corporation  itself,  suit  should,  in  general,  unless  pro- 
vision be  otherwise  made,  be  in  the  new  name.^  If  a  note,  bond,  or 
other  promise  be  made  to  a  corporation  by  a  name  differing  from 
the  corporate  name,  the  corporation  may  sue  in  its  true  name,  and 
aDege  that  it  i^  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  or  obligation  was 
made.' 

§  352  (182).  Corporate  BoimdarieB  miiBt-  bo  Definite.  —  Since 
the  leading  object  of  an  American  municipal  corporation  is  to  invest 
the  inhabitants  of  a  defined  locality  or  place  with  a  corporate  ex- 
istence, chiefly  for  the  purposes  of  local  government,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  geographical  limits  or  boundaries  of  the  corporation  ongkt 
to  be  defined  and  certain.  These  boundaries  are  usually  described  in 
the  charter  or  constituent  act,  or  a  method  is  prescribed  therein,  by 
which  they  may  be  ascertained  and  settled.  Because  residence 
within  the  corporation  confers  rights  and  imposes  duties  upon  the 
residents,  and  the  local  jurisdiction  of  the  incorporated  place  is,  in 
most  cases,  confined  to  the  limits  of  the  corporation,  it  is  necessary 
that  these  limits  be  definitely  fixed.'    They  are  established  by  legis- 

*  Colchester  v,  Seaber,  3  Burr.  1866 ;  Index,  Boundaries.  T?ie  general  rule  is 
Regina  v.  Ipswich,  2  Ld.  Rayzn.  1232,  that  municipal  corporations  cannot  ex- 
1238;  Angell  &  Ames,  S  644;  Glover,  ercise  their  powers  beyond  their  own 
63.  Mr.  Kyd  says :  "  Where  a  corpo-  limits,  hut  there  axe  some  exceptions,  as, 
ration  becomes  liable  to  any  duty,  and  for  example,  to  provide  for  the  dis- 
then  its  name  is  changed,  the  writ  charge  of  sewage,  Coldwater  v.  Tucker, 
brought  against  it  shomd  be  in  the  36  Mich.  474;  Gilchrist's  Appeal,  109 
new  name.'^  1  Corp.  288.  On  a  merger.  Pa.  St.  600.  A  charter  provision  that 
by  statute,  of  a  town  into  a  cUy  corpo-  the  city  of  Memphis  shall  "  have  and 
raUon,  it  was  provided  that  all  of  the  exercise  within  the  city  limits,  and  for 
books,  papers,  moneys,  and  effects  of  two  miles  outside  all  governmental  pow- 
the  former  should  vest  in  the  latter,  ers  and  police  powers,"  there  b^ng 
Hdd,  that  a  suit  on  a  bond  made  to  within  said  two-mile  strip  two  other 
a  town  before  the  transfer,  could  not  independent  organized  municipalities, 
afterwards  be  instituted  in  the  name  and  another  provision  that ''within  the 
of  the  town,  but  should  be  brought  in  citjr  and  within  ten  miles  of  the  city 
the  corporate  name  of  the  city.  Fort  limits,''  the  city  might  exercise  vexy 
Wayne  v.  Jackson,  7  Blackf .  (Ind.)  36.  extensive  police  powers,  and,  inter  alia, 

*  10  Co.  125  b;  1  Kyd,  287 ;  African  that  the  ''president  {mayor],  whenever 
Society  v.  Varick,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y).  in  his  opinion  a  nuisance  exists  upon 
38 ;  McMinn  Academy  v.  Reneau,  2  public  or  private  propertv  might  abate 
Swan  (Tenn.),  94;  Fort  Wayne  v.  the  same,^'  &c.,  were  held  to  be  void. 
Jackson,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  36.  An  al-  Malonev.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390, 103 
legation  that  the  defendants  acknowl-  S.  W.  Rep.  798. 

ec^ed  themselves  to  be  bound  unto  the        Referring  to  the  two-mile  provisions, 

plainHffs,   by  the  description,   &c.,   is  the  court  says:    "We  have  seen  that, 

equivalent  to  such  an  averment.     13  ex  necessitate,  a  limited  police  power 

Johns    (N.  Y.)  38,  supra,  may  be  granted  to  municipalities  over 

*  Cutting  V.  Stone,  7  Vt.  471 ;  Gray  a  small  section  of  countxy  surrounding 
V.  Sheldon,  8  Vt.  402;  Pierce  v.  Car-  their  boundaries  for  their  protection 
penter,  10  Vt.  480 ;  State  v.  Eason,  against  nuisances,  and  to  safeguard  the 
114  N.  Car.  787  (ouoting  text) ;  Foster  health  of  the  people  residing  in  them, 
V.  Hare,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  177.     See  but  even  this  is  hard  to  justify  on  any 
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lative  authority.    The  power  to  incorporate  a  place  necessarily  in- 
cludes the  power  to  fix  its  boundaries.^ 


principle  other  than  that  the  munici- 
pality is  in  such  matters  the  agent  of 
the  State  itself  for  the  protection  of 
the  people  of  the  State.  But  that 
agency  cannot  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
conferring  power  upon  municipalities 
over  temtory  outside  of  them,  any 
further  than  bare  necessity  requires. 
Certain  it  is,  there  can  be  no  justifica- 
tion for  extending  over  an  outside  strip 
of  country,  two  miles  in  width,  or  of 
any  less  width,  all  the  governmental 
powers  of  the  city,  or  even  all  the 
ix)lice  powers  of  the  city.  The  dele^ 
tion  of  such  extensive  power  is  in  vio- 
lation of  at  least  two  sections  of  the 
Constitution.  The  exercise  of  gov- 
ernmental powers  over  the  people  em- 
braced within  any  area  or  territory 
necessarily  involves  control,  to  a  very 
material  aegree,  overthdr  persons  and 
property.  The  control  in  the  present 
instance  is  siven.  not  to  any  one  chosen 
or  elected  oy  the  people  over  whom 
they  are  to  exercise  dominion,  but  to 
the  officers  of  a  foreign  body,  chosen 
for  the  service  of  that  body,  and  not 
for  the  people  to  be  affected  by  the 
powers  given.  No  other  people  of  the 
State,  are  so  burdened,  and  no  other 
city  is  so  favored  with  dominion  be- 
yond its  borders.  The  necessary  effect 
of  such  legislation,  if  valid,  would  be 
to  subject  the  property  of  the  people 
inside  of  the  strip  referred  to  to  the 


taxing  power  of  the  cit^  of  Memphis, 
which  would  result  in  takiiig  their  prop- 
erty for  the  use  of  the  city,  from  the 
application  of  which  they  could  derive 
no  benefit.  It  would  also  impose  upon 
them  the  whole  burden  of  the  police  * 
powers  of  the  city,  to  be  exerdsed  for 
the  benefit  of  the  latter,  and  thereby 
would  they  be  caused  to  bear  a  weight 
borne  by  no  other  people  of  the  State.'' ' 
As  to  the  ten-mile  limits  and  the 
authority  attempted  to  be  conferred, 
the  court  says:  "These  extraordinaiy 
provisions  attempt  to  vest  in  the 
president  and  the  other  'officers  and 
agents'  of  the  city  unlimited  and  ir- 
responsible power  over  the  property 
and  estates,  not  onl^  of  every  soul  in 
the  city  of  Mempms,  but  within  a 
radius  of  ten  miles  beyond  the  boun- 
daries of  the  city;  the  power  to  vex 
and  harass  any  and  every  man  or 
woman  or  child,  even,  on  whose  prop- 
erty they  may  choose  to  impose  bur- 
densome restrictions;  the  power  even 
to  destroy  the  property  of  any  citiien 
of  Memphis,  or  of  any  one  liying  within 
ten  miles  of  Memphis.  These  vast 
powers  are  not  to  be  defined,  directed, 
or  controlled  by  ordinances;  the  prea- 
dent  and  the  other  officers  and  agents 
of  the  city  are  themselves  to  decide 
upon  these  matters,  and  to  act  imon 
tneir  decisions,  and  to  impose  burdens 
or  destroy  property  as  th^  may  deem 


>  Galesbuiv  v.  Hawkinson,  75  111. 
152,  156;  i&lly  v.  Pittsburgh,  104 
U.  S.  78.  The  power  to  change  the  ter- 
ritorial limits  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion cannot,  in  Tennessee,  be  delegated 
to  a  court.  Willett  v.  Bellville,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)i  1.  **  It  is  certainly  not  within 
the  power  of  the  le^slature  to  give  to  a 
municipal  corporation  the  power  of  ab- 
sorbing as  much  of  the  property,  and  as 
many  of  the  people,  ot  a  county,  as  it 
may  suit  the  wishes  of  the  municipal 
authorities  to  make  subiects  of  their 
taxation  and  ordinances.  Irving,  J., 
Prince  George's  County  Com'rs  v. 
Bladensburg,  51  Md.  465.  The  legisla- 
ture may,  in  Arkansas,  vest  in  a  court 
the  power  to  determine  when  the  limits 
of  a  town  mav  be  extendi.  Foreman 
V.  Town  of  Marianna,  43  Ark.  324.  A 
petition  praying  for  a  certiorari  to 
bring  up  the  record  of  such  a  court, 


must  show  that  the  petitioners  are  in- 
terested in  the  question  as  residents  or 
property  oumers,  either  in  the  old  town 
or  in  the  district  sought  to  be  anneind 
Perkins  v.  Holman,  43  Ark.  219.  The 
legislature  beins  empowered  to  give 
such  extent  ana  boundaries  to  an  in- 
corporated territory  as  it  may  choose, 
all  the  inhabitants  axid  their  property 
within  the  corporate  limits  so  nxed  are 
alike  subject  to  municipal  taxatioo. 
without  respect  to  the  time  when  some 
of  the  liabilities  to  which  the  revenue 
is  to  be  applied  arose.  Cash  v.  Doiigbs- 
ville,  94  Ga.  557.  The  fact  that  a  ctty 
extends  its  streets  over  tide  lands  out- 
side of  its  corporate  limits  does  not 
^ve  it  authority  to  levy  taxes  on  prop- 
erty situated  outside  of  its  oorportte 
Umits.  Pacific  Sheet  Metal  Works  t. 
Roeder,  26  Wash.  183. 
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§  353  (183).     Legislfttiye  Power  to  fix  and  determine  Gtoograph- 
ieal  LiznitB;  Delegation  of   snch  Power.  —  The  fundamental  idea  of 


best ;  that  is^  upon  these  subjects  they 
hold  all  legislative,  judicial,  and  ex- 
ecutive powers,  that  is  to  say,  arbi- 
trary powers.  Such  provisions  cannot 
be  upneld  in  a  free  country.  No  man 
is  wise  enough  or  good  enough  to  be 
vested  with  arbitrary  power  over  the 
propertv  of  his  fellow  citizens.  No 
Doay  of  men  composing  a  municipal 
council  or  other  oiganization  is  wise 
enough  or  good  enough  to  be  entrusted 
with  such  power.  The  provisions 
which  give  these  {>owers  are  in  viola- 
tion of  S  8  of  art.  i.  of  our  State  Con- 
stitution, which  provides:  'That  no 
man  shall  be  taken  or  imprisoned  or 
disseized  of  his  freehold,  liberties  or 
privileges,  or  outlawed,  or  exiled,  or  in 
any  manner  destroyed  or  deprived  of 
his  life,  liberty,  or  propertv,  but  by  the 
judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of  the 
land.'  They  are  therefore  void."  The 
court  distinguishes  Chicago  Packing  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  88  111.  221,  quoting  Dillon, 
Municipal  Corp.  (4th  ed.)  i  184,  §  144, 
and  §  366. 

Whether  particular  property  is 
within  the  boundaries  of  a  city  is  a 
question  of  fact.  Indianapolis  v.  Mc- 
Avoy,  86  Ind.  587. 

As  to  boundaries  generally,  and  con- 
struction of  acts  relating  ttiereto,  see 
Hamilton  v.  McNeil,  13  Gratt.  (Va.) 
389;  Raab  v.  Maryland,  7  Md.  483; 
Green  v.  Cheek,  5  Ind.  105 :  People  v. 
Carpenter,  24  N.  Y.  86;  Elmendorf  v. 
Mayor,  Ac,  26  Wend.  693;  People  v. 
Town  Board,  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  156; 
State  V,  Wofford,  90  Tex.  514 ;  post, 
§§  976,  1077.  Sufficiency  of  description 
of  boundaries,  see  Bradley  v.  Spickards- 
viUe,  90  Mo.  App.  416.  A  municii)al 
corporation  cannot  usually  exercise  its 
powers  beyond  Us  own  limits.  Consid- 
erations of  public  policy  sometimes  in- 
duce the  legislature  to  grant  authority 
to  do  so,  as  where  a  water  supply  must 
be  obtained  from  a  distance.  Cold- 
water  V.  Tucker,  36  Mich.  474.  Suvra, 
i  277a,  as  to  express  power  to  build  a 
municipal  bridge  beyond  city  limits 
and  partly  in  another  State. 

Places  bounded  on  rivers.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  relate  to  questions  which 
have  arisen  with  respect  to  places 
bounded  on  rivers.  An  act  extending 
the  bounds  of  a  town  over  the  adjacent 
navigable  waters  does  not  thereby  grant 
to  the  town  the  land  covered  oy  the 


water,  and  consequently  confers  no 
right  to  make  rules  to  regulate  the  use 
of  such  land,  although  such  an  act  will 
bring  the  territory  within  the  limits  of 
the  town  for  the  purpose  of  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction.  Palmer  v.  Hicks, 
6  Johns.  133. 

In  New  Hampshire,  towns  bounded 
by  or  on  rivers  not  navigable,  or  by 
lines  up  and  down  the  river,  extend  to 
the  centre  of  the  river,  and  this  principle 
is  held  to  apply  to  the  great  streams,,  the 
Connecticut  and  the  Merrimack.  State 
V.  Canterbury,  28  N.  H.  195;  State  v. 
Gilmanton,  14  N.  H.  467.  See  also  Cold 
Springs,  Ac.  V.  Tolland,  9'Cush.  492. 

In  Connecticut,  towns  bounded  on 
rivers  in  some  instances  tidce  the  land 
on  each  side  of  the  river,  in  which  case 
the  whole  river  is  within  the  jurisMlic- 
tion  of  the  town.  In  other  instances, 
where  towns  are  bounded  on  rivers,  the 
jurisdiction  thereof  is  construed,  with- 
out any  express  provision  to  that  effect, 
and  in  virtue  oi  ancient  usage  to  that 
effect,  to  extend  to  the  centre  of  the 
stream.  Opposite  towns  have  each 
political  and  civil  jurisdiction  to  the 
centre,  though  the  charter  limits  ex- 
tend only  to  the  stream  or  margin  or 
channel  thereof.  Pratt  v.  State  (as- 
sault on  officer  on  the  river  Connecti- 
cut), 5  Conn.  388;  Hayden  v.  Noyes 
(oyster  fishery  on  the  Connecticut 
River),  5  Conn.  391, 395.  Hosmer,  C.  J. 
(5  Conn.  395),  remarks:  "Every  part 
of  the  Connecticut  River,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  iurisdiction,  is  within  some 
town  in  the  State;  or  these  waters 
would  be  a  sanctuary  for  debtors  or 
criminals.  Such  has  been  the  invari- 
able usa^e.'' 

The  jurisdiction  of  Brooklyn,  for 
police  purposes,  extends  to  low-ioater 
line,  whether  formed  naturally  or  arti- 
ficially. Furman  Street,  17  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  649,  661.  See  Udall  v.  Bnwk- 
lyn  Trustees,  19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  175; 
Stryker  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  19  Johns. 
179;  as  to  boundaxy  of  New  York 
City.  By  statute,  the  bounds  of  Al- 
bany extend  to  the  middle  of  the  Hud- 
son River.  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  602. 
Eastern  boundaxy  line  of  St.  Louis  was 
defined  by  the  charter  to  be  the  Missis- 
sippi River,  and  it  was  held  to  extend 
to  the  middle  of  the  stream,  and  not 
simply  to  the  bank.  Jones  v.  Soulardp 
24  How.  (U.  S.)  41. 
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a  municipal  corporation  proper,  both  in  England  and  in  this  coimtiy, 
is  to  invest  compact  or  dense  populations  with  the  power  of  local  sdf' 
government.  Indeed,  the  necessity  for  such  corporations  springs 
from  the  existence  of  centres  or  agglomerations  of  population,  having, 
by  reason  of  density  and  numbers,  local  or  peculiar  interests  and 
wants,  not  common  to  adjoining  sparsely  settled  or  agricultural  re- 
gions. It  is  necessary  to  draw  the  Une  which  defines  the  limits  of  the 
place  and  people  to  be  incorporated.  This  is  with  us  a  l^^slative 
function.^  And,  therefore,  in  a  special  charter  incorporating  a  place, 
the  boundaries  are  expressly  defined  in  the  charter  itself,  and  the 
power  of  the  legislation  by  its  direct  action  thus  to  determine  the  extent 
of  the  geographical  limits  of  the  corporation  is  very  broad,  and  m  fad 
unlimited,  except  where  the  provisions  of  the  charter  are  such  as 
would  contravene  constitutional  limitations,  express  or  implied. 
But  where  municipalities  are  organized  under  general  statutes  no 
expression  of  the  legislative  will  as  to  the  exact  boundaries  of  any 


In  Pennsylvaniay  if  a  municipal  cor- 
pK>ration  is  bounded  bv  a  navigable 
river  its  low-water  mark  is  the  umit. 
Gilchrist's  Appeal,  109  Pa.  8t.  600. 
This  is  also  the  rule  in  North  Carolina, 
State  V,  Eason,  114  N.  Car.  787,  ap- 
proving and  adopting  the  Pennfylvania 
doctrine.  Where  the  boundaiy  of  a 
mimicipality  is  given  as  ''followmg  the 
shores  of  C.  bay  along  the  beach,''  the 
boundaiy  line  follows  the  h^h-water 
mark.  Pacific  Sheet  Metal  Works  v. 
Roeder,  26  Wash.  183.  Where  a 
charter  described  the  boundaries  of  a 
village  as  "commencing  at  a  point  on 
the  shore  of  the  Bay  of  New  York," 
thence  inland  by  metes  and  courses; 
thence  "to  the  lower  bay  of  New  York ; 
and  thence  along  the  lower  and  upper 
bay  of  New  York,"  to  the  place  of 
banning,  it  was  held  that  the  boun- 
dary of  the  bay  was  not  a  fixed  and  ab- 
solute boundary  at  the  shore  as  it  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  charter,  but 
a  shifting  terminus  or  boundary  at  the 
shore  as  it  might  exist,  either  by  chanjge 
in  the  natural  banks  or  in  the  artificial 
shore.  Bechtel  v.  Edgewater,  45  Hun 
(N.Y.),240.  See  also  Matter  of  Brook- 
lyn, 73  N.  Y.  179. 

Where  the  riparian  proprietor  only 
owns  to  high-water  mark,  and  all  below 
belongs  to  the  State,  a  city  cannot  tax 
lots  covered  by  water  beyond  high- 
water  mark.  State  v.  Jersey  City,  25 
N.  J.  L.  525. 

Statute  duty  as  to  bridges  of  adja- 
cent towns  bounding  on  a  nver  running 


between  them.  Brookline  v.  West- 
minster, 4  Vt.  224;  Grants  «.  Thun- 
ton,  23  Conn.  416.  The  same  constme- 
tion  that  is  given  to  rrants  is  ^ven  to 
statutes  which  pre6cm)e  the  boundaiy 
of  incorporated  territories.  TliiB, 
where  a  stream  not  navigable  is  made 
the  boundanr,  the  centre  of  the  stream 
is  the  true  fine.  Cold  Springs,  Ac  v. 
Tolland,  9  Cush.  (Mass.)  492  (action 
for  defective  bridge) ;  Inhabitants  of 
Ipswich,  13  Pick.  (Mass.)  431 ;  Gran^ 
V.  Avery,  64  Me.  292.  An  act  changuog 
the  corporate  liniits  and  excluding  cer- 
tain territory  is  not  vmd  for  uncer- 
tainty where  the  line  can  be  traced  by 
a  surveyor  from  the  description  giveo. 
New  Decatur  v.  Nelson,  102  Ala.  556. 
Under  a  charter  providing  that  the 
boundaiy  of  a  town  should  be  a  quaiter 
of  a  mile  east,  west,  north,  and  sooth 
from  the  centre  of  the  town  and  sfaoold 
run  with  the  four  cardinal  points  of  the 
compass,  the  boundary  is  a  square,  not 
a  circle.  State  v.  Barney,  121  N.  Ckr. 
612.  To  the  same  effect  are  State  v. 
Woffoid,  90  Tex.  514;  Hardesty  v. 
Mount  Eden  (Ky.),  86  8.  W.  Rep.  687. 
The  duty  of  a  town  council  to  submit 
the  question  of  a  change  of  boundaiy 
to  a  vote  construed  to  lie  mandatoiy, 
not  ministerial  or  discretionary,  if  ancb 
a  petition  as  the  act  preeciibeB  is  pre- 
sented. Shank  «.  Ravenawood,  43 
W.  Va.  242. 

>  Ante,  §§  15,  31,  34,  40,  41,  50. 
55,  61,  69,  92,  97,  119,  120;  ti^ 
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particular  place  proposing  to  become  incorporated  can  be  made. 
The  vital  question  of  boundaries  must  then  be  determined  in  some 
other  mode.  The  legislation  of  the  different  States  in  which  this 
system  of  organizing  municipal  corporations  has  been  adopted,  is  not 
uniform  in  its  details;  but  the  authority  to  incorporate  has  usually 
been  restricted  as  in  England  to  cases  in  which  communities  more  or 
less  dense  and  populous  already  exist,  and  who  desire  to  take  on  a 
corporate  character  in  order  to  exercise  the  powers  of  local  govern- 
ment* When  duly  organized,  their  powers  are  prescribed  and  de- 
fined by  the  general  incorporating  statutes.  But  how  and  by  whom 
is  the  extent  of  territory  to  be  included  within  the  corporate  limits 
(which  necessarily  settles  what  property  and  what  persons  will  be- 
come subject  to  municipal  rule)  to  be  determined  ?  Unless  specially 
restrained  by  the  State  Constitution,  the  legislature  may  delegate 
this  power  to  appropriate  local  bodies  or  boards  of  officers; '  but  it 

*  People  V.  Bennett,  29  Mich.  451,  sens,  ixlstead  of  legal  bodies,  boards, 

where  this  subiect  is,  with  his  usual  or  officers,  no  notice,  no  hearing,  ana 

ability,  learnedly  examined  by  Camp-  no  right  to  a  hearing  being  provided. 

bellf  J.,  from  whose  opinion  the  doc-  It  is  true  that  the  power  to  create, 

trines  of  the  text  have  mainly  been  enlar;^e,  and   regulate   municipal  cor- 

deduced.  porations  is  a  legislative  power.    But 

'  People  V.  Bennett,  29  Mich.  451 ;  general  laws  authorizing  the  common 
Blanchard  v.  Bissell,  11  Ohio  St.  96;  councils  of  cities,  and  the  boards  of 
People  V.  Carpenter,  24  N.  Y.  86;  trustees  of  towns  by  resolution,  with- 
Devore's  Appeal,  56  Pa.  St.  163;  out  notice  to  any  one,  to  annex  con- 
borough  of  Blooming  Valley,  lb.  66 ;  Hguous  territory  which  has  been  platted 
Osgood  V.  Clark,  26  N,  H.  307 ;  Ward-  into  lots  and  the  plat  recordea,  have 
ner  v.  Pelkes,  8  Idaho,  333.  ''Acts  of  been  upheld.  Paul  v.  Walkerton,  150 
the  legislature  conferring  upon  munici-  Ind.  565,  569 ;  Jefifersonville  v,  Weems, 
pal  corporations  the  pother  to  extend  5  Ind.  547,  549 ;  Eiston  v.  Crawfords- 
ikeiT  limits  have   been  generally   up-  yille,  20  Ind.  272,  275;    Evansville  v. 
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held'';  per  Henry,  C.  J.  Kelly  v,  Paige,  23  Ind.  525;  Edmunds  v.  Goo- 
Meeks.  87  Mo.  396,  citing  Stilz  v,  Indi-  kin,  20  Ind.  477,  478 ;  Indianapolis 
anapolis,  55  Ind.  515;  Taytor  v.  Fort  v.  Patterson,  112  Ind.  344,  347;  Col- 
Wayne,  47  Ind.  274,  281;  People  v,  lins  v.  New  Albany,  59  Ind.  396; 
Bennett,  29  Mich.  451;  Blanchard  v.  Mullikin  v.  Bloomington,  72  Ind.  151, 
Bissell,  11  Ohio  St.  96;  People  v.  Car-  161;  Stroeser  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  100  Ind. 
penter,  24  N.  Y.  86;  Devore's  Appeal,  443;  Glover  v.  Terre  Haute,  129  Ind. 
56  Pa.  St.  163,  and  the  text;  Paul  v.  593;  Callen  v.  Junction  City,  43  Kan. 
Walkerton,  150  Ind.  565,  569.  627;  Huting  v.  Topeka,  44  Kan.  577; 
In  People  v.  Bennett,  29  Mich.  451,  Tilford  v.  Otathe,  44  Kan.  721 ;  Em- 
arising  under  the  Michigan  statute  of  poria  v.  Smith,  42  Kan.  433 ;  Hurla  v. 
1873,  for  the  general  incorporation  of  Kansas  Citv,  46  Kan.  738;  Emporia 
villages  within  any  two  square  miles  of  v.  Randolph,  56  Kan.  117;  Eskiidge 
territory,  an  attempt  was  made  to  in-  v.  Emporia,  63  Kan.  368 ;  Copeland  v. 
corporate  as  one,  two  village  settle-  St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  417,  431.  General 
ments  separated  by  intervening  farms,  laws,  providing  the  conditions  upon 
It  was  held  that  the  statute  was  un-  which  contiouous  territory  can  he  anr- 
constitutional,  because  it  allowed  the  nexed  and  the  mode  of  procedure  and 
petitioners  for  incorporation  to  decide  vesting  the  power  in  boards  of  conmiis- 
upon  extent  of  temtoxy  to  be  incor-  sioners  and  courts  to  hear  and  deter- 
porated,  and  because  the  legislature  mine  the  same  and  order  or  refuse  the 
nad  attempted  to  delegate  legislative  annexation,  have  also  been  upheld, 
powers  in  this  respect  to  private  citi-  Forsythe  v,  Hammond,  68  Fed.  Rep. 
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has  in  several  cases  been  made  a  question  how  far  this  power,  which 
is  essentially  political  or  administrative,  may  be  conferred  upon  the 
judicial  courts.  This  depends  somewhat  upon  local  Constitutions, 
laws,  and  usages;  and  the  principal  cases  on  the  subject  are  referred 
to  in  the  note.* 

§  354  (184).  Only  One  Corporation  of  Same  Kind  in  Same  Area.  — 
There  cannot  be,  at  the  same  time,  within  the  same  territory^  two 
distinct  municipai  corporations,  exercising  the  same  powers,  juris- 
dictions, and  privileges.' 

774 ;  Dodson  v.  Fort  Smith,  33  Ark.  not  be  empowered  to  act  in  the  inoor- 
508 ;  Foreman  v.  Marianna,  43  Ark.  poration  of  towns,  because  it  was  not  a 
324 ;  Vestal  v.  Little  Rock,  54  Ark.  judicial  act.  Contra,  Kayser  v.  Tros- 
321 ;  Vogel  v.  Little  Rock,  55  Ark.  609;  tees,  &c.,  16  Mo.  88;  ante,  §  61,  note; 
Gunter  v.  Favetteville,  56  Ark.  202;  §  352,  note  and  cases.  In  IUinoU,'\X 
Forsythe  v.  Hammond,  142  Ind.  505,  has  been  decided  that  the  legislature 
516 ;  Paul  v.  Town  of  Walkerton,  150  cannot  constitutionally  confer  upon  the 
Ind.  565,  570 ;  Woolverton  v,  Albany,  judicial  cotuts  the  power  to  change  the 
152  Ind.  77 ;  Ford  v.  North  Des  Moines,  boundaries  of  raumcipalities  by  annex- 
80  Iowa,  626;  State  v.  Barker,  116  ing  or  disannexing  territoiy,  as  such 
Iowa,  96,  110;  Burlington  i7.  Leebrick,  acts  are  legislative  and  not  judiciaL 
43  Iowa,  252 ;  Callen  v.  Junction  City,  Galesbuiig  v.  Hawkinson,  75  IIL  152. 
43  Kan.  627;  Callen  v.  Junction  City,  See,  however,  Blanchard  v.  Biasdl, 
41  Kan.  466;  Steele  v.  Newton,  41  Kan.  11  Ohio  St.  96;  post,  §  355,  note.  In 
512;  Hurla  v.  Kansas  City,  46  Kan.  Arkansas,  the  determination  of  what 
738 ;  Kayser  v.  Trustees  of  Bremen,  16  the  boundaries  are  is  within  the  power 
Mo.88;  Statev.  Weatherby,45Mo.  17;  of  the  courts.  Little  Rock  v.  Pansh,  36 
State  V.  Wilcox,  45  Mo.  458 ;  Lammert  Ark.  166.  Further,  see  ante,  chap.  iiL 
V.  Lidwell,  62  Mo.  188;  Wahoo  v,  ^  62^  as  to  delation  of  power  to 
Dickinson,  23  Neb.  426;  Seward  v.  judiciary  authorities  to  incorporate 
Conroy,  33  Neb.  430 ;  Wahoo  v.  Tharp,   municipalities. 

45  Neb.  663;  Sage  v,  Plattsmouth,  48  •  Willc.  on  Corp.  27;  Pateison  r. 
Neb.  558;  Syracuse  v.  Mapes,  55  Neb.  Society,  &c.,  24  N.  J.  L.  385,  399,  per 
738 ;  infra,  §  355.  But  some  cases  deny  Green,  C.  J. ;  Rex  v.  Pasmore,  3  Tenn 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  so  dele-  R.  241,  243 ;  Rex  v,  Ameiy,  2  Bia 
gate  the  power  to  determine  whether  P.  C.  336 ;  Grant  on  Corp.  18.  "This/' 
the  limits  of  a  city  shall  be  extended  or  says  O^iom,  J.,  "is  a  self-evident 
contracted.  See  Galesburg  v.  Hawkin-  proposition.''  Taylor  v.  Fort  Wayne, 
son,  75  111.  152 ;  State  v.  Simons,  32  47  Ind.  281 ;  Strosser  v.  Fort  Wayne, 
Minn.  540;  Hutchinson  v.  Leimbach,  100  Ind.  443;  Drain  Commiasiixier  v. 
68  Kan.  37.  Powers  of  extension  of  Baxter,  57  Mich.  127. 
boundaries  by  lociU  bodies  are  strictly  The  city  of  Chicago  adopted  an  ordi- 
confined  to  the  legislative  authority,  nance  prohibiting  any  person,  company. 
People  V,  Mabie,  142  N.  Y.  343.  or  corporation  within  the  city,  or  wi&in 
Where  the  statute  points  out  the  mode  a  mile  of  the  city  limits,  fromen^agifkgin 
of  procedure  for  tne  extension  of  the  the  bttsiness  of  daughtering  animals  for 
boundaries  of  a  city,  that  mode  must  food,  or  packing  them  for  market,  or 
be  substantially  observed,  and  an  ordi-  rendering  the  onal,  bones,  &c.,  of  uy 
nance  which  does  not  do  so  is  of  no  dead  animal  matter.  Ac, ..  ..until  they 
validit]^  to  annex  territory  or  extend  shall  have  obtained  a  license  therefor, 
the  limits  of  the  municipality.  Chicago  The  defendant  was  a  corporation,  or- 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  V,  Nebraska  City,  53  ganizedimder  the  laws  of  the  State,  and 
Neb.  453.  when  the  suit  was  instituted  against 

*  People  V.  Bennett,  supra,  and  cases  the  company  it  was  carrying  on  the 
cited  in  last  note.  But  compare  with  kind  of  business  mentioned  in  the 
People  V,  Nevada,  6  Cal.  143,  in  which  it  ordinance.  Its  factory  was  in  Cook 
was  held  that  the  judicial  courts  could  Coimty,  outside  of  the  cUy  Umits,  and 
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§  355  (185).  Enlargement  of  Boundaries.  —  Not  only  may  the 
legislature  originally  fix  the  limits  of  the  corporation,  but  it  may, 
unless  specicUly  restrained  in  the  Constitution,  subsequently  annex,  or 
authorize  the  annexation  of,  contiguous  or  other  territory,  and  this 
without  the  consent,  and  even  against  the  remonstrance,  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  persons  residing  in  the  corporation  or  on  the  annexed 
territory.  And  it  is  no  constitutional  objection  to  the  exercise  of  this 
power  of  compulsory  annexation  that  the  property  thus  brought 
within  the  corporate  limits  will  be  subject  to  taxation  to  discharge 
a  pre-existing  municipal  indebtedness,  since  this  is  a  matter  which. 


within  the  town  of  Lake,  in  that  county, 
and  it  had  then  a  license  from  the  town 
of  Lake  to  carry  on  the  kind  of  buBiness 
it  was  engaged  in,  but  had  no  license 
from  the  city  of  Chicago.  It  was  urged 
that  the  city  of  Chicago  had  no  power 
to  pass  or  enforce  the  ordinance. 
WcUKerf  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion, 
after  a  careful  discussion  of  the  ques- 
tions, viz. :  1.  Whether  the  General 
Assemblv  had  granted  the  power  to  the 
city  of  Cfhicago  to  pass  an  ordinance  of 
such  a  character;  2.  Whether  the 
power  was  also  granted  to  exercise 
police  restraint  outside  of  the  city  limits 
and  within  another  municipality,  says : 
"We  must  conclude  that  the  General 
Assembly,  rather  than  subject  one 
laiige  city  to  tuch  hazards  from  smaller 
municipalities  in  their  immediate 
vicinity,  would  have  repealed  the 
charter  of  the  latter,  or  at  least  curtailed 
their  power.  What  in  the  open  and 
thinly  settled  country  would  not  be 
obnoxious  as  a  nuisance,  would  in  the 
heart  of  a  citv  be  a  terrible  nuisance. 
Persons  then  aesiring  to  engage  in  par- 
ticular avocations  in  or  near  to  cities, 
must  submit  to  have  their  pursuits 
limited  and  contracted.  Whilst  trade, 
manufactures,  and  commerce  have  lai^e 
claims  on  the  laws  for  protection,  theirs 
is  not  the  only,  nor  have  they  the 
highest  claims.  ...  To  accomplish 
this  purpose  [protect  health  and  lives], 
the  power  was  conferred  by  the  legisla- 
ture upon  cities  and  villages  to  regulate 
these  establishments  for  the  disitance  of 
one  nule  beyond  their  corporate  limits, 
even  if  that  should  lap  over  and  em- 
brace a  portion  of  territory  embraced 
in  the  boundaries  of  another  muni- 
cipality." Chicago  Packing  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  88  III.  221.  Where  the 
boundary  line  of  a  corporation  was 
vague  and  indefinite,  the  practical  inters 


pretation  which  had  been  given  to  the 
statute  by  the  citizens  of  the  disputed 
district  in  exercising  municipal  privi- 
leges, such  as  voting,  &c.,  was  adopted 
by  the  court.  Milne  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  13 
La.  69.  See  also  Hamilton  v.  McNeil, 
13  Gratt.  (Va.)  389;  post,  §  646,  note. 
Where  the  middle  of  a  road  is  the  divid- 
ing line  between  two  towns,  each  is 
bound  for  defects  within  its  own  limits. 
They  cannot  be  jointly  indicted  for  a 
defect  within  the  jurisdiction  of  one. 
In  this  case  the  detect  was  in  a  bridge 
forming  part  of  the  road.  State  v. 
Thomaston  and  Rockland,  74  Me.  198. 
Boundaries  may  be  defined  by  lonq  use, 
confirmed  by  a  legislative  recognition. 
People  V.  Famham,  35  111.  562.  If  a 
dweUing-house  is  divided  by  the  boundary 
line  between  two  towns,  that  portion  of 
the  house  which  the  occupant  mainly 
and  substantially  makes  his  home  (as 
by  sleeping,  eating,  &c.)  fixes  his  resi- 
dence, and  he  cannot  elect  to  reside  and 
be  taxed  in  the  other  town.  Chenery  v, 
Waltham,  8  Cush.  (Mass.)  327. 

In  Indiana,  the  qualified  voters  of  a 
citv  within  the  limits  of  a  township  are 
held  to  be  voters  of  the  township  for  the 
purpose  of  a  township  tax  in  aid  of  a 
railroad,  and  their  property  taxable 
within  the  township  for  that  purpose. 
Scott  V.  Hanskeer,  94  Ind.  1. 

In  California,  when  a  sanitary 
district  is  annexed  to  a  city,  —  a 
municipal  corporation  of  a  higher  class 
and  capable  of  exercising  the  same 
functions  as  well  as  others,  —  the 
statute  authorizing  the  annexation 
effects,  ex  necessitate,  a  cession  of  the 
powers  of  the  inferior  corporation  to 
the  greater,  and  a  consequent  dissolu- 
tion of  the  former  as  a  result  of  the 
annexation.  People  v.  Oakland,  123 
Cal.  598. 
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in  the  absence  of  special  constitutional  restriction,  belongs  wholly  to 
the  legislature  to  determine.* 


»  Blanchard  v.  Bissell,  11  Ohio  St. 
96,  defining  conti^Uy  and  construing 
statute  authorizing  county  commis- 
sioners to  annex ;  f oUowing  and  approv- 
ing Powers  V.  Wood  County,  8  Onio  St. 
285.  An/e,  §§  106, 353,  and  cases.  See 
also  Laramie  County  v.  Albany  County, 
92  U.  S.  307 ;  Queen  v.  Local  Governing 
Board,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  227;  Woods  v. 
Henry,  65  Mo.  560;  Giboney  v.  Girar- 
deau, 58  Mo.  141 ;  State  v.  McReynolds, 
61  Mo.  203 ;  Layton  v.  New  Orleans,  12 
La.  An.  515 ;  Amoult  v.  New  Orleans, 
11  La.  An.  54 ;  Cheany  v.  Hooser,  9  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  330 ;  Gorham  v.  Springfield, 
21  Me.  58;  Morford  v.  Unger,  8  lowa, 
82;  St.  Louis  v.  Russell,  9  Mo.  507; 
St.  Louis  17.  Allen,  13  Mo.  400;  Smith 
V,  McCarthy,  56  Pa.  St.  359 ;  Chandler 
V.  Boston,  112  Mass.  200;  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Spearman,  12  Iowa,  112;  Wade  v. 
Richmond,  18  Gratt.  (Va.)  583; 
Norris  V.  Smithvllle  Mayor,  &c.,  1 
Swan  (Tenn.),  164 ;  Elston  v,  Crawfords- 
ville,  20  Ind.  272 ;  Edmunds  v,  Gookin, 
lb.  477 ;  Giraid  v.  Philadelphia,  7  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  1;  Covington  v.  East  St.  Louis, 
78  III.  548;  Graham  v.  Greenville,  67 
Tex.  62  (citing  text);  Board,  &c.  of 
Chickasaw.  Co.  v.  Board,  &c.  of  Sumner 
Co.,  58  Miss.  619;  Washburn  v.  Osh- 
kosh,  60  Wis.  453 ;  Toney  v.  Macon, 
119  Ga.  83;  Dees  v.  Lake  Charles,  50 
La.  An.  356;  Jackson  v.  Whiting,  84 
Miss.  163;  Forbes  v.  Meridian,  86 
Miss.  243 ;  Copeland  v.  St.  Joseph,  126 
Mo.  417;  Matter  of  Hollister,  96  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  501,  aff'd  180  N.  Y.  518; 
Metcalf  V.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  586; 
State  V,  Cincinnati,  52  Ohio,  419. 

In  Denver  v.  Coulehan,  20  Colo. 
471,,  the  statement  of  the  text  th^t 
the  legislature  may  annex  contiguous 
or  other  territory  is  criticised,  and  it  is 
held  the  annexed  territory  must  be 
contiguous.  See  also  Smith  v.  Sherry, 
50  Wis.  210.  But  the  text  does  not 
mean  that  none  of  the  tracts  need  be 
contiguous,  but  if  a  tract  is  contiguous 
other  tracts  conti^ous  to  that  may 
also  be  included  m   the  annexation. 

In  Missouri^  ordinances  of  cities  ex- 
tending their  corpotate  limits  are  sub- 
ject to  the  same  tests  as  other  corporate 
legislation ;  to  be  valid,  they  must  be 
reasonable.  Parker  v.  Zeisler,  73  Mo. 
App.  537;  Copeland  v.  St.  Joseph,  126 
M^.  417,  431 ;  Plattsbur^  v,  RUey,  42 
Mo.  App.  18.    In  determining  whether 


an  ordinance  extending  city  limits  ii 
reasonable  the  governing  considemtkiDs 
have  been  stated  as  toUows:  "GHy 
limits  may  reasonably  and  properly  be 
extended  so  as  to  take  in  contimums 
lands,  (1)  when  they  are  platted  and 
held  for  sale  or  use  as  town  lots;  (2) 
whether  platted  or  not,  if  they  are  beU 
to  be  brought  on  the  market  and  sold 
as  town  property  when  they  reach  a 
value  corresponding  with  the  views 
of  the  owner;  (3)  when  th^  furnish 
the  abode  for  a  densely  settled  oommu- 
nity,  or  represent  the  actual  growth  of 
the  town  beyond  its  legal  boundary: 
(4)  when  they  are  needed  f<M'  any 
proper  town  purpose,  as  for  the  ex- 
tension of  its  streets,  or  sewer,  gas,  or 
water  system,  or  to  supply  places  of 
abode  or  business  of  its  resi<lent8,  or  for 
the  extension  of  needed  police  regula- 
tion, and  (5)  when  thev  are  valuiBbie 
by  reason  of  their  adaptability  for 
prospective  town  uses."  Per  Heming- 
wav,  J.,  in  Vestal  v.  Little  Rock,  54 
Ark.  321 ;  approved  in  Copeland  v. 
St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  417,  432.  See 
further  as  to  the  reasonableDeaB  of 
ordinances  extending  city  limits,  Forbes 
V.  Meridian,  86  Miss.  243.  The  real  test 
of  propriety  of  the  aimexation  of 
adjacent  territory  to  a  corporation  is 
undoubtedly  whether  or  not  it  enjojs 
the  advantages  of  town  government, 
&c.  without  contribution  therefor. 
Catterlin  v,  Frankfort,  79  Ind.  547: 
Paul  t7.  Walkerton,  150  Ind.  565; 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Alezandiia. 
153  Ind.  521,  528;  McCoy  «.  Oovcr- 
dale,  31  Ind.  App.  331 ;  Parker  r. 
Zeisler,  73  Mo.  App.  537.  A  dtiaeii 
may  resist  the  payment  of  taxes  to  a 
city  on  the  ground  that  the  aimexatioD 
of  the  territory  where  the  taxed  pro|>> 
erty  is  situated  was  without  aotboci^ 
of  law,  or  because  the  provisioos  of 
the  statute  authorising  annexation 
were  not  complied  with.  Dees  v.  Lake 
Charles,  50  La.  An.  356.  An  unauthoi^ 
izeid  attempt  to  azmex  territory  to  a 
city  does  not  prevent  the  town  or  parish 
authorities  from  levying  and  ooDeeting 
taxes  therein.  Lake  Cnarles  v.  Cklca- 
sieu  Parish  Police  Jury,  50  La.  Ail  346. 
"It  would  require,"  says  Smtn,  J.,  in 
Powers  V.  Wood  County.  8  Ohio  Si.  285, 
290,  "a  very  artificial  and  unsoand 
mode  of  reasoning  to  bold  that  tenxtoiT 
could  not  be  aimexed  to  a  town  wfaka 
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The  power  to  enlarge  the  boundaries  of  a  municipality  by  the  annex- 
ation of  contiguous  territory  is  an  incident  to  the  legislative  power  to 


owed  debts,  until  the  owners  of  such 
territoiy  were  paid  a  compensation  in 
money  for  a  proportional  part  of  such 
debts,  on  the  ground  that  the  property 
annexed  was  condemned  for  public  use. 
It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  has  contracted  a  debt 
without  being  correspondingly  bene- 
fited." The  doctrine  of  the  text 
approved.  United  States  v.  Memphis, 
97  U.  S.  284;  noted,  ante,  §  106.  In 
Michigan,  there  are  constUuiional  limitar 
iion»  on  the  right  of  the  l^^lature  to 
chan^,  except  as  provided  m  the  Con- 
stitution^  municipal  boimdaries  so  far 
as  to  mterfere  with  repreaenJtative 
districts.  Attorney-General  v,  Bradley, 
36  Mich.  447;  Attorney-General  v. 
Holihan,  29  Mich.  116. 

The  tenacity  with  which  the  people 
of  New  England  cling  to  the  popular  or 
town   form   of  government   has  been 
before  noticed  {^nte,  §§  40,  41);  and 
the  Constitution  of  Massachusetts  in 
the   second  amendment,   accepted  in 
1821.  contains  the  provision  tliat  the 
legislatuie  ''shall  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  erect  and  constitute  munici- 
pal or  city  governments,  in  any  corpo- 
rate town  or  towns  in  this  common- 
wealth, .  .  .  provided,   that    no    such 
government  shall  be  erected  or  con- 
stituted in  any  town  not  containing 
12,000   inhabitants,   nor  unless  it  be 
with  the  consent  and  on  the  applica- 
tion of  a  majority  of  the  inhaoitants 
of  such  town  present  and  voting  thereon 
at  a  meeting  duly  warned  and  holden 
for   that   purpose."     The   legislature, 
without  any  application  by  a  majority 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Brook- 
line,  which  contained  a  population  of 
about  6,500,  annexed  it  to  the  city  of 
Boston,  the  act  to  take  effect  if  accepted 
by    a    majority  of   voters   voting  at 
meetings  to  be  held  for  that  purpose. 
In  the  case  of  Chandler  v.  Boston,  112 
Mass.  200,  the  (question  was  presented 
whether  an  entire  town  with  less  than 
12,000  inhabitants  can  be  annexed  to  a 
city,  and  aJso  whether  a  vrevious  appti- 
cadan  of  a  majority  of  tne  inhabitants 
of  the   town  is  not  essential  to  the 
erection  or  constitution  of  a  city  govem- 
jnent  therein  or  over  the  inhabitants 
thereof.  '  The  validity  of  the  act  pro- 
viding for  such  annexation  was  sus- 
tained.     See   opinion   of   Justices,    6 
Cush.    (Mass.)  580;  Warren  v.  Charles- 


town,  2  Gray,  84,  104,  as  to  general 
power  of  the  l^slature  to  change 
the  boundaries  of  towns  and  cities. 
Owners  of  property  in  a  territory  pro- 
posed to  he  annexed  have  such  an  in- 
terest in  the  matter  of  annexation  as 
will  entitle  them  to  resort  to  the  courts 
to  Question  the  validity  of  an  election 
to  aetermine  it.  Morris  v.  Nashville, 
6  Lea  (Tenn.),  337.  Where  an  act 
provides  that  the  question  on  appeal  to 
the  court  from  an  ordinance  annexing 
adjacent  \mincorporated  territory  to  a 
city  shall  be  whether  the  proposed  ex- 
tension is  or  is  not  unreasonable,  the 
reasonableness  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  circumstances  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  ordinance.  Jackson  v, 
Whitins,  84  Miss.  163. 

It  is  held  in  Pennsylvania  that  imder 
the  terms  of  the  act  of  the  legislature 
authorizing  the  incorporation  of  villages 
the  boundaries  cannot  be  extended  so 
as  to  include  a  large  body  of  farm  lands; 
but  the  district  to  be  incorporated 
should  be  restricted  by  the  courts  in 
which  the  proceeding  is  had,  so  as  to 
include  no  more  than  the  village  itself 
and  its  proper  territory.  Borough  of 
Little  Meadows,  35  Pa.  St.  335;  De- 
vore's  Appeal,  56  Pa.  St.  163;  Blooming 
Valley,  56  Pa.  St.  66.  These  cases  com- 
mented on  by  Campbell,  J.  People  v. 
Bennett,  29  Mich.  451.  As  to  taxoiion, 
for  general  municiptd  purposes,  of  rural 
property  within  corporate  limits,  and  the 
restrictions  on  the  right,  see  chapter  on 
Taxation,  post,  §§  1394,  1395. 

In  Indiana,  under  Act  of  June  18, 
1852,  lots  adjoining  a  city,  which  are 
laid  off,  platted,  and  recorded,  may  be 
included  within  the  city  limits  by  reso- 
lution of  the  common  council.  Con- 
tiguous territory  not  thus  laid  off,  &c., 
can  only  be  annexed  by  petition  to  the 
board  of  county  commissioners.  Jeffer- 
sonville  v.  Weems,  5  Ind.  547.  Annexed 
tracts,  under  this  act,  need  not  aU  be 
contigiwus  to  the  city;  if  they  are  con- 
tiguous to  each  other  and  one  is  con- 
tiguous to  the  city,  it  is  sufficient. 
Huff  V.  Lafayette,  108  Ind.  14.  See 
also  in  this  connection,  Redfield 
School  Dist.  No.  12  v.  Redfield  Ind. 
School  Dist.  No.  20,  14  S.  Dak.  229. 

Land  entirely  separated  from  the 
city  by  a  strip  of  hmd  cannot  be  an- 
nexed, although  the  owner  consents, 
if  the  owner  of  the  intervening  strip 


G20  HUNiaPAL  CORPORATIONS  §  3S5 

create  and  to  abolish  municipalities  at  pleasure ;  and  it  is  no  objec- 
tion to  the  exercise  of  this  power,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional 

does  not  consent.  Forsythe  v.  Ham-  from  a  decree  of  annexation.  Pitts- 
mond,  142  Ind.  505.  A  statute  giving  buigh  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Indian- 
the  city  council  jurisdiction  to  annex  apoUs,  147  Ind.  292. 
adjacent  lands  on  the  written  consent  In  Nebraska,  it  is  held  that  the 
of  the  owners  gives  no  jurisdiction  to  boundaries  of  a  town  or  \'illage  may, 
annex  lands  on  the  petition  of  owners  under  the  statute,  be  extended  to  in- 
whose  lands  do  not  join.  Forsythe  v.  elude  adjacent  lands  provided  there  is 
Hammond,  142  Ind.  505.  The  motives  some  umty  of  interest  in  the  mainte- 
actuating  the  city  in  annexing  the  nance  of  municipal  government.  State 
territory  cannot  be  inquired  into  upon  v,  Dimond,  44  Neb.  154 ;  Wahoo  r. 
appeal.  Logansport  v.  Seybold,  59  Tharp,  45  Neb.  563.  See  also  Syiacuie 
Ind.  225;  Glover  v,  Terre  Haute,  129  r.  Mapes,  55  Neb.  738;  Hartirgton  r. 
Ind.  593.  One  or  more  citizens  of  the  Luge,  33  Neb.  623.  Under  the  TeiaM 
territoi^  soujght  to  be  annexed  may  statute,  the  incorporation  of  territory 
maintain  injunction  to  prevent  an  except  that  which  is  intended  to  be 
illegal  annexation  (Delphi  v.  Startzman,  used  strictly  for  town  purposes  is  pro- 
104  Ind.  343).  but  he  is  estopped  from  hibited ;  purely  rural  temtoiy  cannot 
objecting  if  ne  delays  taking  action  be  included  within  the  limits  of  a  chy. 
when  he  knows  the  city  is  spending  State  v.  Eidson,  76  Tex.  302 ;  Ewing  r. 
laxge  sums  of  money  upon  the  annexea  State,  81  Tex.  171,  172;  State  r. 
district,  even  though  its  proceedings  Hoard,  94  Tex.  527.  An  attempted 
are  void  by  reason  of  mistake  of  fact  by  incorporation  of  territoiy  of  iniich 
its  officers.  Stroeser  v.  Fort  Wayne,  100  only  a  small  part  is  inhabited  by  tran- 
Ind.  443.  See  also  as  to  laches,  Logans-  sient  persons  is  invalid.  State  r. 
port  V.  La  Rose,  99  Ind.  117.  Where  Merchant  (Tex.  CSv.  App.),  85  8,  W. 
there  is  jurisdiction  in  the  annexation   Rep.  483. 

proceedings,  irregularities  and  errors  Under  the  Kentucky  statute,  the  r^ 
will  not  render  them  void  so  that  thev  monstrance  of  the  required  proportion 
may  be  attacked  in  collateral  proceed-  of  the  resident  freeholders  is  enecti^-e 
ingjs.  Terre  Haute  v.  Beach,  96  Ind.  w^here  the  territory  proposed  to  be  an- 
143 ;  8.  p.  Cicero  v.  Williamson,  91  Ind.  nexed  consists  Isigely  of  agricultural 
541.  An  individual  cannot  question  land  w^hich  would  not  be  oenefited. 
the  right  of  the  corporation  to  exercise  unless  it  is  clear  that  the  excluaon  of 
the  functions,  powers,  and  authority  the  territory  would  be  prejudicial  to 
of  an  incorporated  city.  This  can  only  the  interests  of  the  town.  \^llliaiDf^ 
be  done  by  quo  warranto  in  behalf  of  town  v.  Matthews,  103  Ky.  121 ;  Ken- 
the  State.  Mullikin  v.  Bloomington,  tucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Louis^-iDe.  20 
72  Ind.  151,  161  (application  for  in-  Ky.  Law  JRep.  408 ;  46  S.  W.  Rep.  499 : 
junction  to  restrain  collection  of  taxes  Latonia  v.  Hopkins,  104  Ky.  419.  But 
on  the  ground  that  the  corporate  ex-  where  the  failure  to  anne?^  will  mate- 
istence  was  imlawfully  changed  from  rially  retard  the  prosperity  of  the  town 
that  of  a  town  to  that  of  a  city,  refused),  and  of  the  owners  and  inhabitants  of 
Construction  of  existing  laws  on  sub-  the  territory  sought  to  be  annexed, 
iect  of  annexation  of  Platte  Territory,  the  remonstrance  of  even  the  required 
Taylor  v.  Fort  Wayne,  47  Ind.  281.  number  of  resident  freeholders  wul  not 
As  the  Indiana  statute  does  not  pre-  prevent  annexation.  Pence  r.  Frank- 
scribe  what  reasons  for  annexation  tort,  101  Ky.  534;  Summers  v.  Elsmere. 
shall  be  set  forth  in  the  petition,  that  21  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1525 ;  55  S.  W.  Rep. 
question  is  necessarily  left  to  the  682;  Yancy  v.  Fairvicw  (Ky,).  66 
sound  discretion  of  the  authority  pass-  S.  W.  Rep.  636 ;  Collins  v.  Crittenden. 
ing  upon  the  same.  Elston  v.  Board  24  Ky.  Law  Rep.  899 ;  70  S.  W.  Rep. 
of  Trustees,  20  Ind.  272;  Catterlin  183;  Fredonia  v.  Rice,  115  Ky,  443. 
V.  Frankfort,  79  Ind.  547 ;  Chandler  v.  Where  an  ordinance  proposing  the  an- 
Kokomo,  137  Ind.  295 ;  Windfall  Mf^.  nexation  of  territory  is  repealed,  a  city 
Co.  V.  Emery,  142  Ind.  456 ;  Lake  Ene  is  entitled  to  have  the  proceedings  di$- 
<&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Alexandria,  153  Ind.  missed  at  its  cost,  because  an  adverse 
52 1 .  A  railroad  company,  owning  lands  judgment  would  preclude  the  city  from 
within  the  territory,  is  not  a  resident  attempting  to  annex  the  territory  for 
freeholder  having  a  right  of  appeal  two  years    thereafter.      Louisville  v. 
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restriction,  that  the  territory  annexed  to  a  municipality  already  has 
a  complete  municipal  organization  as  a  city,  borough,  town,  or  vil- 
lage, or  other  corporate  form  recognized  by  the  Constitution  and  laws 

Crescent  Hill,  21  Ky.  Law  Rep.  755;  loo,  12  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  507;  County 
52  S.  W.  Rep.  1054.  of  Wellington  v.  Township  of  Waterloo, 

In  Missouri,  it  has  been  held  that  8  Upper  Can  C.  P.  355;  County  of 
even  in  direct  proceedings  by  quo  war-  Wellington  v.  Township  of  Wilmot,  17 
ranlo  the  mere  including  of  land  used  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  82.  See  also  Wind- 
for  agricultural  purposes  would  not  sus-  ham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass.  384 ;  Hamp- 
tain  a  writ  of  ouster.  State  v,  Fleming,  shire  v.  Franklin,  16  Mass.  76 ; 
158  Mo.  558.  And  that  the  taking  in  Plunkett's  Creek  1>,  Crawford,  27  Penn. 
of  such  lands  is  not  unreasonable.  St.  107;  New  London  v.  Montville,  1 
Copeland  v,  St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  417,  Root  (Conn.),  184;  North  Yarmouth 
and  cases  cited.  So,  too,  it  has  been  v.  Skillings,  45  Me.  133;  Lakin  v, 
said  that  the  question  of  benefits  is  a  Ames,  10  Cush.  198 ;  Brewster  v.  Har- 
legislative  and  not  a  judicial  one  (Prior  wich,  4  Mass.  278 ;  Randolph  v.  Brain- 
V.  Buehler,  &c,  Ck)nstruction  Ck).,  170  tree,  4  Mass.  315;  Blackstone  v.  Taft, 
Mo.  439,  451,  and  cases  cited);  that  4  Gray,  250;  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  v. 
laches  will  destroy  the  right  to  com-  East  Hartford,  16  0)nn.  149;  East 
plain(Stampert;.  Roberts,  90MO.683),  Hartford  r.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.,  17 
and  that  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  Conn.  80 ;  Crawford  0)unty  v.  Iowa 
makes  a  prima  facie  case  of  reasonable-  County,  2  Chand.  (Wis.)  14.  Far 
ness.  Morse  v.  Westport,  110  Mo.  502.  proceedings  under  petitions  far  annexor 
Sec  State  v.  Bireh,  186  Mo.  205.  tian,  see  People  v.  Oakland,  123  Cal. 

Effect  of  extension  of  corporate  598;  Wilcox  v.  Tipton,  143  Ind.  241; 
limits  on  homestead  right,  where  differ-  McCJoy  v.  Cloverdale,  31  Ind.  App.  331 ; 
ent  provisions  are  niade  for  countx^  Specht  v,  Louisville,  22  Ky.  Law  Rep. 
and  town  homesteads.  Taylor  v.  Boul-  699 ;  58  S.  W.  Rep.  607 ;  Lackawanna 
ware,  17  Tex.  74;  Finley  v.  Dietrick,  Township,  160  Pa.  494;  Plymouth 
12  Iowa,  516;  Truax  v.  Pool,  46  Iowa,  Borough,  167  Pa.  St.  612;  Warren 
256.  See  also  Eskridge  v.  Emporia,  63  Borough's  Annexation,  168  Pa.  St. 
Kan.  368.  441 ;  Chester's  Annexation,  174  Pa.  St. 

Ordinances  or  contracts  designed  to  177. 
operate  throughout  the  city  at  large,  Remedy  to  lest  validity  of  annexation, 
extend  to  and  operate  within  subsequent  In  some  States  it  is  held  that  the 
enlarged  municipal  limits,  St.  Louis  validity  of  an  ordinance  extending  the 
Gas  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  46  Mo.  121,  141.  limits  can  only  be  tested  by  quo  war- 
Recording  town  plats.  Bemis  v,  ranto;  but  in  Missouri,  the  courts  have 
Becker,  1  Kan.  226;  Alason  v.  Pitt,  21  taken  a  different  view,  and  hold  it  to 
Mo.  391;  Strong  v.  Darlincc,  9  Ohio,  be  subject  to  the  same  tests  as  any 
201;  jfost,  §  1071;  Wellborn  v.  Miillor,  other  city  ordinance.  Copeland  v,  St. 
84  Miss.  727.  Where  the  pmoer  to  alter  Joseph,  126  Mo.  417;  Parker  v.  Zeisler, 
boundaries  is  committed  to  local  tribu-  73  Mo.  App.  537 ;  Warren  v.  Paving 
nals  their  acts  must  be  strictly  within  0>.,  115  Mo.  572,  576;  Kelly  v,  Meeks, 
the  powers  granted,  otherwise  they  will  87  Mo.  396.  In  People  v.  Peoria,  166 
be  void.  Jacksonville  v.  L'Engle,  20  111.  517,  it  was  held  thaX,quo  warranio 
Fla.  344.  is  the  proper  remedy  for  allied  illegal 

Locality,  under  the  Canadian  sys-  annexation  of  territory.  In  Dees  v, 
tern  of  municipal  government,  is  a  Lake  Charles,  60  La.  An.  356,  it  was 
basis  for  taxation.  Each  portion  of  a  held  that  an  unlawful  extension  may 
county,  therefore,  should  belE^r  its  proper  be  collaterally  attacked  In  Frace  v, 
proportion  of  the  taxation  of  the  whole  Tacoma,  16  Wash.  69,  and  Kuhn  v, 
county.  Where  a  portion  is  detached  Port  Townsend,  12  Wash.  605,  it  was 
from  one  and  addea  to  another  county,  held  that  it  could  not.  Corporate  limits 
some  mode  of  adjustment  of  existing  where  only  collaterally  involved  may  be 
liabiliiies  becomes  indispensable.  See  prima  facte  considered  as  embracing  all 
Biggar,  Municipal  Manual  (Canada,  territory  over  which  the  city  in  Tact 
1900),  citing  McKee  v.  Huron  District  exeroises  jurisdiction  for  city  purposes. 
Council,  1  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  368;  Qeveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Lhum, 
North  Dumfries  v.  County  of  Water-  61  111.  App.  227. 
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of  the  State.  In  the  absence  of  constitutional  limitation  upon  the 
power  of  the  legislature,  it  is  also  no  objection  to  the  valid  exercise 
of  the  power  that  a  smaller  municipality  is,  in  practical  effect,  merged 
in  and  consolidated  with  a  larger  municipality  by  the  act  of  the  voters 
of  the  larger  city,  as  where  the  question  of  consolidation  is  r^erred 
to  a  popular  vote  of  the  electors  of  the  consolidated  territory,  a  pro- 
vision which  almost  of  necessity  refers  the  question  to  the  practical 
determination  of  the  electors  of  the  larger  of  the  two  bodies  intended 
to  be  consolidated.  A  consolidation  so  effected,  unless  prohibited 
by  some  express  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  is  not 
open  to  attack  as  depriving  the  taxpayers  and  electors  of  the  smaller 
municipality  of  their  vested  rights  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  either  under  the  constitutional  provision  to  that  effect  to  be 
found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  or  the  similar  provision  to  be 
found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.^ 

§  356.  Proceeding  to  disconnect  or  detach  Tenitory. — Tlie 
power  to  create  new  corporations  and  to  enlarge  or  restrict  the  boun- 
daries, being  legblative  in  its  nature,  territory  which  has  once  be- 

'  Greater  PiJtUhurgk.    In  In  re  Pitts-  themselves,  but  derive  such  rights  and 

buigh,  217  Pa.  227,  a  statute  author-  powers  as  they  have  from  legislative 

ised  the  consolidation  of  any   cities  grant;    and  that  the  legislature  nar 

that  were  then  or  might  ther^ter  be  amend  charters,  enlaige  and  Himinim 

conti^ous  or  in  close  proximity,  with  powers,  extend  or  contract  boundaries, 

any  mtervenin^  lands  other  than  such  consolidate  two  or  more  municipalities 

lands    as    might    be    included   in   a  into  one,  abolish  municipaliticB  and 

borough.    The  provision  authorized  the  substitute  others  by  virtue  of  its  i&- 

consoudation  to  be  effected  on  the  vote  herent    power   and    control   over   its 

of  the  electors  of  the  consolidated  ter-  creatures,  without  denyins  any  poKt- 

ritory.    Proceeding  having  been  taken  ical  or  vested  rights  to  the  dtuens  of 

fbr  the  consolidation  of  the  cities  of  the  municipalities.    On  appeal  to  the 

I^ttsburgh  and  Allegheny,  which  were  Supreme  Court  of  the   l/niud  Stales. 

within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  that  court  affirmed  the  decisbn  of  the 

the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  was  Supreme  Ck>urt  of  Pennsylvania,  an*! 

attacked  on  the  ground  that  the  provi-  with  reference  to  the  contention  that 

sion  referring  consolidation  to  the  vote  the    consolidation    would    effect    the 

of  the  consolidated  territory  deprived,  takins  of  the  property  of  the  people  of 

without  due  process  of  law,  the  smaller  Allegheny  without  due  process  oi  law, 

cit^r,  Allegheny,  and  its  inhabitants  of  because  it  would  cause  a  greater  rate 

their  property,  and  the  electors  of  that  of  taxation  on  the  property  within  that 

city  of  the  right  to  decide  whether  the  city,  Mr.  Justice  Mooay,  who  ddirend 

smaller  city  should  lose  its  identity  and  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  that  the 

become   merged   in   the   consolidated  matter  was  within  the  jurisdictioQ  of 

city.    The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsi^  the  State  acting  through  the  legislatiire; 

vania  held  that  the  statute  was  not  that    no    right    guaranteed    by    the 

unconstitutional  on  this  ground,  either  Federal  (Constitution  was  impaired  or 

under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu-  affected  thereby,  and  that  the  FedenI 

tion  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  or  courts    had    no    power    to    inteiferp. 

under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu-  207  U.  S.  161. 

tion  of  the  United  States.    It  pointed        That  the  creation,  enlaigement,  and 

9ut  that  municipalities  are  only  the  powers  of  municipalities  are  matters  of 

agents  of  the  State;    that  they  have  purely  local  polity,  controlled  by  tbo 

no  power   to   create   any   rights   for  taws  of  the  State,  see  ante,  {  5Sw 
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come  8  part  of  an  incorporated  city  can  only  be  detached  or  discon- 
nected therefrom  by  the  authority  of  a  statute.^  In  the  absence  of  a 
statute  neither  the  courts  nor  the  municipality  nor  the  owners  of  the 
land,  nor  all  these  acting  together,  can  disconnect  territory  which  is 
within  the  municipal  boundaries.^ 


§  357  (186).  Property  and  Debts  on  Legislative  EztinctioB.  — 
Where  no  constitutional  restriction  exists,  the  corporate  existence 
and  powers  of  counties,  cities,  and  towns  are  subject  to  legislative 
control.  The  legislature  may,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  re- 
striction, dissolve  a  county,  city,  or  town,  and  incorporate  its  terri- 
tory and  inhabitants  in  new  political  organizations  or  divisions.' 


^  Rice  V.  (Colorado  Smelting  Co.,  28 
Colo.  519;  Hastings  v.  Hansen,  44 
Neb.  704. 

'  The  act  of  the  owner  of  land  in 
vacating  a  i>lat  of  an  addition  to  a 
city  which  is  within  the  corporate 
limits,  does  not  ipso  facto  disconnect 
the  laind  from  the  municipality.  Ker- 
shaw V.  Jansen,  49  Neb.  467.  The 
courts  possess  no  power  to  disconnect 
by  decree  any  part  of  the  territory  of 
a  municipality  at  the  suit  of  the  owner 
thereof  and  independently  of  statute. 
Hastings  v,  Hansen,  44  Neb.  704.  The 
city  council  cannot,  by  ordinance  pur- 
porting to  define  its  boundary  hues, 
disconnect  territory  legally  annexed. 
That  can  only  be  accomplished  by  a 
proceeding  in  compliance  with  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  disconnection. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunn, 
61  IlL  App.  227. 

In  lUtnoiSf  under  the  statute  of 
1879,  disconnection  or  detachment  of 
tenitor^r  was  not  effected  by  the  filing 
of  a  petition  therefor,  but  only  on  the 
passage  of  an  ordinance  pursuant  to 
such  petition.  The  repeal  of  the  Act 
of  1870  by  the  later  Act  of  1904,  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  de- 
feated the  proceeding.  People  v.  Binns, 
192  III.  68;  Phoenix  Nursery  Co.  v. 
Seibert,  101  111.  App.  147.  Under  the 
Act  of  1879  the  council  or  board  of 
trustees  of  a  city  or  villa^  had  no  dis- 
cretion on  the  presentation  of  a  peti- 
tion to  disconnect  territory.  If  the 
petition  showed  facts  in  accordance 
with  the  statute  and  these  facts  were 
found  to  actually  exist,  the  council  or 
board  of  trustees  was  required  to  pass 
an  ordinance  disconnecting  the  terri- 
tory, and  might  be  compelled  by  man- 
damus so  to  do.    Young  v.  Carey,  184 


111.  613,  rev'g  80  111.  App.  60;  Roberts 
V.  People,  93  IlL  App.  645;  Seibert  v, 
Swayne,  97  lU.  App.  85;  Gilbert  v, 
Morgan,  98  III.  App.  281,  284;  Geneva 
V.  People,  98  111.  App.  315;  New  Hol- 
land V.  Holland,  99  111.  App.  251.  The 
Act  of  1879  applied  only  to  cities  and 
villages,  and  did  not  apply  to  towns. 
Seibert  v.  Swayne,  97  111.  App.  85. 
Under  the  Act  of  1904  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  city  council  to  determine 
whether  it  will  or  will  not  disconnect 
territory  on  the  application  of  the 
owners  thereof.  Rood  house  v.  Briggs, 
105  111.  App.  116.  See  also  Vance  v. 
Rankin,  194  III.  625;  Charleston  v. 
WUey,  195  111.  433.  The  Act  of  1879 
apphed  to  territory  composed  of  con- 
tiguous tracts,  a  portion  of  which 
touched  the  borders  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  was  not-  restricted  to  the 
owners  of  tracts  actually  touching  the 
borders.  Gilbert  v.  Morgan,  98  III.  App. 
281,284. 

As  to  proceedings  for  detachment 
under  the  varums  statutes^  see  the  fol- 
lowing cases :  Heebner  v.  Orange  City, 
44  Fla.  159;  State  v.  Dimond,  44  Neb. 
154,  155;  Osmond  v.  Smathers,  62 
Neb.  509;  Osmond  v.  Matteson,  62 
Neb.  512 ;  Michaelson  v,  Tilden,  72  Neb. 
744 ;  Hunter  t».  Senn,  61  S.  Car.  44 ; 
Pelletier  v.  Ashton,  12  S.  Dak.  366; 
Oehler  v.  Big  Stone  City,  16  8.  Dak.  86 ; 
Coughran  v.  Huron,  17  S.  Dak.  271; 
WeiUnd  v.  Ashton,  17  S.  Dak.  621. 

»  Matter  of  Gertum,  109  N.  Y.  170; 
People  V.  Howland,  155  N.  Y.  270; 
Watervliet  v.  Colonic,  27  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  394,  399;  ante,  chap.  iv..  as  to 
extent  of  legislative  power.  Tne  fact 
that  certain  offices  are  provided  for 
by  the  Constitution,  and  that  the  leg- 
islature has  no  power  to  abolish  such 
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If  a  municipal  corporation  goes  out  of  existence  by  being  annexed  to 
or  merged  in  another  corporation,  and  if  no  legislative  provision  is 
made  respecting  the  property  and  liabilities  of  the  corporation  which 
ceases  to  exist,  the  corporation  to  which  it  is  annexed,  or  in  which  it 
is  merged,  is  entitled  to  all  its  property  and  is  answerable  for  all  its 
liabilities.^  Where  a  municipal  or  public  corporation  is  legidated 
Old  of  existence  and  its  territory  annexed  to  other  corporations,  the 
latter,  unless  the  legislature  otherwise  provides,  are  entitled  to  it 
property,  and  severally  liable  for  a  proportionate  share  of  its  then' 
subsisting  legal  debts,  and  vested  with  the  power  to  raise  revenue 
wherewith  to  pay  them  by  levying  taxes  upon  the  property  trans- 
ferred and  the  persons  residing  therein.  The  creditors  of  the  ex- 
tinguished corporation  were  held  in  the  case  cited  in  the  note  to  have 
a  remedy  in  equity  against  the  corporations  succeeding  to  its  property 
and  powers,  to  have  the  amount  ascertained,  apportioned,  and  ad- 
judged to  be  paid.* 

§  358  (187).  Property  and  Debts  on  Division  of  Town.  —  In  con- 
nection with  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  create  municipal  corpora- 
tions and  to  determine  their  territorial  extent,  reference  may  be  nuide 
to  the  division  of  iovms  or  public  corporations  by  legislative  act  ot 
authority.  There  is  no  restriction  on  the  general  power,  unless  it  be 
found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State.'   In  case  of  division,  the  Iq^ 

constitutional  offices,  does  not  prevent  Uon  on  the  rights  of  crediton  and 
the  le^sLature  from  extinRuishing  the  others.  The  debts  of  a  county,  eon- 
municipality  altogether^  atthough  the  tracted  durinjg  a  valid  oreanixation,  re- 
eflfect  may  be  to  deprive  a  constitu-  main  the  obligations  ctf  the  county,  al- 
tional  officer  of  his  office.  People  v.  though,  for  a  time,  the  organiiatkm  be 
Rowland,  155  N.  Y.  270,  277 ;  Matter  abandoned,  and  there  are  no  officeis  to 
of  Gertum,  109  N.  Y.  170.  be  reached  by  the  process  of  the  court 

>  Mobile  V.  Watson,  116  U.  S.  289;  Comanche  County  v.  Lewis,  133  U.  a 
Shapleigh  v.  San  Angelo,  167  U.  S.  646,    198. 

654;  Graham  V.  Folsom,  200  U.  S.  248;  '  Mount  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100 
Brewis  v.  Duluth,  13  Fed.  Rep.  334;  U.S.  514;  noted  more  fully  onle,  1 336, 
D'Esterre  v.  City  of  New  York,  104  note;  Huffmire  v.  Brooklyn,  162  N.  Y. 
Fed.  Rep.  605,  611;  Kearney  County  584,  citing  text ;  Schoenberg  v.  Tayk>r, 
V.  Vandriss,  115  Fed.  Rep.  866;  Amy  9  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  236;  Matter  of 
t;.Selma,77Ala.l03;  Bates  v.  Gregory,  Vacheron,  51  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  182. 
89  Cal.  387;  Vandriss  v.  Hill,  58  Kan.  »  Ante,  chap.  iv.  {{  92,  106;  ««pr«, 
611 ;  Thompson  v.  Abbott,  61  Mo.  176;  S  357.  Where  part  of  a  township  is 
Jersey  City,  H.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Garfield,  set  off  to  form  another,  the  two  town- 
68  N.  J.  L.  587 ;  Huffmire  v.  Brooklyn,  ships  are  not  both  new  corporatioDs, 
162  N.  Y.  584 ;  TVler  v.  Lansingburgh,  the  old  corporation  continues  as  befoie, 
76  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  165;  s.  c.  175  and  remains  chaiigeable  with  its  former 
N.  Y.  463;  Bronx  Gas  &  £1.  Co.  v.  obligations.  Courtiight  v.  Brooks 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  17  N.  Y.  Township,  64  Mich.  182.  Underacon- 
Misc.  433,  434.  See  also  Cash  v.  Doug-  stitutional  amendmoit  consoUdstinr 
lasvUle,  94  Ga.  557 ;  Plunketts  Creek  several  municipalities  into  a  city  and 
Township  v.  Crawford,  27  Pa.  St.  107;  county  with  a  provision  for  succesooo 
<inle,  chap,  iz.,  as  to  effect  of  dissolu-  to  the  properties  of  the  included  m^ 
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lature  may,  as  we  have  already  seen,  apportion  the  burden  between  the 
two,  and  determine  the  proportion  to  be  borne  by  each.^  In  Con- 
necticut, "the  legislature,"  says  the  Supreme  Court,  "have  immemo- 
rially  exercised  the  power  of  dividing  towns  at  its  pleasure,  and  upon 
such  division,  apportioning  the  common  property  and  common  bur- 
dens in  such  manner  as  to  it  shall  seem  reasonable  and  equitable.'' ' 
Accordingly,  it  may  impose  on  one  town,  upon  such  division,  the 
entire  expense  of  erecting  and  maintaining  a  bridge  across  a  river 
which  is  the  dividing  line  beween  the  two  towns.' 


nicipalities,  the  city  and  county  suo- 
ceeaed  to  the  right  to  collect  taxes 
created  by  a  levy  imposed  by  one  of 
the  consolidated  municipalities.  Bos- 
ton, &c.  Smelting  Co.  v.  Elder,  20  Colo. 
App.  96. 

'  Ante,  {§  106  et  seq. ;  Londonderry 
V.  Deny,  8  N.  H.  320;   Bristol  v.  New 
Chester,  3  N.  H.  532 ;   Sill  v.  Coming, 
16  N.  Y.  297;    People  v.  Draper,  15 
N.  Y.  532 ;   Smith  v.  Adrian,  1  Mich. 
495 ;    Waring  r.  Mobile,  24  Ala.  701 ; 
Mayor  v.  State,  15  Md.  376;   Love  v. 
Schenck,  12  Ire.  Law  (N.  Car.),  304; 
Love  V,  Ramsour,  12  Ire.  Law(N.  Car.), 
328 ;  Okiey  v,  Harvey  50  111.  453 ;  Sedg- 
wick Co.  V.  Bailey,  13  Kan.  631 ;  Sanga- 
mon County  V.  Springfield,  63  111.  66; 
Dunmore's  Appeal,  52  Pa.   St.   374; 
Barkley  v.  Levee  Com'rs,  93  U.  S.  258 ; 
Broughton  v.  Pensacola,  93  U.  S.  266; 
Maranall   County   Court   v.    Callaway 
County    Court,    2    Bush    (K^.),    93; 
Schriber  v.   Langdale,   66  Wia.   616; 
Knight  V.  Town  of  Ashland,  61  Wis. 
233;    Brewis  v.  Duluth,  13  Fed.  Rep. 
334;     Bloomfield  v.   Glen   Ridge,   54 
N.  J.  Eq.  276,  citing   text,  aff'd  55 
N.  J.  Eq.  505.    The  parent  town,  being 
liable  for  the  whole  debt,  is  the  agent 
of  the  new  town  in  defending  an  action 
on  the  liability,  and  when  it  acts  in 
good  faith  and  with  diligence  and  skill, 
the  new  town  is  bound  by  the  result  of 
the  action.    Mt.  Desert  v.  Monmouth, 
72  Me.  348.    And  see  ante,  chap.  iv.  for 
a  general  view  of  the  extent  o)  the  leg- 
isUUive  authority  over  public  and  mu- 
nicipal corporations  and  their  rights, 
li£U>ilitie8,  property,  and  contracts ;  and 
chap.  ix.  as  to  the  dissolution  of  munici- 
pal^ corporations  and  its  effect  upon 
their  creditors  and  property. 

In  New  Jersey,  the  proceedings  of 
commiiwi  oners  appointea  to  apportion 
the  assets  and  liabilities  of  an  ola  town- 
ship between  a  new  township  and  a 
borough  are  reviewable  by  certiorari. 


Washington  v.  -ffitna,  71  N.  J.  L.  433. 
The  method  of  arriving  at  an  appor- 
tionment prescribed  by  statute  in  case 
of  disagreement  between  the  authori- 
ties of  the  two  municipalities  must  be 
strictly  followed.  Matter  of  Lent,  16 
N.  Y.  Misc.  606.  It  has  been  held  that 
where  a  new  county  has  been  created 
by  legislative  enactment,  a  liability  of 
such  county,  by  chaiiging  upon  it  the 
indebtedness  of  the  former  county, 
only  accrues  upon  the  enactment  of 
the  statute  making  the  new  coimty 
liable  for  the  indebtedness,  and  the 
statute  of  limitations  agunst  such  in- 
debtedness only  commences  to  run 
from  the  time  when  the  new  coimty 
is  charged  with  the  indebtedness. 
Robertson  v.  Blaine  Coimty,  90  Fed. 
Rep.  63.    But  aucere. 

^  Granby  V.  Thurston,  23  Conn.  416, 
419,  per  WaiU,  C.  J.;  Willimantic 
Society  v.  School  Society  (division  of 
school  societies  and  funds),  14  Conn. 
457;  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  V.  East  Hart- 
ford (ferry  franchi^s),  16  Conn.  149; 
aff'd  10  How.  (U.  S.)  511,  541 ;  Larar 
mie  County  v,  Albany  County,  92  U.  S. 
307.  The  legislature  cannot  control  an 
educational  mnd  raised  by  individual 
bounty  and  not  by  taxation  (Plymouth 
V.  Jackson,  15  Pa.  St.  44),  or  direct  a 
division  of  the  funds  between  two 
towns  different  from  that  which  is  pre- 
scribed in  the  will  of  the  donor.  Green- 
ville V,  Mason,  53  N.  H.  515.  See  also 
Montpelier  v.  East  Montpelier,  27  Vt. 
704;  29  Vt.  12;  anU,  §{  107,  131,  233, 
337.  The  act  of  incorporation  of  a 
city  may  provide  that  the  city  shall  not 
be  liable  tor  any  of  the  debts  or  obliga- 
tions of  either  of  the  townships  from 
which  its  territory  is  taken,  nor  share 
in  the  assets  or  the  property  of  either. 
Humboldt  v.  Bamesville,  83  Minn.  219. 

»  Granby  v.  Thurston,  23  0>nn.  416 ; 
ante,  {  115.  Where  the  charter  of  a 
city  imposed  upon  the  municipality 


626 


inTNiaPAL  CORPORATIONS 


§359 


§  359  (188).  Propertj  on  Divisioii.  —  On  the  division  of  a  towo 
or  public  corporation  possessing  corporate  property,  into  two  separate 
towns  or  communities,  each,  in  the  absence  of  a  different  provision 
by  the  legislature,  was  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
York  to  be  entitled  to  hM  in  severalty  the  public  property  which  fell 
within  its  limits.^  This  rule  has  be«n  generally  adopted  and  fol- 
lowed.' In  Connecticut,  it  is  declared  to  be  "well  settled  that  when 
part  of  the  inhabitants  and  territory  of  an  older  toum  are  erected  into 
a  new  corporation,  the  old  town  retains  all  of  the  property,  rights, 
and  privileges  formerly  belonging  to  it,  and  is  subject  to  all  its  fonner 
duties  and  liabilities,  at  least  as  it  regards  property  which  has  no  fixed 
location  in  the  new  town,  as  lands,  buildings,  &c/'  Accordinj^y, 
"upon  the  division  of  Hartford,  no  part  of  the  ferry  franchise  would 
pass  to  the  new  town  of  East  Hartford,  except  by  virtue  of  a  legal 
provision  to  that  effect.'  So  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  if  a  new 
corporation  is  created  out  of  the  territory  of  an  old  corporation. 


the  duty  of  keeping  all  brid^  within 
its  limits  in  repair,  and  its  hmits  were 
intended  to  include  a  certun  bridge, 
its  duty  to  keep  it  in  good  repair  be- 
came operative  the  moment  it  was 
included  within  the  limits.  Moore  v, 
St.  Paul,  82  Minn.  494. 

^  North  Hempstead  v.  Hempstead, 
2  Wend.  109.  ''Suppose,"  says  Sav- 
age, C.  J.,  delivering  tne  opinion  of  the 
court  in  this  case,  "the  State  to  be 
divided  into  two  States :  without  some 
special  agreement,  each  would  own  the 
public  property  within  its  limits.  So 
of  coimties:  the  public  buildings  re- 
main the  property  of  the  old  county; 
yet  public  buildings  are  as  much  pubUc 
property  as  public  lands.  So  as  to  the 
plams,  Qieaaows,  and  marshes  which 
are  the  subject  of  this  suit.  A  bill  filed 
by  a  new  county  for  the  partition  of  the 
gaol  and  court  house,  which  had  been 
common  property,  would  be  the  saxne 
in  principle  as  the  bill  in  this  suit. 
Would  not  such  a  suit  be  considered 
preposterous?  Suppose  a  religious  cor- 
poration possessea  of  a  church  and  par- 
sons^ ;  it  b«»mes  expedient  to  erect 
part  into  a  new  corporation :  would  not 
the  old  corporation  retain  the  property, 
unless  an  agreement  was  made  as  to  tne 
partition  ol  it?"  2  Wend.  109,  135; 
Laramie  County  v.  Albany,  92  U.  S. 
307;  West  Carroll  v.  Gaddis,  34  La. 
An.  928.  Incorporation  of  a  part  of  a 
town  into  a  city  neld  not  to  (uvest  the 
title  of  the  town  to  a  tract  of  land 


owned  by  it  in  fee  simple,  "in  trast, 
for  the  use  of  the  town  torever."  Mil- 
waukee V,  Milwaukee,  12  Wis.  93. 

In  Michigan,  it  is  held  that  when  a 
city  is  incorporated  from  part  of  the 
territory  of  a  township  the  property 
rights  A  the  township  are  not  affected 
umess  provision  is  made  therefor  by 
statute.  Board  of  Health  of  Bnena 
Vista  Co.  V.  East  Sag^w.  45  MieL 
257. 

'  Laramie  County  V.Albany,  92  U.S. 
307,315;  Mount  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith, 
100  U.  S.  514,  525;  Zartman  v.  Stste. 
109  Ind.  360 ;  Towle  v.  Brown,  110  Ind. 
65;  Indianapolis  School  Cbm'n  t. 
Center  Township,  143  Ind.  391 ;  Wot 
CarroU  v.  Gaddis,  34  La.  An.  928; 
School  EHst.  V.  Richardson,  23  Pick. 
(Mass.)  62;  School  Dist.  v.  Tkplej.  1 
Allen  (Mass.),  49 ;  Ck>ulding  v.  Peabody, 
170  Mass.  483;  Bkwmfiekl  v.  Gkn 
Bidge,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  276,  aTd  55  N.  J. 
Eq.  505;  Prescott  v.  Lennox,  100 
Tenn.591;  ValleyDist.  Board  of  Edu- 
cation V.  Alpena  Tp.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 30  W.  Va.  424.  But  see  om^. 
Winona  v.  School  Dist.  No.  82,  40 
Minn.  13. 

"  Per  Church,  J.,  in  Hartford  Bridge 
V.  East  Hartford,  16  Conn.  149.  171. 
afifd  by  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  10  How.  (U.  S.)  511,  541.  Ap- 
proving Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass. 
384;  Hampshire  v.  Franklin,  16  Mass. 
76;  North  Hempstead  v.  Hempstead. 
2  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  109;  ante,  §  15. 
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or  if  part  of  its  territory  or  inhabitants  is  annexed  to  another 
corporation/  unless  some  provision  is  made  in  the  act  respecting 
the  property  and  existing  liabilities  of  the  old  corporation,  the  latter 
will  be  entitled  to  all  the  property,  and  be  solely  answerable  for  all 
the  liabilities.' 

§  360  (189).  Power  of  LegiBlatnre  to  apportion  Debts  and  Prop- 
erty. —  But  upon  the  division  of  the  old  corporation,  and  the  creation 
of  a  new  corporation  out  of  part  of  its  inhabitants  and  territory,  or 
upon  the  annexation  of  part  to  another  corporation,  the  legislature 
may  provide  for  an  equitable  apportionment  or  division  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  impose  upon  the  new  corporation,  or  upon  the  people  and 
territory,  thus  disannexed,  the  obligation  to  pay  an  equitable  pro- 
portion of  the  corporate  debts.^    But  there  is  usually  no  constitu- 


>  Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass. 
384 ;  Richards  v,  Daggett,  4  Mass.  534, 
539 ;  Hampshire  v.  Franklin,  16  Mass. 
76 ;  Richland  County  v.  Lawrence,  12  lU. 
1 ;  Blackstone  v.  Taft,  4  Qrav.  (Mass.), 
250;  North  Yarmouth  v.  SkUlings,  45 
Me.  133,  142;  Cobb  v.  Kingman,  15 
Mass.  197;  Minot  v,  Curtis,  7  Mass. 
441, 445 ;  Opinion  of  Supreme  Justices, 
6  Cush.  (Mass.)  575,  580;  lb.  578; 
Laramie  (jounty  v.  Albany  Counter,  92 
U.  S.  307,  where  the  cases  are  cited, 
and  the  subject  learnedly  discussed  by 
Clifford,  J.  Greenville  v.  Mason,  53 
N.  H.  515 ;  Depere  v,  Bellevue,  31  Wis. 
120 ;  State  v.  Lake  aty,  25  Minn.  404. 

'  Text  cited  and  approved.  Mount 
Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514; 
Tumbull  V.  Alpena  School  Dist.,  45 
Mich.  496;  Beloit  v.  Moi^gan,  7  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  619 ;  Laramie  County  v.  Albany 
Coimty,  92  U.  S.  307 ;  Board  of  Super- 
visors of  the  Coimty  of  Presque  Isle  v. 
Thompson,  22  U.  S.  App.  418;  Little 
Rock  V,  North  Little  Rock,  72  Ark.  195 ; 

Quoting  text;  People  t;.  Alameda 
bunty,  26  Cal.  641 ;  Hughes  v.  Ewing, 
93  Cal.  414;  Los  Angeles  0)untyv. 
Orange  County,  97  Cal.  329 ;  Johnson 
V.  San  Diego,  109  Cal.  468;  Layton  v. 
New  Orleans,  12  La.  An.  515 ;  Poland 
V,  Strout,  19  Me.  121;  North  Yar- 
mouth 17.  Skillings,  45  Me.  133 ;  Frank- 
fort V.  Winterport,  54  Me.  250;  South 
Portland  v.  Cape  Elizabeth,  92  Me. 
328;  Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass. 
384;  Statev.  LakeGty,  25Mmn.  404; 
Winona  v.  School  Dist.  No.  82, 40  Minn. 
13 ;  Bloomfield  v.  Glen  Ric^,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  276,  citing  text,  aff'd  55  N.  J.  Eq. 


505;  Lodi  Tp.  v.  Hackensack  Imp. 
Com'n,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  229;  citing  text; 
Depere  v.  Bellevue,  31  Wis.  120;  Ly- 
coming V.  Union,  15  Pa.  St.  166. 

•  Gorham  v.  Springfield,  21  Me.  58, 
61 ;  North  Yarmouth  v.  Skillinss,  45 
Me.  133 ;  Brewster  v.  Harwich,  4  Mass. 
278:  lb.  315;  lb.  384;  Harrison  v. 
Bridgton,  16  Mass.  16;  lb.  76;  Lakin 
V.  Ames,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  198;  Perry 
County  V.  Conway  0>unty,  52  Ark. 
430;  People  v.  Alameda  County,  26 
CaL  641;  Riverside  Coimty  v.  San 
Bernardino  CJounty,  134  Cal.  517; 
Delta  County  Com'rs  v.  Gunnison 
County  Com'rs,  17  Colo.  41 ;  Frost  v. 
Pf eiffer,  26  Colo.  338 ;  Denver  v.  Adams 
County,  33  0)lo.  1 ;  Sangamon  County 
V.  Springfield,  63  III.  66;  Sedgwick 
County  Gom'rs  v.  Bunker,  16  Kan.  498 ; 
Chanmer  v.  Reynolds,  19  Kan.  249; 
Topeka  Board  of  Education  v.  State,  64 
Kan.  6;  State  v.  Lake  City,  25  Mmn. 
404;  Winona  v.  School  Dist.  No.  80, 
40  Minn.  13;  Rumsey  v.  Sauk  Center 
Township,  59  Minn.  316;  State  v. 
Demann,  83  Minn.  331;  Canosia  v. 
Grand  Lake  Tp.,  80  Minn.  357;  Koe- 
lesch  V.  New  York,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
98 ;  Worth  v.  Brooklyn,  34  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  223;  Kahrs  v.  (Sty  of  New  York, 
99  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  233 ;  In  re  Sharon 
Hill  Borough,  140  Pa.  250;  Darby  v. 
School  Dist^a  Appeal,  160  Pa.  79 ;  Sugar 
Notch  Borough,  192  Pa.  349,  354; 
Board  of  Education  v.  Board,  30  W. 
Va.  424,  430,  citing  text.  The  legis- 
lature may  make  one  liable  for  all  the 
lawful  debts  of  the  other.  D'Esterre 
V.  New  York,  104  Fed.  Rep.  605 ;  Pence 
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tional  requirement  that  the  legislature  shall  make  any  such  provi- 
sion, and  in  the  absence  of  such  requirement  it  may  provide  for  the 


V.  Frankfort,  101  Ky.  534;  Dallas  v, 
Beeman,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  315.  See 
School  District  v.  Richardson,  23  Pick. 
62,  as  to  the  effect  in  Massachusetts 
upon  the  title  to  property  of  the  aboli- 
tion of  old  school  districts  and  the 
formation  of  new  ones;  followed  by 
School  District  v.  Tapley,  1  Allen 
(Mass.),  49 ;  but  a  dictum  therein  ques- 
t  ioned  by  HooTy  J.  Simmons  v.  Nanant , 
3  Allen  (Mass.),  316,  as  to  necessity  of 
a  deed  of  conveyance  for  real  estate. 
Sanbomton  v,  Tilton,  55  N.  H.  603; 
s.c.  53  N.  H.  438;  Tilton  ».  Sanbom- 
ton, 55  N.  H.  610.  Note  relating  to 
division  of  property  under  legislative 
act.  South  Hampton  v.  Fowler,  52 
N.  H.  225;  Tileson  v.  Newman,  23  Vt. 
421;  Richards  v.  Daggett,  4  Mass. 
534 ;  Waldron  v.  Lee,  5  Pick.  (Mass.) 
323.  In  Pennsylvania f  it  was  held  that 
on  a  division  of  a  township,  each 
fraction  remains  liable  for  the  whole 
debt  due  by  the  old  township ;  if  one 
pays  the  w^^ole  amount,  it  lays  the 
foundation  for  contribution.  Plunkett 
Oeek  Township  r.  Crawford,  27  Pa.  St. 
107.  See  New  London  v.  Montville,  1 
Root  (Conn.),  184;  Hughes  t;.  School 
District,  72  Mo.  643.  On  annexation 
of  a  portion  of  a  township  to  a  city, 
the  residue  retains  all  its  property,  real 
and  personal,  unless  a  different  dispo- 
sition has  been  made  by  the  terms  of 
the  division.  People  v.  School  Trus- 
tees, 86  111.  613.  As  to  right  to  collect 
taxes  on  such  division,  see  Bamett 
Township  v.  Jefferson  County,  9  Watts 
(Pa.),  166;  Devor  v,  Mcaintock,  9 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  80;  Police  Jury,  Ac. 
V.  McCormack,  32  La.  An.  624;  sus- 
taining text,  Barker  Dist.  Bd.  v.  Valley 
Dist.  Bd.,  30  W.  Va.  424.  In  Morgan 
y.  Town  of  Waldeck,  17  Fed.  Rep.  286, 
it  appeared  that  the  town,  which  had 
been  carved  out  of  another,  had, 
through  its  officers  and  people,'  re- 
peatedly recognized  its  liability  for  its 
portion  of  the  debt  of  the  town  out  of 
which  it  was  created,  and  it  was  de- 
cided that  it  was  liable  for  its  propor> 
tion  of  the  debt,  although  there  was 
doubt  whether  the  jproc^dings  in  set- 
ting it  off  were  legal. 

As  to  support  of  poor  in  case  of  divi- 
sion. North  Whitehall  v.  South  White- 
hall, 3  Serg.  &  Rawle  (Pa.),  117 ;  Over- 
seers, &c.  V.  Overseers,  Ac,  2  lb,  422; 
Stillwater  v.  Green,  9  N.  J.  L.  59. 


Where  there  has  been  an  insufficient 
legal  division  and  organization  of  a  new 
district,  this  may  be  afterwards  ralifud 
and  made  binding.  Sawyer  v.  nil- 
liams,  25  Vt.  311 ;  Pierce  v.  Carpenter. 
10  Vt.  480 ;  Alden  v.  RounsviUe,  7  Met 
(Mass.)  219. 

Unless  otherwise  provided  by  legis- 
lation the  detachment  of  territory  from 
a  township  does  not  affect  its  ownership 
of  anything  but  lands ;  debts  and  other 
incorporeal  rights  —  as  here,  liquor 
taxes  previously  due  —  still  belong  to 
the  township.  Springwells  v.  Wayne 
County,  58  Mich.  240. 

The  mode  of  jaroceedingy  under  the 
statute  of  New  York,  in  the  division  of 
old  and  the  erection  of  new  towns,  the 
directory  nature  of  the  statute  «8  to 
mode  of  proceeding,  and  the  piesump- 
tion  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings,  are  clearly  set  forth  in  the 
case  of  People  v.  Carpenter,  24  N.  Y. 
86. 

As  illustrating  the  directory  nature  of 
such  statutes,  see  Elmendorf  v.  Mayor, 
25  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  693 ;  Striker  r.  Kefly, 
7  Hill  (N.  Y.),  9.  But  an  acreanent 
in  such  division,  transcending  the 
powers  of  the  officers  who  maice  it, 
IS  not  binding  on  the  town.  Overaeen 
V.  Same,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  382.  Effect 
of  erection  of  a  new  out  of  a  portion  of 
an  old  county  on  the  terms  of  officers 
who  respectively  reside  in  the  new  and 
old  portions,  see  People  v.  Morrell,  21 
Wend.  563,  and  authorities  cited  by 
Cowen,  J.,  p.  580.  Coimty  comnuB- 
sioners  must,  by  law,  reside  in  the 
county,  and  on  the  erection  of  a  new 
county  in  which  their  residence  is  in- 
cluded they  become  residents  of  the 
new  county  and  non-residents  of  the 
old  county,  and  cannot  legally  act  for 
it,  unless  they  remove  within  it; 
though  if  they  continue  to  act  without 
such  removal  their  acts  are  valid,  bong 
officers  de  facto.  State  v,  Hartobon. 
17  Ohio,  135;  State  v.  Jacobs,  /b.  143. 
A  bill  in  eqmtv  will  not  he  U)  set  aside 
a  settlement  of  accounts  made  bj.^.^o 
boards  of  supervisors  upon  the  divisioD 
of  a  township  by  creating  a  new  one, 
on  the  groimd  that  one  of  the  boards 
was  inferior  to  the  other  in  ability  and 
experience,  or  that  it  was  misled  as  to 
the  financial  condition  of  its  own  town- 
ship. The  law  presumes  such  a  board 
to  De  competent  to  transact  the  bua- 
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annexation  of  territory  to  a  municipality  and  the  transfer  to  it  of 
such  public  property  as  may  be  within  the  territory  annexed,  without 
imposing  upon  the  municipality  any  obligation  either  to  pay  for  the 
property  so  transferred  or  to  assume  and  pay  for  any  portion  of  the 
unpaid  debts  contracted  in  the  acquisition  or  erection  of  buildings 
and  other  property  transferred.*  The  charters  and  constituent  acts 
of  public  and  municipal  corporations  are  not,  as  we  have  before  seen, 
contracts,  and  they  may  be  changed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislature, 
subject  only  to  the  restraints  of  special  constitutional  provisions,  if 
any  there  be.  And  it  is  an  ordinary  exercise  of  the  legislative  do- 
minion over  such  corporations  to  provide  for  their  enlargement  or 
division ;  and,  incidental  to  this,  to  apportion  their  property  and  to 
direct  the  manner  in  which  their  debts  or  liabilities  shall  be  met, 
and  by  whom.  The  opinion  has  been  expressed  that  the  partition 
of  the  property  must  be  made  at  the  tiTne  of  the  division  of,  or  change 
in,  the  corporation,  since  otherwise  the  old  corporation  becomes, 
under  the  rule  just  before  stated,  the  sole  owner  of  the  property, 
and 'hence  cannot  be  deprived  of  it  by  a  subsequent  act  of  the  legis- 
lature.' But,  in  the  absence  of  special  constitutional  limitations 
upon  the  legislature,  this  view  cannot,  perhaps,  be  maintained,  as 
it  is  inconsistent  with  the  necessary  supremacy  of  the  legislature 
over  all  its  corporate  and  unincorporate  bodies,  divisions,  and  parts, 
and  with  several  well-considered  adjudications.'     . 

ness   entrusted   to   it.     Township   of  tion  of  the  school  house;   that  it  was 

ChurchiU  v.  Township  of  Cummin^,  51  within  the  power  of  the  leg^^ture  to 

Mich.  446.    The  le^slature  may  make  vest  in  the  city  the  school  property  in 

such  provisions  as  it  sees  fit  in  relation  the  annexed  territory  without  provid- 

to  the  apportionment  of  the  property  ing  for  compensation  to  the  township, 

and   the  debts  of    the    municipality,  as   the   township   held   title   only   as 

Tisbury  y.  West  Tisbury,  171  Mass.  201.  trustee  and  the  state  might  change  the 

^  Indianapolis    School    Corners    v.  trustee  at  pleasure.    A  provision  that, 

Center  Township,   143  Ind.  391.     In  if  an  incorporated  town  be  annexed  to 

this  case  territory  was  annexed  to  a  another,   the   town   so   annexing   the 

city  which  contained  a  school   house  other  shall  be  bound  for  all  its  debts 

and  lot  belonging  to  the  school  town-  and    liabilities,    has    no    application 

ship    from    which   the    territoiy    was  where  unincorporated  territory  is  taken 

taken.    The  statute  vested  in  the  city  in  by  annexation.    Carpenter  v.  Cen- 

authorities  the  school  property  in  the  tral  Covington,  119  Ky.  785. 
annexed   territory   without   providing        "  Hampshire  v.  Franklin,  16  Mass. 

for  compensation  to  such  township  and  76 ;  Windham  v,  Portland,  4  Mass.  384, 

without  providing  for  the  assumption  390;     Bowdoinham   v.    Richmond,    6 

or  pajrment  of  unpaid  debts  contracted  Me.  112,  holding  that  subsequent  legis- 

by  the  township  in  the  erection  of  the  lation  could  not  change  the  apportion- 

school  house.     It  was  held  that  such  ment  of  the  debts  between  an  old  town 

annexation  and  transfer  of  property  and  one  created  from  it,  since  such  an 

did  not  give  any  right  of  action  to  the  apportionment  was  in  the  nature  of  a 

township  against  the  city  for  the  value  contract.     But  see  ante,  chap.  iv.  {§ 

of  the  property,  or  for  any  part  of  the  107,  123 

unpaid  indebtedness  of  the  township        '  Layton  v.  New   Orleans,  12  La. 

for  the  purchase  of  the  lot  or  the  erec-  An.  515,  cited  ante,  §  106;    Laramie 
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§  361  (190).  Oorporate  Seal;  Power  to  adopt  and  alter.— The 
charters  of  municipal  corporations  usually  contain  a  clause  authorii- 
ing  them  to  have  and  tise  a  common  seal,  and  to  alter  the  same  at 
pleasure.  Without  an  express  grant  it  is,  however,  incident  to  every 
corporation  to  adopt  and  use  a  corporate  seal.  The  essential  impor- 
tance which  the  common  law  anciently  attached  to  scab,  and  the 
modem  relaxation  of  the  rule,  are  well  known.  Respecting  seab, 
the  same  general  principles  apply  to  private  and  to  municipal  corpo- 
rations. Thus,  a  corporation  of  the  latter  class  would  doubtless  be 
bound  equally  with  a  private  corporation  by  any  seal  which  has  been 
authoritaiively  affixed  to  an  instrument  requiring  it,  though  it  be  not 
the  seal  regularly  adopted.^  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  not  be 
bound  by  the  affixing  of  either  the  regular  or  temporary  seal  by  a 
person  not  legally  and  duly  authorized.'  So,  under  Uie  modem 
doctrine,  a  corporation  can  do  an  act  in  pais  by  an  attorney  in 
fact,  and  such  attorney  need  not  necessarily  be  appointed  unde 
seal." 


County  V.  Albany  CJounty ,  92  U.  8.  307 ; 
Johnson  v.  San  Di^o,  109  CaL  468, 
quoting  and  approving  text;  Laramie 
County  V,  Albany  Ck)unty,  92  U.  S.  307 ; 
Mount  Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S. 
514;  Willimantic  School  Society  v. 
First  School  Society,  14  Conn.  457; 
Scituate  v.  Weymouth,  108  Mass.  128; 
Guilford  v.  Chenango  County  Super- 
visors, 13  N,  Y.  143;  Orvil  Tp.  v, 
Woodcliff,  61  N.  J.  L.  107,  quoting  and 
approving  text;  Ehmmore's  Appeal, 
52  Pa.  St.  374.  In  this  last  case  one 
borough  was  divided  into  four,  and  the 
legislature  was  held  to  have  the  power 
afterwards  to  provide  for  an  equitable 
adjustment  of  the  indebtedness  among 
them  all,  by  commissioners  to  be 
appointed  by  a  designated  court,  and 
from  whose  determmation  no  appeal 
was  allowed.  As  to  extent  of  l^isla- 
tive  control  over  public  and  municipal 
corporations,  and  their  rights,  liabilities, 
property,  and  contracts,  see  ante.  chap. 
IV.  and  cases  there  cited;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  193, 231, 232 ;  ante,  §§  338, 
339 ;  post,  chapter  on  Taxation. 

>  Aliddlebury  Bank,  &c.  v.  R.  &  W. 
Railroad  Co.,  30  Vt.  159,  per  Redfield, 
C.  J. ;  Tenney  v.  Lumber  Co.,  43  N.  H. 
343;  Mill  Dam  Foundry  v.  Hovey,  21 
Pick.  (Mass.)  417;  Porter  v,  Andro- 
scoggin &  K.  R.  Co.,  37  Me.  349 ;  Angell 
&  Ames,  Corp.  §  217 ;  Phillips  v.  Coffee, 
17  111.  154 ;  Stebbins  v.  Memtt,  10  Cush. 
(Mass.)  27;    Charleston  t;.  Moorhead, 


2  Rich.  Law  (8.  Car.),  430;  Giant  on 
Corp.  59,  and  cases ;  and  note  author's 
opinion  and  his  doubt  aa  to  the  ex- 
istence of  any  common  law  right  to 
change  the  common  seaL  An  impres- 
sion of  a  corporate  seal  stamped  upon 
and  into  the  substance  of  the  paper  eonr 
taining  the  instrument  is  suffictent, 
without  wafer  or  vjax,  Hendee  v.  Pinker- 
ton,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  381. 

'  Koehler  v.  Iron  Co.,  2  Black,  715; 
Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Evans,  32  Eng.  Law 
&  Eq.  23.  ''  But  where  a  corporation  is 
created  by  an  act  for  particular  pur- 
poses  with  sjsedal  powers,  then  another 
question  arises;  their  deed,  though 
under  their  coiporate  seal,  and  that 
regularly  affixed,  does  not  bind  them 
if  it  appear  by  the  express  provisioDs 
of  the  statute  creating  the  corporaUon. 
or  by  necessary  or  reasonable  mfereoce 
from  its  enactments,  that  the  deed  was 
uUra  vires;  that  is,  that  the  lesislature 
meant  that  such  a  deed  should  not  be 
made."  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  South  York- 
shire Railway  Co.  v.  Great  Northern 
Railway  Co^,  9  Ex.  55,  84;  adopted 
by  Martin,  B.,  in  Payne  v.  Brecon,  3 
H.  &  N.  572,  579.  See  also  Holdsworth 
V.  Dartmouth,  11  A.  &  E.  490;  Regina 
V,  Lichfield,  4  Q.  B.  891, 893 ;  Pallistert. 
Gravesend,  9  C.  B.  744,  774 ;  NoweO  r. 
Worcester,  9  Ex.  457 ;  KendaU  v.  King. 
17  C.  B.  483. 

»  Cuny  r.  Mobile  Bank,  8  Porter 
(Ala.),  360;  Lathrop  v.  Bank  of  Scioto, 
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§  362  (191).  Seal,  how  proved.  — The  seal  of  a  private  corpo- 
ration attached  to  an  instrument  does  not  prove  its  ovm  atUheTv- 
iicUy;  but  it  should  be  shown  by  evidence  aliunde  to  be  really 
the  seal  of  the  corporation.^  The  same  doctrine  is,  probably, 
applicable  to  the  seal  of  a  municipal  corporation,  except  where 
changed  by  charter  or  statute,  although  it  seems  that  it  is  usual  in 
England  to  allow  deeds  and  other  instruments  relating  to  real 
estate  to  go  to  the  jury  when  authenticated  by  the  corporate  seals 
of  London,  Edinburgh,  or  Dublin,  —  these  being  corporations  of 
great  antiquity,  or  recognized  by  the  legislature.^  The  corporate 
seal  attached  to  an  instrument,  attested  by  the  signatures  of  the 
proper  officers,  is  prima  facie  but  not  conclusive  evidence  that  it 
was  lawfully  placed  there,  and  that  the  instrument  is  the  act  of 
the  corporation.' 

§  363  (192).  Seal,  where  not  Heceesary.  —  The  modem  rule  is 
that  corporations  may  be  bound  by  contra^cts  not  under  seal,  and  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  will  be  bound  have  been  stated  by 
Story,  J.,  in  terms  which  have  been  approved  by  the  courts  of  nearly 
^very  State  in  the  Union.  "Wherever  a  corporation  is  acting  within 
the  scope  of  the  legitimate  purposes  of  its  institution,  all  parol  con- 
tracts made  by  its  authorized  agents  are  express  promises  of  the 
corporation ;  and  all  duties  imposed  on  them  by  law,  and  all  benefits 
conferred  at  their  request,  raise  implied  promises,  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  which  an  action  lies."  * 

8  Dana  114;  Abbey  t;.  Billups,  35  Miss.  35  Iowa,  243  j    Smeltzer  v.  White,  92 

618.  U.  8.  390. 

*  Den  V.  Vreelandt,  7  N.  J.  L.  352 ;  *  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patterson,  7 
Gilbert,  Ev.  19;  Jackson  v,  Pratt,  10  Cranch  (U.  S.),  299, 306;  Bank  of  Corn- 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  381 ;  Moises  v.  Thorn-  monwealtli  of  Kentucky  v,  Wister,  2 
ton,  8  Term  R.  303;  Charleston  v.  Pet.  (U.S.)  318;  Davenport  v.  Peoria, 
Moorehead,  2  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  Law,  430;  &c.  Insurance  Co.,  17  Iowa,  276;  Ring 
Foster  v.  Shaw,  7  Serg.  &  Rawle  (Pa.),  v.  Johnson  County,  6  Iowa,  265 ;  Over 
163;  lb.  318;  Mann  v.  Pentz,  2  Sandf.  v,  Greenfield,  107  Ind.  231.  See  fur- 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  257.  ther  chapters  on  Contracts  and  Prop- 

*  Per  Kinaey,  C.  J.,  Den  v.  Vreelandt,  erty,  post,  §§  793,  161 1 .  Corporate  seal 
7  N".  J.  L.  352.  affixed  to  the  note  of  the  corporation 

*  Levering  v.  Memphis,  7  Humph,  makes  it  a  specialty,  having  in  this  re- 
(Tenn.)  553 ;  Memphis  v.  Adams,  9  Bpect  the  same  effect  as  the  seal  of  a 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  518;  Abbott,  Corp.  natural  person.  Clarke  v.  Farmers',  &c. 
Digest,  tit.  Seal,  p.  725,  §  56,  and  the  Co.,  15  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  256;  lb.  265; 
many  cases  there  6ited;  Benedict  v.  Benoist  v,  Carondelet,  8  Mo.  240; 
Denton  Walk.  Ch.  (Mich.)  336 ;  South  Sturtevant  v.  Alton,  3  McLean,  393. 
Yorkshire  &  R.  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Northern  But  corporate  seals  attached  to  muni- 
R.,  9  Excheq.  55,  84;  Musser  v.  John-  cipal  bonds  payable  to  order  or  bearer 
son,  42  Mo.  74.  In  Iowa,  the  county  seal  do  not  destroy  or  affect  their  negoti- 
held  to  be  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  ability.  See  post,  chapter  on  Municipal 
4rourUy  vyarrani.  Prescott  v.  Gonser,  34  Bonds.  Lease  held  void  for  want  of 
Iowa,  175-178;   Springer  t;.  Clay  Co.,  the  corporate  seal.    Kinzie  v,  Chicago, 
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3  ni.  187.  But  otherwise  of  an  au- 
thorized agreement  by  an  agent  of  a 
corporation  to  sell  laiids  (Legrand  v. 
Hampden,  &c.  College.  5  Mum.  (Va.) 
324),  or  authorized  assignment  of  a 
lease.  Sanford  v,  Tremi&tt,  42  Mo. 
384.  Corporate  seal  to  conveyance 
by  county  commissioners.  Bestor  v. 
Powers,  7  HI.  126.    Further,  see  Index, 


Seal,  Mr.  Broom  gives  an  excellent 
view  of  the  exceptions  to  the  rule  that 
corporations  must  contract  by  deed, 
as  recognized  and  established  by  the 
modem  English  decisions.  Broom, 
Com.  on  Com.  Law,  562-669.  Seals 
in  connection  with  municipal  6ofub, 
see  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds, 
poML 
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CHAPTER  XI 


MUNICIPAL  elections;   appointment  and  powers  of  officers 


Section 
Municipal  Popular  Elections  .  .  370 
Ballot;    Qualification  of  Voters; 

Residence 371 

Eligibility  to  Office 372 

Electing  Disqualified  Person  .  .  373 
Unauthorised  Election;  Notice  374, 375 
Effect    of    Illegal    Votes    being 

reodyed 376 

Special  Tribunal  to  decide  Elec- 
tion  Contests   for   Municipal 

Offices 377,378 

Jurisdiction   of   the    Courts   of 

Law 379-381 

Special    Statutory    Jurisdiction 

held  to  exclude  qito  warranto   .     382 
Election;  Majority  of  Voters    .   .  383 
Power  to  create  and  appoint  Mu- 
nicipal Officers 384 

Power  to  create  Offices  ....  385 
Power  of  Council  to  prescribe  the 

Term  of  Office 386 

The  Mayor 387,388 

Powers  and  Duties  of  City  Attor- 
ney or  Corporation  Counsel         389 
Polioe  Officers;    Power  to  make 

Arrests  upon  View     .    .    .    390,  391 
Mode  of  Election;  Power  over  its 

own  Officers 392 

Presumption   of   Due   Appoint- 
ment     393 

Oath  and  Official  Bond    ....     394 
Oath  when  a  Condition  Prece- 
dent; Acts  of  (2e/acto  Officer     .  395 
Conditions  of  Official  Bond;  Vol- 
untary   and    Common    Law 

Obligations 396 

Constitutionality  of  Civil  Service 

Laws 397 

Offices  provided  for  or  r^ulated 
by  the  Constitution 398 


Section 
Powers  and  Duties  of  Civil  Ser- 
vice Commissioners 399 

Offices  within  the  Operation  of 

Municipal  Civil  Service  Laws   .  400 
Appointments    in    Evasion    of 

Statutory  Requirements  .    .    .     401 
Practicability  of  Competitive  Ex- 
amination;    New    York    De- 
cisions       402 

Confidential  Positions;    Rule  in 

New  York 403 

Exempt    Positions;     Heads    of 

Departments,  Deputies,  &c.     .     404 
Subordinate      Positions;       La- 
borers   405 

Probationary  Appointments    .   .     406 

Promotions 407 

Preference  on  honorably  Dis- 
charged Veterans 408 

Duration  of  Official  Term; 
Power  to  hold  over;  Engliah 
Statutes  and  Decisions  409,  410 

American    Doctrine;     Right    to 

hold  over 411 

Holding  over 412 

Right  to  hold  over  as  against  the 

State 413 

Vacancies  in  Municipal  Offices, 

when  filled 414 

Refusal  to  serve  in  Office     .    .    .     415 
Resignation  of  Mimicipal  Offices     416 
Implied  Resignation;  Incompati- 
ble Office     417 

Same  Subject.       Acceptance  of 

Resignation 418 

Incompatible  Public  Offices     .    .     419 
Abandonment  of  Office     ....     420 
Legislative  Control  of  Compensa- 
tion of  Mimicipal  Officers    .   .     421 
Compensation  of  Officers     .   .   .     422 
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Seetion 

Power  of  Municipality  to  abolish 
Office,  or  to  r^^te  Salaiy    .     423 

Same  Subject.  Exception  to  Rule 
resting  on  Contract 424 

Officers  and  Employees  distin- 
guished     425 

Extra  Compensation     .   .   .    426,427 

Attachment  or  Garnishment  of 
Official  Salaries 428 

Recovery  of  Salary  after  Wrong- 
ful Removal  or  Exclusion  from 
Office .     429 

Pensions  for  Municipal  Services; 
Constitutionality 430 

Pensions;  Leepslalive  Control 
over  Right 431 

When  Right  to  Pension  accrues    432 

Liability  of  the  Officer  to  the 
Corporation  and  to  Others  .   .     433 

Liability  to  account  for  Moneys 
received 434 


Declarations  and  Adnuasions  of 
Officers  as  Evidence 4S5 

Personal  Liability  for  Non-fea- 
sance of  Public  Duty    ....    496 

Personal  Liability  for  Non-fear 
sance;  Rule  in  New  Yoric    .   .    437 

Individual  Liability  for  Failure  to 
repair  Streets  and  Highways  .    438 

Personal  Liability  of  Officers  for 
Acts  Discretionary  or  quasi  Ju- 
dicial in  their  Nature    ....    439 

Personal  Liability  for  Negligent 
or  Tortious  Acts;  Misfeasance    440 

Personal  Liability  of  Municipal 
Officers  for  Ministerial  Acts  .      441 

Responsibility  for  Acts  of  Subor- 
dinates; respondeat  supehar    .    442 

Liability  of  Offices  making  icftra 
trires  Contracts 443 

Personal  Liability  for  Refusal  to 
levy  Tax 444 


§  370  (194).  Muddpal  Popular  ElectionB. — Elections  must  be 
held  at  the  time  and  place  provided  by  the  charter  or  by  etattiU. 
Where  the  law  fixes  no  time,  but  leaves  the  time  and  place  to  be  fixed 
by  some  authority  named  therein,  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
election  that  it  be  called  and  the  time  and  place  thereof  fixed  by  the 
agency  designated  by  law,  and  none  other;  as  where  the  mayor  and 
city  council  are  the  designated  authority,  neither  the  mayor  alone  nor 
the  council  alone  has  power  to  call  such  an  election ;  if  eitho*  neglect 
its  duty,  TTUindamua  is  the  remedy.' 


'  Stephens  v.  People.  89  111.  337; 
Glencoe  v.  People,  78  111.  382 ;  Dickey 
V,  Hurlbut,  5  Cal.  343 ;  People  v.  Mur- 
ray, 15  Cal.  321 ;  People  v,  Harv^,  58 
Cal.  337 ;  Juker  v.  Commonwealth,  20 
Pa.  St.  484 ;  Melvin's  Case,  68  Pa.  St. 
333;  Knowles  v.  Yates,  31  Cal.  82; 
Clarke  v.  Hancock  County,  27  111.  305; 
Miller  v.  EngUsh,  21  N.  J.  L.  317; 
Marshall  County  v.  Cook,  38  III.  44; 
Marshall  v.  Kerns,  2  Swan  (Tenn.),  68 ; 
Force  v,  Batavia,  61  III.  99 ;  Foster  v. 
Scarf,  15  Ohio  St.  535;  Rittman  v. 
Pajme,  68  Ark.  338.  As  to  mandamus 
to  compel  the  holding  of  an  election, 
see  pos^j  §§  374j  1495.  If  such  an 
election  IS  held  it  is  void,  and  cannot  be 
ratified  by  the  municipal  authorities. 
Stephens  v.  People,  89  III.  337.  An 
election  is  not  complete  and  the  candi- 
date is  not  qualifiea  to  serve  unless  the 
requirements  of  the  statutes  providing 


a  mode  for  determining  and  dedaiing 
the  result  of  the  election  have  been 
complied  with.  People  r.  Crissey,  91 
N.  Y.  616;  People  v.  North,  72  N.  Y. 
124. 

The  adoption  by  a  vote  of  the  elet- 
tors  of  a  city,  at  an  election  dul^  called 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  city  charter,  of  an  act  relating  to 
schools,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  is  not  void,  because  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  city  council  ciJIing  the  elec- 
tion which  was  not  required  bv  anv 
provision  of  the  statute  or  of  the  charier 
never  took  effect,  because  it  was  not 
legally  published.  National  life  In- 
surance Co.  V.  Board  of  EkiucatiOD  of 
Huron,  27  U.  S.  App.  244.  Andection 
by  votes  not  put  oy  the  mayor  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute  is  void.  State  r. 
Lasher,  71  Conn.  540.  An  electioD 
held  without  authority,  or  at  a  tiioe 
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§371  (195).  Ballot;  Qualification  of  Voters;  Residence. — 
Elections  by  the  people,  with  exceptions  in  a  few  States,  are  by  folded 
or  secret  ballot,  and  not  open  or  viva  voce.^  The  qiudificaiions  of 
electors  or  voters  are  fixed  by  the  Constitution  and  laws,  and  cannot 
be  changed  by  any  ordinance  or  act  of  the  corporation.'  Residence 
for  a  certain  period  within  the  municipality  is  almost  invariably  re- 
quired in  express  terms,  as  one  of  the  qualifications  of  the  right  to 
vote  at  elections  therein  and  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  eligibility 
to  hold  a  municipal  oflSce.  Non-residents  of  the  corporation  have, 
however,  been  held  competent  to  be  elected  to  oflSce  when  residence 


not  authorized  by  law,  is  void.  Sibbald 
V.  Brickell,  59  N.  J.  L.  420;  State  t;. 
Winter,  148  Ind.  177;  Ellis  v.  Grand 
Rapids,  123  Mich.  567.  The  authority 
for  the  election  of  a  mayor  may  be  by 
necessary  implication.  Gilbert  v.  Cracl- 
dock,  67  Kan.  346.  The  legislature 
may  provide  for  the  holding  of  an 
election  before  the  current  term  ex- 
pires. People  V.  Wright,  30  Ck>lo.  439. 
A  provision  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  city  clerk  "in  person  or  by  deputy" 
to  attend  meetings  of  the  general  coun- 
cil, implies  the  power  to  create  the 
office  of  deputy  clerk.  Lowry  v.  Lex- 
ington, 113  Ky.  763. 

^  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  chap.  xvii. 
598,  where  the  subject  of  popular  elec- 
tions, the  right  to  participate  therein, 
the  conditions  necessary  to  the  exercise 
of  the  right,  the  manner  of  voting,  the 
conduct  and  sufficiency  of  elections  are 
satisfactorily  presented.  The  rules  and 
doctrines  deduced  from  the  cases  are, 
in  general,  applicable  to  popular  mu- 
nicicttJ  elections.  Ante,  {  59.  A  ballot 
imjiiea  absolute  secrecy,  and  where  the 
Constitution  of  a  State  declares  that 
"all  elections  by  the  people  shall  be  by 
ballot,"  the  legislature  cannot  by  law 
require  the  outside  of  the  ballot  to  be 
numA>ered  so  as  to  correspond  with  the 
number  placed  opposite  the  name  of 
the  voter  on  the  poll  list.  Williams  v. 
<6tein,  38  Ind.  89. 

In  1872  Pariiament  passed  &  Ballot 
Act,  which  with  modifications  is  em- 
braced in  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  of  1882,  45  and  46  Vict,  chap.'  50, 
referred  to  in  a  previous  chapter.  In 
1869  it  passed  a  Municipal  Corporar- 
tions  Election  Act,  and  in  1872  the  Cor- 
rupt Practices  (Municipal  Elections) 
Act,  and  in  1877  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
rations New  Charters  Act,  and  in  1878 
the  Registration  Act,  by  which  the  sub- 
ject of  elections  is  minutely  regulated. 


These  Acts  contain  many  provisions 
which  are  worth  the  study  of  the  Amer- 
ican legislator.  Pol.  Science  Quarterly, 
vol.  iii.  664-676  (Deer.,  1888);  /b. 
voL  iv.  pp.  204  et  seq.  (June,   1889). 

Where  the  statute  requires  a  viva 
voce  vote,  election  by  secret  ballot  is 
not  void,  a  fair  and  free  expression  of 
the  popular  will  having  been  given. 
CVntniana  v.  Board  of  Education,  21 
Ky.  Law  Rep.  731 ;  52  S.  W.  Rep. 
959.  Where  the  charter  provides  for 
the  election  of  an  officer  by  ballot,  a 
by4aw  giving  to  blank  ballota  a  signifi- 
cance other  than  that  which  they  nave 
at  common  law  is  void.  Such  oallots 
are  nullities,  and  cannot  be  considered 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
number  of  votes  cast.  Murdoch  v. 
Strange,  99  Md.  89. 

»  Petty  V.  Tooker,  21  N.  Y.  267; 
Commonwealth  v,  Woelper,  3  Sera.  & 
Rawle  (Pa.),  29;  People  v.  Phillips, 
1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  388;  Rex  v.  Spencer, 
3  Burr.  1827 ;  Rex  v.  Mayor  of  Wey- 
mouth, 7  Mod.  371 ;  Newlingr.  Francis, 
3  T.  R.  189 ;  Rex  v.  Chitty,  5  Ad.  &  E. 
609 ;  Rex  v.  Bumstead,  2  B.  &  Ad.  699. 
The  provision  of  the  CJonstitution  that 
"every  male  person  twenty-one  years 
old,  resident  in  the  State  twelve  months 
and  in  the  county  thirty  days,  shall  be 
an  elector,''  applies  in  corporated  cities, 
and  disables  the  legislature  from  re- 
quiring ninety  days'  residence  in  a  city 
as  a  qualification  for  voting  for  city 
officers.  People  v.  Canaday  (charter 
of  Wilmington),  73  N.  Car.  198;  ante, 
§  59,  note ;  post,  {  385.  A  charter  pro- 
vision requiring  the  registration  of  the 
voters  in  a  city  held  constitutional. 
McMahon  v.  Savannah,  66  Ga.  217. 
As  to  the  qualifications  of  voters  for 
city  officers  under  the  Constitution  of 
Rhode  Island,  see  In  re  Newport  Char- 
ter, 14  R.  L  655. 


636 


MUNICIPAL   CORPORATIONS 


§371 


was  not  expressly  required,  but  the  decisions  cannot,  perhaps,  be 
said  to  conclude  the  point/  and,  if  extended  to  the   higher  offices, 


*  Municipal  officers  may  be  elected 
from  Don-residents  of  the  corporation 
when  there  is  no  statute  or  Constitution 
prohibiting  it,  particularly  when  the 
office  to  ^  filled  is  one  requiring  pro- 
fessional skill,  and  not  representative 
or  legislative  in  its  character.  State  v, 
Blanchard  (citv  surveyor),  6  La.  An. 
515.  The  conclusion  was  reached  with 
hesitation,  but  the  whole  court  con- 
curred, lb, ;  State  v.  George,  23  Fla. 
585.  So  in  State  v.  Swearingen,  12  Ga. 
23,  it  was  decided  where  the  charter  of 
the  town  provided  "for  the  election  of 
city  officers  by  the  people  of  the  city 
qualified  to  vote,"  and  was  silent  as  to 
requiring  the  officers  to  be  residents, 
that  a  person  might  legally  be  elected 
and  Qualified  who  was  not  a  resident  of 
the  place. 

Residence  as  a  qualification  for 
municipal  office.  Se^  Commonwealth 
V.  Jones,  12  Pa.  St.  365.  As  to  resin 
dency  and  inhabUancVf  and  who  are 
residents,  Cohen  v,  Wigfall,  8  Rich. 
Law,  237;  2  lb,  489;  Gildersleeve  v. 
Alexander,  2  Speer  (S.  Car.),  298; 
Seay  v.  Hunt,  55  Tex.  645. 

in  England,  by  the  Municipal  Cor- 
voraiions  Act  (i  9),  inhabitant  house- 
holders resident  within  the  borough. 
or  ivithin  seven  miles  of  the  borough,  ana 
rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  are  made 
bui*gesses  or  citizens.  Before  that  act 
was  passed,  residence  in  the  freeman  or 
citizen  was  sometimes  required  to  ren- 
der him  eligible  to  office,  although  non- 
residents, wherever  residing,  might,  by 
a  similar  perversion  of  the  purposes  of 
a  municipal  corporation,  be  admitted 
to  freedom  or  membership,  unless  ex- 
pressly restrained  by  the  charter ;  and 
if  residence  was  expressly  required  as  a 
condition  of  eligibility,  it  was  not  neces- 
saiy  that  the  officer  should  continue  to 
reside  in  the  place  while  holding  the 
office.  Not  onlv  so,  but  it  was  held 
that  where  residence  was  necessary  as 
a  qualification  during  office,  it  was  not, 
by  implication,  necessary  that  the  pei^ 
son  elected  should  have  been  a  resiaent 
at  the  time  of  the  election.  And  when 
inhabitancy  was  requisite,  it  meant  not 
merely  residence,  but  keeping  a  house 
within  the  place,  and  paying  scot  and 
lot.  Willcock  on  Munic.  Corp.  188,  pi. 
472;  lb.  191,  pi.  481;  lb,  193,  488; 
Rex  V,  Monday,  Cowp.  530;  Rex  v, 
Malet,  2  Barnard.  408;   Rex  v,  Cam- 


bridge, 4  Burr.  2008;  Rex  v.  Heath, 
1  Barnard.  417.  These  rules  aeem  to 
the  author  of  very  doubtful  af^lica- 
tion  in  this  countiy,  since  here  all  of 
the  inhabitants  are  members  of  the 
corporation,  and  non-residents  cannot 
become  such.  See  on  this  point  opinion 
of  Read,  J.,  in  People  v.  Canaday,  73 
N.  Car.  198.  Ante,  chap.  i.  And,  in 
general,  it  may  be  said  that  a  person 
is  an  inhabitant  or  resident  who  has  his 
domicile  or  home  in  the  place ;  but  it  is 
foreign  to  the  purpose  of  this  work  to 
enter  into  the  difficult  questions  which 
have  arisen  with  respect  to  residency 
and  domicile.  Hinds  v.  Hinds,  1  Iowa, 
36;  Stoiy,  Confl.  Laws,  $  43;  Putnam 
V,  Johnson,  10  Mass.  488;  Tbomdike 
V.  Boston,  1  Met.  (Mass.)  245.  Public 
officers  vacate  their  office  by  permanent 
removal  from  territorial  limits  of  the 
corporation.  Barre  v,  Greenwich,  1 
Pick.  (Mass.)  120;  Rumaey  v.  Camp- 
ton,  16  N.  H.  567 ;  Giles  v.  SanborotOD 
School  District,  31  N.  H.  304;  ia^ 
§  420.  But  a  temporary  removal  with 
an  intention  to  return  will  not,  of  itsdf , 
have  this  effect.  Van  Orsdall  v.  Hazard, 
3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  243;  People  v.  Metro- 
politan Police  Board,  19  K.  Y.  188; 
Lyon  V.  Commonwealth,  3  Bibb  (Ky.)« 
430;  Rex  v.  Exeter,  Comb.  197;  Han- 
non  V,  Grizzard,  89  N.  Car.  1 15. 

In  the  province  of  Ontario,  the  ti»- 
habitants  of  each  city,  town,  6x.  are 
incorporated.  See  the  Municipal  Act, 
55  Vict.  chap.  42.  §  3.  In  Biggar's 
Municipal  Manual  ((Canada,  1900). 
p.  36,  It  is  said  that  an  "inhabitant** 
of  a  place,  speaking  generally,  is  out 
who  has  his  permanent  home  there 
(citing  Rex  v,  MitcheU,  10  East,  511). 
But  the  word  has  not  per  me  any  definite 
legal  meaning,  and  it  must  be  explained 
extrinsically  D^  reference  to  the  context 
and  to  the  objects  of  the  document  in 
which  it  occurs  (citing  Rex  v.  Masfai- 
ter,  6  Ad.  &  E.  153 ;  Rex  *.  Davie,  6 
Ad.  &  E.  374).  As  to  when  a  party 
can  be  said  to  be  a  resident  of  a  mu- 
nicipality, see  Attorney-General  r. 
Parker,  3  Atk.  576;  Etherineton  «. 
Wilson,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  160;  Kins;  r. 
Foxwell,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  Div.  518;  Big- 
gar's  Municipal  Manual  (Ganada.  1900>. 
p.  121.  A  man  cannot,  within  Uie 
meaning  of  the  municifxU  laws  of 
Canada,  be  said  to  be  leadent  in  Iwp 
municipalities  at  the  same  time.    Man 
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are  hardly  consistent  with  the  fundamental  idea  of   municipal  or 
local  self-government. 

§  372.  Eligibility  to  Office.  —  Where  there  is  no  constUviional 
provision  on  the  subject  the  legislature  has  the  pchver  to  prescribe 
qualifications  for  oflSce.^  But  the  power  of  the  legislature  in  this  re- 
spect is  not  unlimited.  The  conditions  or  qualifications  must  be 
reasonable  and  capable  of  being  performed.  The  legislature  cannot 
establish  arbitrary  exclusions  from  office.^  The  reasonableness  of  the 
qitalification  which  may  be  attached  to  eligibility  is  necessarily  to  be 
determined  by  its  relation  to  the  oflBce  and  its  duties.  It  may  be  said 
that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  eligibility  to  oflSce  without  some 
qualification  therefor.  No  person  can  be  regarded  as  eligible  to 
office  unless  he  is  of  sufficient  age  and  mental  capacity.  Sex  and 
alienage  are  also  usually  regarded  as  grounds  of  disqualification,  and 
women  and  aliens  are  usually  excluded  from  office.  Other  qualifi- 
cations which  are  generally  regarded  as  properly  attached  to  eli- 
gibility for  office  are  residence  within  the   municipality,*  owner- 


V.  Vienna,  10  Upper  Can.  L.  J.  275. 
A  man's  residence  is  where  his  home 
is  dtuate.  —  where  his  family  live. 
King  r.  North  Curry,  4  B.  A  C.  959; 
Powell  V.  Guest,  18  C.  B.  n.  s.  72; 
Reg.  V.  Norwood,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  459; 
Reg.  V,  Evans,  31  Ontario  Rep.  448. 
An  occasional  absence  from  his  home 
to  attend  to  business  in  another  mu- 
nicipality does  not  make  his  home 
less  his  residence.  Withom  v.  Thomas, 
7  M.  4b  G.  1.  Where  A  had  a  dwelline- 
houae  at  Bowmanville,  where  his  wife 
and  family  lived,  but  had  a  saw-mill 
and  store  and  was  postmaster  in  the 
township  of  Cartwn^ht,  which  occa- 
sioned nim  frequently  to  visit  that 
place,  and  who,  while  there,  used  to 
Doajxi  with  one  of  his  men  in  a  house 
owned  by  himself,  held,  that  after  vot- 
ing in  Bowmanville,  he  had  no  right 
to  vote  in  Cartwright.  Queen,  ex  rd. 
Taylor,  v.  C«sar,  11  Upper  Can.  Q.  B. 
461 ;  infra,  $  375,  note.  Mere  colorable 
residence  is  in  no  case  sufficient.  King 
V.  Duke  of  Richmond,  6  T.  R.  560. 
Each  case  must,  to  a  great  extent,  de- 
pend on  its  own  circumstances.  As  to 
what  is  sufficient,  see  King  v.  Sargeant, 
5  T.  R.  466;  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  2  B.  &  P. 
229:  King  v.  Mitchell,  10  East,  511; 
Witnom  v.  Thomas,  7  M.  4b  G.  1 ;  Queen, 
ex  rei.  Forward,  v.  Bartels,  7  Upper 
Can.  C.  P.  533 ;  Queen  v.  Boycott,  14 
L.  T.  K.  8.  699;  Queen  v.  Exeter,  L.  R. 


4  Q.  B.  110 ;  Manning  V.  Manning,  L.  R. 
2  P.  &  D.  223;  Tavlor  v.  Parish,  Ac, 
L.  R.  6  C.  P.  309 ;  Bond  v.  St.  Geoige, 
L.  R.  6  C.  P.  312;  Queen  v,  St.  Ives, 
L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  467 ;  Durant  v.  Carter, 
L.  R.  9  C.  P.  261 ;  Ford  «.  IVe,  L.  R. 
9  C.  P.  269 ;  Ford  v.  Hart,  L.  R.  9  C.  P. 
273;  Wilton  v.  Falmouth,  15  Me.  479; 
State  V.  Decasinova,  1  Tex.  401 ;  State 
V.  Frost,  4  Earring.  558;  Fry's  Elec- 
tion, 71  Pa.  St.  302. 

»  Peoples.  Piatt,  117  N.  Y.  159; 
People  V.  Puidy,  154  N.  Y.  439; 
People  V,  Coler.  173  N.  Y.  103. 

»  Barker  v.  People,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
686;  Rogers  v.  Common  Coimcil  of 
Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173 ;  Rathbone  v. 
Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  459 ;  People  v.  Coler, 
173  N.  Y.  103. 

»  People  V,  Piatt,  117  N.  Y.  159, 
aff'g  50  Hun  (N.  Y.),  454.  Where  a 
statute  prescnbes  "residence"  as  a 
qiialification  for  the  enjoyment  of  a 
privilege  or  the  exercise  of  a  franchise, 
the  word  is  equivalent  to  the  place  of 
domicile  of  the  person  who  claims  its 
benefits.  People  v.  Piatt,  1 17  N.  Y.  159, 
aff'g  50  Hun  (N.  Y.),  454.  Provision 
for  residence  in  ward  from  which  an 
alderman  is  elected  and  provision  that 
office  shall  be  vacant  on  nis  ceasing  to 
be  an  inhabitant  construed,  and  held 
to  mean  that  representatives  shall  be 
and  remain  actual  residents  of  the 
wards  they  represent  and  not  merely 
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ship  of  property  of  a  reasonable  amount,  payment  of  taxes,  and  the 
like.'  These  matters  are  generally  regarded  as  proper  conditions  to 
be  attached  to  eligibility  to  office.  Other  qualifications  are  also  fre- 
quently required  which  are  plainly  reasonable  and  proper.  Thus 
it  is  not  unusual  to  declare  a  person  to  be  ineligible  to  office  if  he 
already  holds  another  office.'  Similarly,  persons  convicted  of  a 
crime  may  be  declared  to  be  incompetent  to  hold  office.' 

The  qualifications  or  conditions  which  are  to  be  regarded  as  vn- 
reasonable  and  beyond  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  impose,  may 
be  said,  in  general,  to  be  such  as  are  based  upon  political  opinions  or 
party  affiliations,  and  as  are  in  their  nature  political  or  religious  tests 
and  other  arbitrary  disqualifications  which  have  no  relation  to  the 
personal  fitness  of  the  candidate  or  his  membership  in  the  corpcmt- 
tion,  or  lack  of  interest  in  its  affairs.*     If,  by  statvie,  conditions  or 

constructive  residents.    People  v.  Bail-  classes  of  men  or  even  a  single  persoo 

horn,  100  111.  App.  571.    To  the  same  not  convicted  of  a  public  offence  afaall 

effect,  see  State  v.  Orr,  61  Ohio,  384.  be  ineligible  to  pubuc  stations ;  but  as 

Residence  in  a  territory  for  three  years  a  right  not  expressly  secured  by  the 

immediately  preceding  the  annexoHon  Ck>nstitution,  it  may  be  taken  from 

of  the  territory  to  a  city  makes  a  candi-  convicted  criminals  when  the  legisl»- 

date  eligible  to  a  city  office  where  three  ture    in    their    plenary    power    over 

years' residence  in  the  citv  is  reouiredl^  crimes,   deem   such  a   deprivation   a 

statute.    Gibson  v.  Wood,  105  Ky.  740.  necessary  punishment.     To  say  this  b 

^  State  V.  Williams,  99  Mo.  291 ;  to  say,  m  substance,  that  the  right  in 

State  V.  Berkeley,  140  Mo.  1S4 ;  State  v.  question  ma}[  be  forfeited  by  crimes 

Page,  140  Mo.  184.  when  the  lenslatuie  so  direct."     But 

'  People  v.  Purdy,  154  N.  Y.  439,  a  crime  whicn  subjects  the  party  to  a 

aff'g  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  66.    A  statu-  disqualification  to  hold  office  in  case 

tory  provision  making  the  mayor  and  he  is  convicted  of  such  crime,  must  be 

aldermen   ineligible   for  rejection   in  an  infamous  crimen  and  it  has  been 

case  of  an  unauthorized  increase  of  held  that  a  provision  of  a  civil  serviee 

municipal  indebtedness  is  penal  in  its  law  which  provides  that  any  Derson 

nature,    and    must    be    strictly    con-  convicted    of    wilfully     or    culpabhr 

strued.    State  v,  Cavett,  78  Miss.  851.  violating  any  of  its  provlaons,  afaall 

»  In  Barkers.  People,  3  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  vacate  any  public  office  or  emj^oy- 

686, 701,  it  was  held  that  the  legislature  ment  which  he  may  hold,  and  mXL  be 

might  constitutionally  provide  that  a  incapable    of   holding   any   office   or 

person  convicted  of  duelling  should  be  pubuc  employment  for  five  yean,  is 

incapable  of   holding  or  being  elected  unconelitutunud  in  so  far  as  it  attache* 

to   any   position   of  profit,    trust,  or  the  penalty  upon  a  trial  or  hearim: 

emolument  under  the  State.     Sanford,  other  than  a  trial  upon  indictmeDt. 

Chancellor,  said :  ''While  many  rights  People  v.  Kipley,  171  llL  44,  73. 
are  consecrated,  as  universal  and  in-        *  Dapper  v.  Smith,  138  Ifich.  101. 

violable,    the    right    of   eli^bility    to  A  statute  which  requires  poatioiis  in 

office  is  not  so  secured.     It  is  not  one  the   police   and   fire   departments  ta 

of  the  express  rules  of  the  Constitution  cities  to  be  filled  by  telection  from  two 

and   is  not  declared   as  a   ri^ht,   or  leading  political  parties  in  the  cities 

mentioned  in  terms  as  a  principle,  in  held  to  be  unconstitutionaL     EvaD»- 

any  part  of  the  instrument.    Important  ville  v.  State,  118  Ind.  426.    A  statute 

as  this  right  is,  it  stands  as  the  right  to  providing    that    the    members    of   a 

life  itself  stands,  subject  to  the  general  board  shall  be  elected  in  equal  namben 

power  of  the  legislature  over  crimes  from  the  two  political  parties  represented 

and  punishments.    As  a  right  flowing  in  the  common  council  is  unconstitu- 

from  the  Constitution,  it  cannot   be  tional  in  that  it  disqualifies  all  ocber 

taken  away  by  any  law  declaring  that  citizens  from  holding  the  office   and 
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qualifications  are  attached  to  eligibility  to  office,  these  conditions 
musty  as  a  rule,  exist  at  the  time  of  the  election;  the  candidate  can- 
not, subsequently  to  the  election,  bring  himself  within  the  eligible 
class,  —  e.  g.  by  resigning  an  incompatible  office,  —  and  thereby  be- 
come entitled  to  the  office.^ 


prescribes  party  adhesion  or  attach- 
ment  to  certain  political  opinions  as  a 
test  for  holding  office  in  addition  to 
the    constitutional    oath.      People   v. 
Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44 ;  Attomey-<jreneral 
V.  Board,  &c.  of  Detroit,  58  Mich.  213. 
A  provision  of  a  dtv  charter  relating 
to  the  police  board  "that  no  black 
Republican  or  endorser  or  supporter 
of  the  Helper  Book  shall  be  appointed 
to  any  office  under  such  board"  held 
to   be   unconstitutional   and   invalid. 
Baltimore  v.  State  Board  of  Police,  15 
Md.   376,   379.     Under  the    Virginia 
Constitution    the    legislature    cannot 
prohibit   the   active   participation   in 
politics  of  office-holders.     Louthan  v. 
Commonwealth,  79  Va.  196.     A  pro- 
vision in  a  statute  that  a  person  snail 
nU  he  digibU  to  the  office  of  police 
conmiissioner  of  a  city  ''unless  at  the 
time  of  his  election  he  is  a  member  of 
the    political    party    or   oiganization 
having  the   highest   or  next   highest 
representation  m  the  conmion  council," 
ia    unconsHtuHonal    as    prescribing    a 
ptdxHcal   test   as   a   qualification   and 
making  party  adhesion  a  condition  of 
holding  office.    Rathbone  v,  Wirth,  150 
N.  Y.  459,  484,  afif'g  6  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
277.     It  has  been  held  that  legislation 
which  creates  a  board  of  civil  service 
commissioners  consisting  of  three  per- 
sons and  which  provides  that  not  more 
than   two  of  the   persons  appointed 
shall  be  taken  from  the  same  political 
party  does  not  amount  to  an  arbitrary 
exclusion  from  office,  or  to  a  general 
regulation  requiring  qualifications  not 
mentioned  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
State,  nor  does  it  establish  an  arbitrary 
exclusion  from  office.     Rogers  v.  Com- 
mon Council  of  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173. 
See    also  People  v.  Hoffman,  116  111. 
587 ;  Patterson  v.  Barlow,  60  Pa.  St.  54. 
In  New  York,  it  has  been  held,  by  a 
divided  court,  that  the  legidaiure  can- 
not promde  that  the  chief  of  police  of  a 
city  vrho  has  been  removed  from  office 
by    an    exercise    of    a    discretionary 
power  of  removal  vested  in  the  mayor 
of  the  city  or  the  governor  of  the  State, 
shall  not  oe  eligible  to  reappointment  to 
the  same  office.    People  v,  Coler,  173 
N  .  Y.  103,  aff'g  71 N.  Y.  App.  Div.  584. 


*  Searcy  v.  Grow,  15  Cal.  117; 
P^le  V.  Leonard.  73  CaL  230 ;  Sheehan 
V.  Scott,  145  Cal.  684;  Reynolds  v. 
State,  61  Ind.  392,  404;  State  v. 
Bemenderfer,  96  Ind.  374,  376; 
Vogel  V.  State,  107  Ind.  374 ;  Carroll  v. 
Green,  148  Ind.  362,  364;  Territory 
V,  Smith,  3  Minn.  240;  Taylor  v, 
Sullivan,  45  Minn.  309;  State  v. 
Williams,  99  Mo.  291,  302;  State  v. 
McMillen,  23  Neb.  385;  State  v.  Boyd, 
31  Neb.  682,  707;  State  v.  Moores,  52 
Neb.  770,  786,  795;  State  v,  Clarke, 
3  Nev.  566,  570;  People  v,  Purdy,  154 
N.  Y.  439 ;  aff'g  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  66 ; 
Trask,  Matter  of^  81  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
318.  But  sometimes  the  term  ''eligi- 
ble" is  construed  as  limited  to  the 
capacity  to  take  and  hold  office,  and  not 
to  the  capacity  to  be  elected.  See 
Smith  V.  ,Moore,  90  Ind.  294;  Gosman 
V.  State,  106  Ind.  203;  Brown  v. 
Goben,  122  Ind.  113;  Shuck  v.  State, 
136  Ind.  63;  State  v.  Van  Beek,  87 
Iowa,  569;  Privett  v.  Bickford,  26 
Kan.  52 ;  State  v,  Murray,  28  Wis.  96 ; 
State  V,  Trumpf,  50  Wis.  103.  The 
legislature  may,  in  its  discretion,  pre- 
scribe that  the  conditions  or  cjualinca- 
tions  for  office  which  it  requires  shall 
exist  at  the  time  of  election^  thus  attach- 
ing the  qualification  to  the  right  to  re- 
ceive the  votes  of  the  electors.  State  v. 
Williams,  99  Mo.  291, 302.  In  Missouri, 
by  statute,  payment  of  taxes  has  been 
made  a  condition  of  election  and  non- 
payment until  after  the  election  has 
Deen  held  to  render  the  election  void. 
State  V.  Page,  140  Mo.  184.  See  also 
State  «.  Berkeley,  140  Mo.  184.' 

The  intention  of  a  statute  providing 
that  "no  trustee  of  a  school  district 
shaU  he  eligible  to  the  office  of  super- 
visor of  any  town  or  ward  in  this  State  " 
is  that  the  electors  in  making  choice  of 
a  person  for  the  office  of  supervisor 
miist  be  confined  to  the  selection  of 
such  persons  only  as  are  not  then  under 
any  legal  disqualification  to  exercise 
its  powers  and  perform  its  duties ;  the 
qualification  attached  to  eligibility 
applies  to  the  capacity  of  the  candidate 
for  election  as  well  as  to  holding  of  the 
office.  Hence  a  trustee  of  a  school 
district  is  incapable  of  being  elected 
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§  373  (196).  Electmg  Disqualified  Person.  — The  choice  of  a 
disqitalified  peraon  is  ineffectual.  Thus,  if  the  law  requires  free- 
holders to  be  chosen  for  certain  offices,  the  election  of  a  pers(Hi  not 
a  freeholder  is  void.'  But  unless  the  votes  for  an  ineligible  person 
are  expressly  declared  to  be  void  the  effect  of  such  a  person  receiv- 
ing a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  is,  according  to  the  weight  of  Ameri- 
can authority,  and  the  reason  of  the  matter  (in  view  of  our  mode 
of  election,  without  previous  binding  nominations,  by  secret  ballot, 
leaving  each  elector  to  vote  for  whomsoever  he  pleases),  that  a  new 
election  must  be  held,  and  not  to  give  the  office  to  the  qualified 
person  having  the  next  highest  number  of  votes.' 


supervisor  as  well  as  of  holding  the 
omce^  and  no  ri^bt  to  the  omce  is 
acquired  by  resigning  tbe  office  of 
trustee  after,  baving  received  a  majority 
of  tbe  votes  cast  for  the  office  of  super- 
visor and  before  qualifying  as  super- 
visor. People  V.  Purdy,  154  N.  Y.  439, 
afif'g  21  N.  Y.  App.  EBv.  66.  See  also 
Matter  of  Trask,  81 N.  Y.  App.  Div.  318. 

Tbe  board  of  convaasers  in  canvassing 
tbe  vote  for  an  office  cannot  determine 
the  question  of  the  eligibility  of  tbe 
candidate  elected;  tbe  board  has  no 
power  to  determine  that  tbe  minority 
candidate  was  elected  because  of  dis- 
qualification of  tbe  candidate  receiving 
a  plurality  of  tbe  votes.  People  v. 
Board  of  Canvassers,  129  N.  Y.  360, 
374.  A  disqualification  for  appoint- 
ment in  tbe  public  service  of  a  city 
applies  not  only  to  tbe  individual  but 
also  to  the  city  itself;  it  cannot  employ 
or  receive  into  its  service  a  person  not 
eligible  under  tbe  law.  Peck  v.  Belknap, 
130  N.  Y.  394 

*  Spear  v.  Robinson,  29  Me.  531; 
State  V.  Swearingen,  12  Ga.  23 ;  State 
V.  Gastinel,  20  La.  An.  114.  See  also 
State  t^.  Newman,  91  Mo.  445 ;'  State 
V.  Tnimpf ,  50  Wis.  103 ;  Kean  v.  Riaer, 
90  Md.  507,  quotii^text:  State  v, 
Moores,  56  Neb.  1.  Where  less  than  a 
quorum  fill  a  supposed  vacancy  in  tbe 
council,  tbe  appomtee  is  not  a  de  facto 
councilman.  The  person  whose  place 
be  was  appointed  to  fill  remains  a 
councilman  de  facto  and  de  jure.  Som- 
erset V,  Somerset  Banking  Co.,  109  Ky. 
549.  A  constitutional  provision  that 
judicial  officers  in  cities  whose  election 
or  appointment  is  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  shall  be  chosen  by  tbe  elec- 
tors of  such  cities  or  appointed  by  tbe 
local  authorities  thereof,  limits  tbe 
legislature  to  but  one  method  of  select- 
ing such  officers  within  a  city,  i.  e.| 


either  by  election  or  appointment,  and 
if  elected,  such  officers  must  be  chosen 
not  by  the  electors  of  a  part  of  the  city, 
but  by  all  tbe  electors  of  the  tity.   Peo- 

Sle  V.  Dooley,  171  N.  Y.  74 ;  aflTg  69 
r.'Y.  App.  Div.  512.  Where  the 
charter  of  a  city  requires  that  coun- 
cillors shall  be  chosen  by  "electon 
thereof,"  shall  be  residents  of  different 
wards,  and  that  "there  shall  be  efected 
one  councilman  in  each  ward,"  who 
shall  be  a  resident  thereof,  each  coun- 
cillor must  be  chosen  by  the  dectors  of 
his  ward  only.  State  v.  Sadler,  25  Nev. 
131. 

'  Saunders  v.  Haynes,  13  C^  145; 
People  V.  Rodgers,  118  CaL  393^  State 
V.  Swearingen,  12  Ga.  23;  Wood  v. 
Bartling,  16 Kan.  109, 114 ;  Jnre Gunn. 
50  Kan.  155,  181;  State  v.  Gastind 
(under  charter),  20  La.  An.  114: 
Bamum  v.  Giiman,  27  Minn.  466,  472, 
citing  text ;  State  v.  Walsh,  7  Mo.  App. 
142;  State  v.  VaU,  53  Mo.  97,  115; 
Sheridan  v.  St.  Louis,  183  Mo.  25,  citing 
text;  Sublettv.  BedweU,47Miffl.266: 
State  V.  Boyd,  31  Neb.  682,  708;  Peo- 
ple V.  aute,  50  N.  Y.  451;  CommaD- 
wealth  V.  Quley  (Sheriff),  56  Fs.  St. 
270;  In  re  Corhss,  11  R.  L  638;  GiQ 
V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Pawtucket,  18  R.  L 
281;  Batterton  v.  Fuller,  6  &  Dak. 
257;  SUte  v.  Giles,  1  Chand.  (Wi&) 
112:  State  v.  Smith,  14  Wis.  497: 
Cooley,  Const.  lim.  620;  tn/ro,  {{  375. 
note,  376,  note.  The  foUowiqg  Doints 
are  ruled  in  People  v.  Qute,  50  N.  Y. 
451.  Where  a  majority  oi  the  dectois, 
through  ignorance  of  the  law  or  tbe 
fact,  vote  for  one  indigUiU  to  the  office, 
the  votes  are  not  nufiities;  but  while 
they  fail  to  elect,  the  office  cannot  be 
given  to  tbe  qualified  person  faainng 
the  next  highest  number  6i  votes.  The 
election  is  a  failure,  and  a  new  clectiop 
must  be  had.    A  minority  oC  the  i 
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§  374  (197).  Unauthorised  Election;  Notice.  —  Where  it  is  dis- 
cretionary with  the  municipal  authorities  whether  they  will  hold  an 
election  or  not,  votes  at  an  unavihorized  election  are  simply  nullities.* 
Elections  jixed  by  law  at  a  certain  time  and  place  may  be  legally 
holden,  although  notice  has  not  been  published  or  given ;  but  if  the 
time  be  not  defined  by  statute,  and  is  to  be  fixed  by  notice,  the  notice 
required  is  imperative.^      Time  and  place  are  generally  essential, 


body  of  qualified  electors  may  elect  to 
an  office  where  the  majority  decline  to 
vote,  or  where  they  vote  for  one  who  is 
ineligible  to  the  office,  knowing  of  the 
disQualification.  Notice  of  the  dis- 
qualifying fact,  and  of  its  legal  effect, 
may  be  given  so  directly  to  the  voter 
as  to  chaige  him  with  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  disqualification;  or  the 
disqualifying  fact  may  be  so  patent  or 
notorious  that  his  knowledge  of  the 
ineligibility  may  be  presumed  as  matter 
of  law.  But  not  only  the  fact  which 
disqualifies,  but  also  the  rule  or  en- 
actment of  law  which  makes  it  thus 
effectual,  must  be  brought  home  so 
clearly  to  the  knowledge  or  notice  of  the 
elector  that  to  give  his  vote  there- 
with indicates  an  intent  to  waste  it  in 
order  to  render  his  vote  a  nullity. 

But  in  Indiana  the  view  is  taken 
that,  whether  an  election,  because  of 
the  ineligibility  of  the  candidate  re- 
ceiving the  highest  number  of  ballots, 
is  a  failure,  and  must  be  held  over,  or 
whether  the  highest  eligible  candidate 
is  elected,  depends  upon  circumstances : 
1.     If  the  candidate  receiving  the  high- 
est number  of  votes  is  ineligible,  but 
from  a  cause  unknown  to  the  voters, 
and  which  they  were  not  hound  to  know^ 
—  as,    for  example,  infancy,  want  of 
naturalization,  and  the  like,  —  the  re- 
sult is  a  failure,  and  there  must  be  an- 
other election.    2.    If  the  voters  know, 
or  are  bound  to  know,  the  ineligibility 
of  a  candidate,  the  election  is  not  a 
failure,  the  as  eligible  candidate  receiv- 
ing  the    highest  number   of  votes   is 
legally    elected.     3.    Where  the  ineli- 
^nUty  of  a  candidate  arises  from  his 
oldin^,  or  having  held,  a  public  office, 
the   people  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  omce  are  held  in  law  to  know  — 
are  charyeable  with  notice  of  —  such 
ineligibibty,  and  votes  given  for  such 
a  candidate  are  of  no  effect,  and  his 
highest  eli^ble  competitor  is  elected. 
Gulick   V.    New,  14  Ind.  93,  102,  per 
Perkir**-  J.  J    commenting  on  State  v. 
Swearingen     (case   of   non-residency), 
12  Ga.  23  ;    Price  v.  Baker,  41  Ind.  572, 


g 


where  the  extent  of  this  rule  is  stated 
by  Doumey,  J.  Opinion  of  Justices,  38 
Me.f  appendix,  where  a  portion  of  the 
people  voted  for  a  person  not  in  being. 
State  V.  Giles,  1  Chand.  (Wis.)  112. 

In  Englandf  candidates  are  previ- 
ously nominated  and  known,  and  the 
votes,  until  recently,  have  been  open, 
and  there  are  cases  there  which  decide 
or  favor  the  proposition,  that  votes  for 
a  di6<iualified  person,  given  after  notice 
of  disqualification,  are  thrown  away, 
and  the  other  candidate  is  elected. 
Grant  on  Corporations,  203-208,  and 
cases  cited.  But  see,  as  to  disaualificar 
tion  and  notice,  Regina  v.  Hioms,  7 
Ad.  &  E.  960 ;  R^na  v.  Councillors  of 
Derby,  7  Ad.  &  E.  419;  and  particu- 
larly Regina  r.  Mayor  of  Tewkesbury, 
Law  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  629 ;  Regina  v.  Led- 
gard,  8  Ad.  &  E.  535;  RawUnson  on 
Corporations  (5th  ed.),  64,  note,  and 
authorities.  "The  principle  of  these 
decisions,''  says  the  London  Law 
Times,  January  25,  1873,  "must  be 
materially  affected  by  secret  voting." 
This  subiect  was  much  discussed  in  the 
debates  before  the  Electoral  Commis- 
sion created  by  Congress  to  decide  the 
presidential  contest  of  1876.  In  1872 
rariiament  passed  a  Ballot  Act,  appli- 
cable to  municipalities.  Ballot  papers 
are  to  be  provided  by  the  mayor,  and 
the  form  thereof  is  prescribed. 

^  Opinions  of  Judges,  7  Mass.  525; 
Same,  15  Mass.  537;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  603;  People  v.  Mathewson,  47 
Cal.  442 ;  George  v.  Oxford  Township, 
16  Kan.  72,  80;  McClure  v.  Oxford 
Township,  94  U.  S.  429;  Force  v. 
Batavia,  61  III.  99 ;  Marshall  v.  Silli- 
man,  61  III.  218;  Wiley  v,  Silliman,  62 
III.  170;  Harding  v.  Rockford,  R.  I.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.,  65  III.  90;  People  v. 
Santa  Anna,  67  III.  57;  ante,  §  370; 
post,  chapter  on  Municipal  Bonds,  as  to 
estoppel  by  recital  V>  show  failure  to 
^ve  notice  or  notice  for  the  required 
time  of  bond  election. 

'  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  303,  and  cases 
cited :  People  r.  Brenham,  3  Cal  477 ; 
People  V,  Fairbuiy,  51  111.  149.    Cow- 
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but  many  of  the  details  as  to  the  conduct  of  elections  are  usually  re- 
garded as  directory.^   It  is  a  canon  of  election  law  that  an  election  is 

lished  once  in  each  week  in  each  of  the 
two  newspapers  having  the  largest  dr- 
ciilation  in  the  county,  we  reach  the 
conclusion  that  the  bcMLid  of  supervis- 
ors never  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  the 
consent  asked  for."  But  in  Wood  v. 
Morehouse,  45  N.  Y.  368,  the  court,  by 
AUen,  J.  (p.  375),  says:  "The  reguiir- 
ity  of  the  sale  was  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  notice  of  sale  was  not 
published  for  six  full  weeks,  that  is, 
that  six  full  weeks  did  not  intervene 
between  the  day  of  the  first  puUics- 
tion  of  the  notice  and  the  day  nxed  for 
the  sale.  The  statute  was  complied 
with  by  a  publication  once  in  eocft  wtA 
for  six  weeks  before  the  sale  (2  Rev. 
a,  368,  §  34;  Olcott  v.  Robinson,  21 
N.  Y.  150.  The  statute  above  refemd 
to  is  quoted  in  Olcott  v,  Robinson,  21 
N.  Y.  p.  150,  in  the  dissenting  opinioo 


mUation  of  time  of  notice.  Queen  v- 
Justices  of  Shropshire,  8  Ad.  &  E.  173 ; 
Mitchell  V,  Foster,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  527; 
Warsop  V.  Hastings,  22  Minn.  437.  An 
order  of  the  county  court  providing 
that  a  notice  of  election  should  be  given 
through  a  designated  newspaper  for 
/ive  weeks  f  the  notice  not  being  required  ^ 
by  stahUef  and  there  being  but  thirty- 
four  days  between  the  day  of  the  order 
and  that  named  for  the  election,  the 
presumption  is  that  a  publication  in 
each  of  the  five  weeks  was  intended, 
and  not  a  publication  for  five  full  weeks 
of  seven  days  each.  Knox  County  v. 
Ninth  National  Bank,  147  U.  8.  91. 

As  respects  the  computaHon  of  time 
the  Questions  usually  arising  are  shown 
by  the  decisions  in  New  York^  noticed 
below,  which  seem  to  be  not  entirely 
harmonious ;  at  all  events,  the  result  is 
made  to  depend  upon  the  jfrecise  words 
of  the  different  statutes  which  were  the 
subject  of  judicial  construction.  In 
Palmer  v.  Hickory  Grove  Cemetery, 
84  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  600,  the  provisions 
of  the  Corporations  Law  that  "notice 
of  application  to  any  such  board  for 
such  consent  shall  be  published  once  a 
week  for  six  weeks  in  two  newspapers  of 
the  county  having  the  laigest  circular 
tion  therein"  were  held  to  require  pub- 
lication for  the  fvU  period  of  six  weeks. 
The  court  says,  by  Woodward,  J.  (p. 
604):  "It  appears,  therefore,  that  the 
entire  time  oetween  the  first  publica- 
tion and  the  time  of  making  the  appli- 
cation was  only  thirty-eight  days ..." 
and  (on  p.  605) :  "The  notice  not  hav- 
ing been  published  for  the  full  period 
of  six  weeks  before  the  date  of  tne  ap- 
plication, and  not  having  been  pub- 


of  Comstockf  J.  (p.  156),  as  requiring 
that  the  sale  "shall  be  publicly  adver- 
tised previously  for  six  weeks  sueca- 
sivdtf*  by  posting  the  notice  and  by 
causing  a  copy  to  be  printed  "once  in 
each  week"  in  a  newspaper.  The  ms- 
jority  of  the  court  by  DavieSj  J.,  beU 
that  six  full  weeks  need  not  intervene 
between  the  first  publication  and  the 
sale,  saying,  (at  p.  155):  "1  do  not 
think  the  statute  is  to  be  construed  is 
a  manner  to  lead  to  such  results,  but 
that  its  plain  and  literal  import  is  to 
be  followed.  The  notice  is  to  be 
fastened  up  for  six  successive  we^. 
previous  to  the  sale,  as  was  done  in 
this  case.  A  copy  of  the  notice  thus 
put  up  was  to  be  published  onoe  a  week 
for  six  successive  weeks,  after  such 
notice  by  posting  had  been  giveiL 
This  has  also  been  done."    ComMock. 


'  Dickey  v.  Hurlbut,  5  CaL  343; 
People  V.  Knight  (essentialness  of  place), 
13  Mich.  424;  Gass  v.  State,  34  Ind: 
425.  Where  the  legislature  provided 
that  the  poUs  of  the  different  wards 
should  be  kept  open  until  10  o'clock  p.  m. 
and  they  were  closed  at  8  o'clock,  the 
election  was  set  aside.  Pennsylvania 
District  Election,  2  Par.  (Pa.)  526; 
Clark's  Case,  lb,  521.  Ille^  adjoumr 
ment  of  election  to  a  different  place 
from  the  one  designated  in  the  notice. 
(Commonwealth  v.  Philadelphia  Com- 
missioners, &c.f  5  Rawle  (Pa.),  75. 
Where  an  election  is  held  on  a  day  sub- 
sequent to  that  named  in  the  charter, 


the  acts  of  officers  thus  elected  are 
valid,  as  respects  the  public  and  third 
persons,  and  cannot  be  ooOaterBDr 
inquired  into.  Coles  County  v.  AUisoc. 
23  ni.  383,  437,  distingmsbed  fn>m 
Haynes  v.  Washington  County,  19  lH 
66,  and  approved  in  People  v,  Faiiburr. 
51  IlL  149.  As  to  election  keid  m  a 
day  prior  to  the  date  provided  by  law. 
see  People  v.  Keeling,  4  CoL  129.  Title 
of  officers  elected  bdore  the  lopJ  in- 
corporation of  a  place  may  be  va£dated 
by  the  legislature.  State  «.  Kline,  23 
Ark.  587;  post,  H  485, 518,  1554,  note; 
Index,  De  facto  Officers;  CuraHfe  Acts, 
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not  to  be  set  aside  for  a  Toere  informcUily  or  irregtdarUy  which  can- 
not be  said  in  any  manner  to  have  aflFected  the  result  of  the  election.^ 


Denio,  and  Bacon,  JJ.,  dissented, 
Comstockf  J.,  saying,  (p.  156),  after 
auotine  the  language  of  the  statute, 
'its  pEun  meaning  is  that  six  whole 
weeks  must  elapse  between  the  com- 
mencement of  the  advertisement  and 
the  time  of  sale."  In  Market  National 
Bank  v.  Pacific  National  Bank,  89  N.  Y. 
397,  the  court  construed  the  provisions 
of  the  code  providing  for  publication 
of  a  summons  ''for  a  specified  time, 
which  the  judge  deems  reasonable,  not 
less  than  once  a  week  for  six  successive 
weekeJ*  The  court  by  Miller^  J.  (p. 
400),  said :  "It  will  be  perceived  that 
the  publication  must  be  made  for  a 
specified  period  of  time,  and  when  the 
statute  provides  for  six  weeks  it  is 
obvious  that  this  period  will  not  elapse 
prior  to  its  expiration.  It  does  not 
provide  for  a  rmblicaUon  six  times 
wUhin  six  loeekSf  out  for  a  time  not  less 
than  once  aweek  for  six  successive  weeks. 
The  publication  evidently  means  more 
than  printing  the  notice.  Its  object  is 
to  give  notice  by  means  of  the  news- 
papers, and  it  cannot  be  claimed  that 
such  notice  is  given  for  six  weeks 
before  that  time  expires." 

In  People  v.  Village  of  Fort  Edward, 
70  N.  Y.  28,  the  court  construed  the 
provision  that  the  notice  of  the  election 
^' shall  be  published  in  a  public  news- 
paper of  the  village  for  at  least  two 
weeks  previous  to  tne  time  appointed 
for  sucn  election."  The  court  says  by 
Andrews.  J.  (p.  32):  "The  election 
was  held  Mav  5,  1868,  and  the  first 
publication  of  the  notice  was  April  24, 
1868.  This  was  not  a  compliance  with 
the  statute.  This  plain  meaning  is 
that  at  least  two  weeks  should  inter- 
vene between  the  publication  of  the 
notice  and  the  election.  The  statute 
is  not  satisfied  by  a  publication  in  two 
successive  weeks  before  the  election, 
and  the  construction  which  has  been 
ffiven  to  statutes  requiring  notice  of 
\e^  proceedings  to  be  pubushed  a  cer- 
tain number  of  weeks  successively  be- 
fore a  sale  or  other  event  is  not  appli- 
cable to  the  statute  in  question  (Otcott 
V.  Robinson,  21  N.  Y.  150)."  In 
Bunce  v.  Reed,  16  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  347, 
the  publisher's  affidavit  showed  publi- 
cation of  notice  of  sale  and  foreclosure 
"twelve  weeks  successively,  between  the 
7th  day  of  December,  1850,  and  the  1st 
day  of  March,  1851."    The  court  by 


Hand,  J.,  holds  the  affidavit  defective 
as  the  word  "between"  does  not  show- 
that  either  the  first  or  last  day  is  in- 
cluded, and  the  first  publication  must 
be  a  full  twelve  weeks  before  the  sale, 
citing  Ronkendorf  r.  Taylor,  4  Peters,. 
349,  and  1  Wend.  90.  In  Sheldon  v. 
Wright,  6  N.  Y.  497,  the  Surrogate  had 
ordered  his  order  to  be  "published  for 
four  weeks  successively ,  in  two  of  the 
public  newspapers  printed  in  this 
State."  The  revised  laws  of  1813  re- 
quire publication  for  four  weeks  succes- 
sively. Foote,  J.,  held  that  four  weeka 
need  not  intervene,  but  Gray,  J., 
dissented.  In  Merritt  v.  Village  of 
Portchester,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.),  40,  the 
statute  required  publication  once  in 
each  week  for  two  loeeks  successively. 
The  court  by  Gilbert,  J.,  says  (p.  45): 
"This  we  think  means  that  there 
should  be  two  publications  —  one  in 
one  week  and  the  other  in  the  next 
week  —  and  not  that  two  weeks  must 
elapse  between  the  first  publication 
ana  the  day  designated  for  the  hearing. 
Such  has  been  the  later  construction  of 
similar  statutes  (Chamberlain  v.  Demp- 
sey,  22  How.  356;  Sheldon  v.  Wright, 
5  N.  Y.  497 ;  Olcott  v,  Robinson,  21 
N.  Y.  150;  Wood  v.  Morehouse,  45 
N.  Y.  368),  and  the  language  of  the 
statute  under  consideration  rather  re- 
pels the  idea  of  a  notice  of  two  weeks 
to  the  persons  interested,  by  providing 
that  it  shall  be  given  to  the  newspaper 
and  published  only  twice."  The  statute 
referred  to  provides  that  the  notice 
shall  be  ''puolished  in  one  or  more  of 
the  village  newspapers  for  two  consecu- 
tive weeks."  This  decision  was  reversed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals  on  other 
grounds,  71  N.  Y.  308. 

>  CUfton  v.  Cook,  7  Ala.  114;  Ter- 
ritory V.  Mohave  County,  2  Ariz.  248; 
Gorham  v.  Campbell,  2  Cal.  135 ;  Bour- 
land  V.  Hildreth,  26  Cal.  161 ;  Sprague 
V.  Norway,  31  Cal.  173;  Wiggins  v. 
Lewiston,  8  Idaho,  527 ;  Sommercamp- 
V.  Kelly,  8  Idaho,  712;  State  v.  Jones, 
19  Ind.  356;  Piatt  v.  People,  29  III.  54 ; 
Dishon  v.  Smith,  10  Iowa,  212,  218  r 
Walker  v.  West  Boylston,  128  Mass. 
550;  Commonwealth  v.  Smith,  132" 
Mass.  289 ;  People  v.  Higgins,  3  Mich. 
233;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  10  Minn.  112; 
Warsop  V.  Hastings,  22  Minn.  437,  438 ; 
O'Laughlin  v.  Kirkwood,  107  Mo.  App. 
302;   State  v.  Skirving,  19  Neb.  497; 
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Courts  are  anxious  rather  to  sustain  than  to  defeat  the  popular 
will.* 

§  375  (198).  Snbject  illastrated.  — Thus,  an  inaccurate  designa- 
iion  of  the  name  of  the  office  voted  for  —  as,  for  example,  "Police 
Justice,"  instead  of  "Police  Magistrate"  (the  term  used  in  the 
statute)  —  will  not  render  the  votes  invalid,  where  the  legislative 


State  17.  Van  Camp,  36  Neb.  91 ;  State 
V,  Lansing,  46  Neb.  514;  Winters  v, 
Warmolts,  70  N.  J.  Law,  615;  People 
V.  Cook,  14  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  259,  261 ; 
Howard  i7.  Shields,  16  Ohio  St.  184; 
Fry  V,  Booth,  19  Ohio  St.  25;  Day  v. 
Kent,  1  Oreg.  123 ;  Ewing  v,  Filley,  43 
Pa.  St.  384 ;  Trimmier  v,  Bomiar,  20 
S.  Car.  354 ;  Cleveland  v,  Spartanburg, 
54  S.  Car.  83;  Truehart  v,  Addicks,  2 
Tex.  217;  McKinney  v.  O'Connor,  26 
Tex.  5 ;  Seymour  v,  Tacoma,  6  Wash. 
427;  Williams  v.  Shoudy,  12  Wash. 
362;  State  v.  Doherty,  16  Wash.  382; 
Hesseltine  v.  Wilbur,  29  Wash.  407; 
Attorney-General  v.  Ely,  4  Wis.  420; 
Clerk  V.  Janesville,  10  Wis.  136;  Queen 
v.  Rector  of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  8  Ad. 
&  E.  356;  Remna  v.  Mitchell  et  al.,  4 
Upper  Can.  P.  R.  218;  Monk  Election, 
In  re,  32  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  147 ;  Regina 
V.  Plenty,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  346;  Regina  t?. 
Ward,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  210;  Re^  v. 
Cousins,  28  L.  T.  n.  s.  116;  Regina  v, 
Bradbum,  6  Upper  Can.  P.  R.  308; 
Regina  v.  Touchbum,  6  Upper  Can. 
P.  R.  344;  Shaw  v.  Thompson,  L.  R. 
3  Ch.  Div.  233.  But  where  it  appears 
that  the  irregularity  is  of  such  character 
and  of  such  magnitude  that  it  may  have 
affected  the  result,  the  election  ought 
to  be  set  aside.  Hackney  Election,  31 
L.  T.  N.  8.  69 ;  Woodward  v.  Sarsons, 
L.  R.  10  C.  P.  743 ;  Mather  v.  Brown, 
L.  R.  1  C.  P.  Div.  596;  Johnson  v. 
Lambton,  40  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  297 ; 
Biggar's  Municipal  Manual  (Canada, 
1900),  pp.  222,  223. 

**//  noting  takes  place  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  ordinary  men,  having  the 
ordinary  nerve  and  courage  of  men,  are 
thereby  prevented  from  recording  their 
votes,  the  election  is  void  by  the  com- 
mon law,  for  the  common  law  provides 
that  an  election  should  be  free  in  the 
sense  that  all  persons  shall  have  an 
opportunity  of  coming  to  the  poll  and 
voting  without  fear  or  molestation." 
Nottingham,  In  re,  1  O'M.  &  H.  245; 
Stafford,  In  re,  lb.  234 ;  Drogheda,  In 
re,  lb,  252;    In  re  Ottawa  Municipal 


Election,  26  Ontario  Rep.  196;  R«g. . 
V.  Reaimie,  26  Ontario  R^.  460; 
Davies  v.  Lord  Kensington,  L.  R.,  9 
C.  P.  723 ;  Reg.  t;.  Buchanan,  28  On- 
tario Rep.  352.  The  freedom  of  deetioiu 
is  of  the  lUmost  importance.  Any  at- 
tempt to  interfere  with  the  electors  is 
the  p^eable  and  quiet  exercise  of 
their  rights  or  to  improperly  influence 
them  against  their  jud^ent  or  desire 
is  a  crime ;  and  in  addition  to  the  ordi- 
naiy  punishment  of  the  crime  of  bribeiy 
of  an  elector  it  is  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision in  many  States  that  whoever 
shall  be  convicted  of  the  crime  shall  for- 
feit the  right  to  any  office  of  profit  or 
trust  under  the  State.  McCrary,  Elec- 
tions, §  432. 

»  Skerritt's  Case,  2  Par.  (Pa.)  516: 
Boileau's  Case,  2  Par.  (Pa.)  505;  Car- 
penter's Case,  2  Par.  (Pa.)  537;  New 
Orleans  v.  Graihle,  9  La.  An.  561 ;  Oif- 
ton  V.  Cook,  7  Ala.  1 14 ;  People  v.  Cook, 
14  BsLTb.  (N.  Y.)  259;  8  N.  Y.  67: 
dVnthiana  v,  Bosird  of  Education,  21 
Ky.  Law  Rep.  731 ;  52  S.  W.  Rep.  969 : 
Re^na  v.  Touchbum,  6  Upper  Can. 
P.  R.  344 ;  United  States  r.  Memphis. 
97  U.  S.  284,  approving  text.  The  nile 
as  therein  stated  is  r^arded  by  Mr. 
Justice  Cooley,  as  '^  an  eminently  proper 
one,  and  to  furnish  a  very  satisfactonr 
test  of  what  is  essential,  and  what  not. 
in  election  laws."  Const.  Lim.  618 
See  sdso  as  to  charter  elections  and  re- 
turns, Heath,  In  re,  3  HiU  (N.  Y.).  42. 
53;  People  v,  Stevens,  5  Hill,  616: 
Morgan  v.  Quackenbush,  22  Baib. 
(N.  Y.)  72.  Courts  will  not  enjoin 
municipal  elections  unless  the  power 
and  right  to  do  so  plainly  exist.  Smith 
V.  McCarthy,  56  Pa.  St.  359;  post,  $  573, 
note.  The  legidaiure  may  ratify  the 
title  to  an  office,  in  which  case  it  cannot 
be  questioned  on  quo  warranio.  People 
V.  Flanagan,  66  N.  Y.  237;  Index, 
Curative  Acts;  Officers  de  facto;  po^ 
§i  413,  note,  485,  518,  1377,  1554, 
note;  Index,  Acta^  Office  and  Officer, 
Compensation  or  salary  of  offices  ^ 
facto,    Samis  v.  King,  40  Conn.  29& 
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provisions  make  clear  the  intention  of  the  voters  in  thus  casting  their 
ballots,  —  to  which  intention  effect  should  be  given.'  But  if  a 
specific  number  of  oflScers  only  can  be  chosen,  —  for  example,  four, 
—  ballots  containing  the  names  of  Tnore  than  four  persons  for  the 
office  in  question  must  be  rejected.  Any  other  doctrine  might  result 
in  giving  the  elector  two  votes.  There  are  usually  two  competing 
tickets,  and  if  an  elector  can,  in  the  case  supposed,  cast  a  ballot  con- 
taining five  names,  he  may  one  of  eight,  and  thus  vote  (if  he  chooses 
to  insert  the  names)  for  both  tickets.^ 


§  376  (199).  Effect  of  Illegal  Votes  being  received.  —  Receiving 
illegcd  or  improper  votes  will  not  alone  vitiate  an  election.  It  must  be 
shown  affirmatively,  in  order  to  overturn  the  declared  result,  that  the 
wrongful  action  changed  it.  This  rule  applies  to  corporation  elec- 
tions as  well  as  others.' 


*  People  V.  Matteson,  17  111.  167. 
■  People  V,  Loomis,  8  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
396;     People    v.    Seaman,    5    Denio 
(N.  Y.),  409;   State  v,  Griffey,  5  Neb. 
161.     Where  only  one  vacancy  exists, 
votes  given  for  two  persons  jointly  are 
thrown  awi^.    Reg.  v.  Mayor  of  Leeds, 
7  Ad.  &  E.  963 ;  and  in  this  case  it  was 
held  that  a  third  candidate  chosen  by 
a  single  regular  vote  was  elected ;  but 
as  to  votes  being  thrown  away,  see 
supra,  §  373.    Where,  by  an  erroneous 
coDstruction  of  the  act,  an  election  has 
been  held  for  but  one  councillor,  instead 
of  two,  the  candidate  second  on  the  poll 
cannot  have  a  mandamus  to  admit  nim 
to  the  office.    Regina  v.  Hoyle,  H.  L. 
1855,  cited  in  Rawl.  on  Corp.  65,  note. 
His  remedy  is,  by  mandamus,  to  have 
a  new  election  held  for  councillor,  or 
(if  the  office  be  filled)  by  a  quo  warranto. 
lb.     The  voting  papers  (corresponding 
in   function   to  the  American  ballot, 
except  that  it  is  to  be  signed  by  the 
voter  and  openly  voted)  must  distin- 
guish between  different  classes  of  can- 
didates;  and  hence  where  an  election 
of  four  councillors  had  taken  place  on 
the  1st  of  November,  three  of  whom 
were  to  supply  ordinary  vacancies,  and 
one  an  extraordmary  vacancy,  but  no 
distinction   had   been   made   between 
them  in  the  notice  of  election,  in  the 
voting   papers,   or  in  publishing   the 
names  of  tne  persons  elected,  the  elec- 
tion was  irregular  and  void.    Regina  v. 
Rowley,  3  Q.  B.  143 ;  s.  c.  in  Exchequer 
Chamber,  6  Q.  B.  668.    See  §  47,  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations  Act,  and  also  7 
Wilt  IV.  and  1  Vict.  chap,  bcxviii.  §  11. 


Patterson,  J.,  says:  "There  is  no  ob- 
jection to  the  votes  all  being  given  on 
the  same  paper,  if  a  proper  distinction 
were  made."  Reeina  v.  Rowley,  supra; 
and  see  Rex  v.  Winchester,  7  Ad.  &  E. 
215.  By  the  English  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act  of  1835,  §  32,  the  voting 
paper  is  required  to  contain  "the  Chris- 
tian and  surnames  of  the  persons  for 
whom  the  burgess  votes,  with  their 
respective  places  of  abode,  such  voting 
paper  being  previously  signed  with  the 
name  of  the  bui^ess  voting  and  the 
name  of  the  street  in  which  the  prop- 
erty for  which  he  appears  to  be  rated 
is  situate."  In  construction  of  this  sec- 
tion, it  is  held  that  the  Christian  name 
of  the  person  voted  for  need  not  be 
written  out  in  full;  the  contraction 
ordinarily  used  is  sufficient.  Regina  v. 
Bradley,  3  E.  &  E.  634.  But  it  seems 
that  an  initial  letter  only  would  not  be 
sufficient.  lb.  Though  it  would  be  in 
the  signature  of  the  voter.  Regina  v. 
Avery,  18  Q.  B.  576;  Regina  v.  Tart, 
1  E.  &  E.  618.  "Places  of  abode"  held 
to  mean  places  of  residence,  not  of  busi- 
ness. Regina  v.  Hammond,  17  Q.  B. 
772 ;  arUe,  §  371 ;  R^na  v.  Deighton, 
5  Q.  B.  896 ;  Dav.  &^M.  682. 

The  Ballot  Act  of  1872,  now  em- 
braced in  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  of  1882,  prescribes  the  form  of  the 
ballot  papers,  and  these  are  required  to 
be  furnished  by  the  Mayor. 

»  Murphy,  In  re,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  153 ; 
People  V.  Cicott  16  Mich.  283;  First 
Parish  in  Sudbury  v.  Steames,  21  Pick. 
(Mass.)  148;  Judkins  v.  Hill,  50  N.  H. 
140;   Johnston  v.  Charlestown,  1  Bay 
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§  377  (200).  Special  Tribunal  to  decide  Election  Oontesta  for 
Municipal  Offices.  —  A  coiistittUional  provision  that  the  jvdicid 
power  of  the  State  shall  be  vested  in  a  supreme  court  and  inferior 
courts,  does  not  disable  the  legislature,  in  creating  municipal  corpora- 
tions, from  providing  that  the  city  council  shall  be  the  judge  of  the 
election  of  its  mayor,  members,  and  other  officers,  and  froip  prohibiting 
the  ordinary  courts  of  justice  from  inquiring  into  the  validity  of  the 
determination  of  the  city  council.*  But  after  the  result  of  the  elec- 
tion has  once  been  ascertained  and  determined,  the  candidate  to 
whom  a  certificate  of  election  has  been  delivered  and  who  by  virtue 
thereof  is  entitled  to  hold  the  oflSce  for  a  fixed  term,  has  certain  rights, 
of  which  the  legislature  cannot  deprive  him,  —  particularly  when  the 
legislative  authority  is  limited  by  constitutional  provisions.  For  ex- 
ample, the  legislature  cannot,  under  the  guise  of  a  recanvass  of  the 
votes  in  a  summary  manner,  provide  for  ascertaining  the  result  of  the 


(S.  Car.),  441.  In  this  last  case  the 
city  council  was  specially  authorized 
to  judge  of  elections  of  corporation 
officers,  and  the  court,  respecting  a 
contest  before  the  council,  said:  "If 
the  bad  votes  be  deducted  from  the 
highest  candidate,  and  he  still  has  a 
majority,  his  election  is  good ;  but  if, 
after  such  deduction,  the  next  candi- 
date has  an  equal  or  greater  number  of 
votes  than  the  other,  and  it  is  doubtful 
which  candidate  had  the  greatest  n\mi- 
ber  of  valid  votes,  the  council  should 
send  the  matter  back  to  the  people." 
Ante,  §  373,  and  note. 

*  New  Orleans  v,  Morgan,  7  Martin, 
N.  8.  (La.)  1 ;  9  /2>.  N.  s.  381 ;  infra, 
§§  379,  note,  429,  note,  466,  473,  note. 
While  the  duty  and  power  in  the  city 
council  to  adjudicate  or  decide  cannot 
be  delegated  to  a  committee,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  council  to  appoint  a 
committee  to  take  testimony  and  to 
report  the  same  and  the  facts  to  the 
council  for  its  action  thereon.  Salmon 
V.  Haynes,  50  N.  J.  L.  97.  In  Wam- 
mack  V.  HoUoway,  2  Ala.  31,  a  shriev- 
alty contest,  it  was  denied  that  it  was 
within  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
legislature  to  deprive  a  party  claiming 
a  public  office  of  the  right  to  a  jury  trial 
by  making  the  summary  or  extra- 
judicial method  conclusive.  And  to 
this  effect  was  the  opinion  of  two  of  the 
judges  in  People  v.  Cicott,  16  BUch. 
283.  Since  elections  to  offices  are  not 
in  the  nature  of  contracts,  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  any  substantial  reason, 
in  view  of  the  plenary  authority  of  the 
legislature  over  offices  and  officers,  to 


doubt  its  power,  in  the  absence  of 
special  constitutional  restriction,  to 
provide,  prospectively,  by  a  geoeral 
act,  the  mode  in  which  contests  shall 
be  determined.  See  Govan  «.  JadcBon. 
32  Ark.  553;  State  v.  Fitsg^akl,  44 
Mo.  425;  Ewing  v.  Fill^,  43  Pa.  St. 
384 ;  Commonwealth  r.  Leech,  44  Pa. 
St.  332;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  276;  lb. 
623,  624,  note ;  Smith  v.  New  York. 
37  N.  Y.  518;  People  v.  Mahaney,  11 
Mich.  481 ;  Steele  v.  Martin,  6  Kan.  430; 
State  V.  Lewis,  51  Conn.  113 ;  Wilfiarr- 
son  V.Love,  52  Tex.  335;  Seay9.HuDt. 
55  Tex.  545.  If  the  charter  provides 
that  ''the  conunon  council  shall  be  the 
judge  of  the  election  and  qualificaUoBs 
of  its  own  members,  and  shall  have  the 
power  to  determine  contested  elec* 
tions^"  its  action  under  and  pursuant 
to  this  power  is  final  and  not  subject  to 
review.  People  v.  Harshaw,  60  Mich. 
200. 

When  a  city  charter  makes  the 
common  council  the  fined  judges  of  the 
election  of  aldermen,  mandamus  will 
not  he  to  compel  them  to  reinstate  one 
whom  they  had  excluded  without  a 
proper  hearing  on  the  merits.  People 
V,  Fitzgerald,  41  Mich.  2;  Alter  r. 
Simpson,  46  Mich.  138.  Where  the 
charter  makes  the  council  the  jod^ 
of  the  election  or  qualification  of  its 
members,  the  power  expires  with  Ikt 
council  which  admits  ike  member: 
the  question  cannot  be  opened  by  a 
subsequent  counciL  Doran  v,  Vf 
Long,  48  Mich.  552 ;  tn/ro,  i  381,  note. 
Quorum  of  oouncU,  post,  §{  521  et  Mf 
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election  in  a  manner  which  does  not  conform  to  the  method  therefor 
prescribed  by  the  G)nstitution,  nor  can  it,  under  the  guise  of  a  sum- 
mary judicial  proceeding,  deprive  the  incumbent  of  the  office  of  any 
constitutional  guarantees  attached  to  the  judicial  procedure  for  de- 
termining the  title  to  the  oflSce,  such  as  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury.* 


*  In  Matter  of  Metz  v.  Maddox,  189 
X.    Y.    460,    decided    November    19, 
1907,  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals 
had  before  it  the  constitutionaUty  of 
chapters  538  and  558  of  the  Laws  of 
1907,    being    acts    to    provide    for    a 
judicial  recount  and  recanvass  of  the 
votes  cast  for  the  office  of  mayor  at 
the  election  of  1905  in  all  cities  of  the 
first  class  in  which  the  ballots  had  been 
preserved.    The  first  of  these  acts  pro- 
vided that  upon  the  petition,  within 
twenty  days  after  the  passage  of  the 
act,  of  any  candidate  for  the  office  of 
mayor,  voted  for  at  the  election  of 
1905  in  any  city  of  the  first  class  in 
which  the  ballots  had  been  preserved, 
and  upon  such  notice  as   the   court 
ehall  prescribe,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
any  judicial  district  within  which  any 
of  the  election  districts  were  situated 
must  proceed  to  a  summary  recanvass 
of  the  vote  in  any  election   district 
specified  in  the  petition.    In  such  pro- 
ceeding   the    court    was   directed    to 
make  an  order  that  ail  the  requisite 
ballots   should    be   produced   at   the 
county  court  house  and  canvassed  in 
the  presence  of  all  candidates  affected 
or  tneir  counsel,  and  of  an  attorney 
who  should  be  appointed  by  the  court 
and  designated  in  the  order  as  ''com- 
missioner.''     The    commissioner   was 
directed  to  canvass  the  ballots,  one  by 
one,  permitting  counsel  for  the  candi- 
dates  to  examine  them.     If  counsel 
differed  from  the  commissioner  as  to 
the  counting  of  any  ballot,  that  ballot 
was  to  be  placed  to  one  side  as  disputed. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  canvass  of  the 
ballot  in  each  district,  the  commissioner 
was    directed    to    prepare    a  >  written 
statement  of  the  count  upon  the  un- 
disputed ballots,  and  that  statement, 
together  with  all  the  disputed  ballots, 
was  directed  to  be  submitted  to  the 
court.     It  was  thereupon  directed  that 
the  court  should  proceed  to  canvass 
the  disputed  ballots  and  to  rule  upon 
each  ballot  in  turn.    If  exception  was 
taken  to  any  ruling,  the  court  must 
endorse  its  ruling  ana  the  exception  on 
the  back  of  the  oallot  in  ink.    At  the 
conclusion  of  the  canvass,  the  court 
was  directed  to    make  an   order   for 


each  district  recanvassed,  which  order 
should  contain  a  complete  return  of 
the  votes  under  review.  This  order 
was  to  be  filed  in  each  office  where  the 
returns  of  election  officers  had  been 
filed,  and  superseded  these  returns. 
Provision  was  made  for  a  summary 
appeal  to  the  Appellate  Division  from 
any  final  order.  After  the  vote  had 
been  canvassed  in  this  manner,  the 
board  or  officer  authorized  to  issue  the 
certificate  of  election  was  directcMl  to 
prepare  from  the  orders  and  from  the 
returns  not  superseded  a  tabulated 
statement  showing  the  total  number  of 
votes  cast  for  each  candidate,  and  to 
deliver  a  certificate  of  election  to  the 
candidate  shown  to  have  received  the 
greatest  number  of  votes  for  the  office 
of  mayor,  which  certificate  should  in 
all  respects,  if  it  changed  the  previoushr 
declared  result,  supersede  tne  certifi- 
cate theretofore  issued  by  the  board  or 
officer.  Upon  the  receipt  of  such  new 
certificate,  tlie  candidate  certified 
therein  to  have  been  elected  was 
directed  to  forthwith  take  the  office  and 
to  be  invested  with  the  powers  and 

Ssrform  the  duties  appertaining  thereto, 
y  Chapter  558  of  the  Laws  of  1907  a 
portion  of  the  expense  of  the  proceed- 
ing was  imposed  upon  the  city. 

One  of  tne  unsuccessful  candidates 
for  the  office  of  mayor  of  the  City  of 
New  York  having  made  application  to 
the  court  for  the  appointment  of  a 
commissioner  to  canvass  the  votes  of 
certain  election  districts  pursuant  to 
the  statutes,  application  was  made  by 
the  Conaptroller  of  the  City  for  a  wnt 
of  prohibition  to  restrain  the  courts 
from  proceeding  on  the  groimd  that 
the  statutes  were  unconstitutional. 
Their  constitutionality  was  attacked 
upon  many  grounds,  but  the  Court 
of  Appeals  only  deemed  it  necessary  to 
consiaer  and  pass  upon  two  of  the 
points  raised.  CuUen,  C.  J.,  who  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court, 
declared  that  "the  statute  so  clearly 
contravenes  the  Constitution  in  one  or 
two  respects  as  to  render  it  unques- 
tionably invalid."  The  proceeding 
authorized,  he  says,  "either  is,  as  its 
title  indicates,  a  recanvass  of  the  votes 
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§  378  (201).  Same  Subject.  —  Where,  by  the  charter,  the  council 
are  authorized  to  provide,  by  ordinance,  a  special  tribunal  before 
which  contested  municipal  elections  shall  be  tried,  and  to  provide 
the  mode  of  procedure,  it  may  pass  such  ordinance  after  an  election 
has  been  held,  and  authorize  it  to  determine  contests  arising  out  of 
a  previous  election.  After  such  determination  quo  warranU)  will 
lie  against  the  party  who  was  unsuccessful  before  the  local  tribunal, 
if  he  continue  to  claim  and  exercise  the  oflSce.* 

§  379  (202).  Jurisdiction  of  the  Oomts  of  Law.  —  Common  law 
courts  of  general  arid  original  jurisdiction  have  the  admitted  power 

cast  for  the  office  of  mayor,  or  is  a  for  misconduct.  A  canvass  having  been 
judicial  hearing  and  determination  of  concluded  under  the  statutory  provis- 
the  title  of  the  respective  candidates  at  sions  for  its  conduct  existing  at  the 
that  election  to  the  office  of  mayor/'  time,  the  legislature  has  no  power  to 
It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  which,  create  a  new  tribimal  with  power  to 
he  adds,  because  ''if  it  is  a  recanvass  it  recanvass  the  election  and  to  award 
contravenes  Section  6  of  Article  II.  of  possession  of  the  office  to  another 
the  Constitution,  which  provides  'all  claimant.  If  such  were  its  power  the 
laws  creating,  regulating,  or  affecting  legislature  mi^ht,  except  for  the 
boards  of  officers  chaiged  with  the  duty  bipartisan  provision  first  found  in  the 
of  r^stering  voters,  or  of  distributing  legislation  in  1S95,  equally  conduct 
ballots  at  the  polls  to  voters,  or  of  the  recanvass  and  make  the  determina- 
receivin^,  recording,  or  counting  votes  tion  itself.  The  result  of  such  a  doctrine 
at  elections,  shall  secure  equal  repre-  would  be  appalling.  Wliere  the  result 
sentation  of  the  two  political  parties  of  an  election  had  been  adverse  to  the 
which  at  the  general  election  next  pre-  party  to  which  a  majoritv  of  its  mem- 
ceding  that  for  which  such  boards  or  bers  belonged,  the  legislature  might 
officers  are  to  serve  cast  the  highest  and  by  a  subsequent  statute  authoriie  % 
the  next  highest  number  of  votes.'  If,  recanvass  of  the  election  of  the  Gov- 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  judicial  deter-  emor,  of  the  Judges  of  the  courts,  oi  the 
mination  of  the  title  to  office,  it  con-  State  officers,  and  of  the  Presidential 
travenes  Section  2,  Article  I.  of  the  Electors,  who  in  this  State  are  elected 
Constitution,  which  provides:  'The  by  the  people.  We  hold  tliat  no  such 
trial  by  jury  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  power  exists.  Of  course,  the  l^eisla- 
been  heretofore  used  shall  remain  ture  may  alter  the  form  of  judicial 
inviolate  forever.'  That  the  courts  by  proceedings  to  tiy  the  title  to  office, 
whom  the  recanvass  is  to  be  made  are  making  it  as  summary  as  possible, 
not  bipartisan  bodies  is  apparent,  and  provided  it  retains  the  n^ht  of  trial  by 
that  tne  statutes  provide  tor  no  deter-  jury ;  but  we  are  speaking  of  a  mere 
mination  by  a  jury  of  the  disputed  recanvass  as  distinguished  m)m  iudidal 
issues  of  fact  is  equally  clear.  Here  we  proceedings."  The  court  further  de- 
may  well  rest,  and  it  is  necessary  to  clared  that  there  was  no  substantial 
consider  only  the  alignments  adduced  occasion  for  the  enactment  <A  the 
to  withdraw  the  statute  from  both  statute,  as  all  the  right4s  of  the  contest- 
these  constitutional  limitations."  ing  parties  could  be  determined  in  an 

Even  admitting  that  it  were  possible   action  of  quo  warrarUOf  which  was  the 
that  the  present  incumbent  might  be  proper  form  of  procedure  to  determine 
legislated  out  of  office  by  an  act  of  the   the  title  to  the  office, 
legislature  changing  the  official  term,        As  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
Judge  CvUen  declared  that  "no  other  remove  an  officer  by  statute  leaving 
man  can  be  legislated  into  office.    As   the  duties  of  the  office  to  be  peiformed 
long  as  his  official  term  has  not  been   by  another,  see  post,  §  421. 
reduced  b^r  legislation  the  appellant,        ^  State   v.   Johnson,    17   Ark.  407 
McClellan,  is  entitled  to  hold  the  office    (mayoralty  contest).    See  post,  chapter 
until  he  is  ousted  as  the  result  of  a  on  Quo  Warranta 
judicial  determination,  or  is  removed 
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to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  elections,  corporate  and  others,  by 
quo  warranto,  or  an  information  in  that  nature,  and,  in  certain  cases, 
by  mandamus.  It  is  not  unusual  for  charters  to  contain  provisions 
to  the  effect  that  the  common  council  or  governing  body  of  the  muni- 
cipality "shall  be  the  judge  of  the  qualificaiiofis,"  or  "of  the  qualifica' 
turns  and  election  of  its  own  members,**  and  of  those  of  the  other 
officers  of  the  corporation.  What  effect  do  such  provisions  have 
upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  courts?  The  answer  must 
depend  upon  the  language  in  which  these  provisions  are  couched, 
viewed  in  the  light  of  the  general  laws  of  the  State  on  the  subjects 
of  contested  elections  and  quo  warranto}  The  principle  is,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  remains  unless  it  appears  with  unequivocal 
certainty  that  the  legislature  intended  to  take  it  away.  Language 
like  that  quoted  above  will  not  ordinarily  have  this  effect,  but  will 
be  construed  to  afford  a  cumulative  or  primary  tribunal  only,  not  an 
exclusive  one.  A  provision  that  no  court  should  take  cognizance  of 
election  cases  by  quo  warranto,  &c.,  would  doubtless  be  sufficient  to 
divest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  judicial  tribunals.  And  so,  in  general, 
of  a  provision  that  the  council  should  have  the  sole  or  the  final  power 
of  deciding  elections.* 


*  Text  quoted  and  approved  in  Ken- 
dell  V.  Camden,  47  N.  J.  L.  64.  The  de- 
cision of  a  city  council  as  to  the  eligibil- 
ity of  tk  member  is  not  reviewable  in  a 
proceeding  by  quo  warranto,  Seay  v. 
Hunt,  65  Tex.  545.  See  ante,  §§  377, 
378;  po««,  §§  482,  note,  1654. 

'  Wammack  v.  Hollo  way,  2  Ala.  31 
(shrievaltjr  contest);  People  v.  Metz- 
ker,  47  Cal.  524;  Carter  v.  Superior 
Court,  138  Cal.  150,  quoting  text; 
Booth  V,  County  Court,  18  Colo.  561 ; 
Cripple  Creek  v.  Hanley,  19  Colo.  App. 
390;  Dickey  v.  Reed,  78  111.  261 ;  Lm- 
egar  v.  Rittenhouse,  94  111.  208 ;  Keat- 
ing V.  Stack,  116  111.  191;    Foley  v. 

er,  161  111.  167 ;    Evanston  v.  Car- 


Tyle 
roll. 


roll,  92  111.  App.  495,  citing  text ;  Gass 
V.  State,  34  Ind.  424,  425 ;  Strahl,  In 
re,  16  Iowa,  369 ;  State  v,  Funck,  17 
Iowa,  365;  Macklot  v.  Davenport,  17 
Iowa,  379;  Hummer  v.  Hummer,  3 
Greene  (Iowa),  42 ;  Stack  v.  Common- 
wealth, 118  Ky.  481,  citing  text;  Bate- 
man  V,  Megowan,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  533; 
People  V.  Harshaw,  60  Mich.  200; 
Naumann  v.  Board  of  City  Canvassers, 
73  Mich.  252;  Auditor-General  v. 
Supervisors,  89  Mich.  552;  State  v. 
Fitzgerald,  44  Mo.  425;  State  v. 
Bersch,  83  Mo.  App.  657,  citing  text ; 
Kane  v.  People,  4  Neb.  509;  C&egg  v. 


Goodrich,  67  N.  H.  543;  Attorney- 
General  V,  Sands,  68  N.  H.  54 :  Gate  v. 
Martin,  69  N.  H.  610;  Kendell  v,  Cam- 
den, 47  N.  J.  L.  64,  citing  text;  Rob- 
erts V,  Camden,  63  N.  J.  L.  186 ;  Hadley 
V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Albany,  33  N.  Y.  603 ; 
Morgan  v.  Quackenbush,  22  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  72;  State  v.  Marlow,  15  Ohio 
St.  114;  Oregon  v.  McKeimon,  8  Oreg. 
485;  Commonwealth  v,  McCloskey^ 
2  Rawle  (Pa.),  369  (two  judges  dis- 
senting) ;  Grier  v,  Shackelford,  Const. 
Rep.  642 ;  Heath,  In  re.  3  Hill  (N.  Y.), 
42,  52,  and  cases  cited  by  Cowenf  J., 
who  is  of  opinion  that  no  mere  negative 
words,  and  that  nothing  less  than  ex- 
"press  wordSf  will  oust  tne  supervisory 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts.  Infra, 
§§  381,  note,  382,  note. 

The  amended  charter  of  a  cit^  pro- 
vided 'Hhat  the  board  of  councilmen 
shall  be  the  f.nal  judges  of  the  election 
returns,  ana  of  the  validity  of  elec- 
tions and  qualifications  of  its  own 
members.''  Park,  J.,  says:  ''The 
statute  in  question  was  clearly  in- 
tended to  apply  to  cases  of  this  kind. 
It  makes  the  common  council  of  the 
city  final  judges  of  the  election  re- 
turns and  qualifications  of  its  mem- 
bers. Bv  the  use  of  the  word  'final' 
the  legislature  intended  to  divest  the 
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§  380  (203).     Same  Subject.  —  Agreeably  to  the  rule  just  stated,  a 
clause  in  the  charter  of  a  municipal  corporation,  that  the  city  coun^ 


superior  court  of  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases,  and  make  the  common  council 
the  sole  tribunal  to  determine  the 
legality  of  the  election  of  its  mem- 
bers.'' Sellick  17.  South  Norwalk  Com- 
mon Council,  40  Conn.  359;  citing, 
inter  alia,  Commonwealth  v.  Baxter, 
35  Pa.  St.  263;  Commonwealth  v. 
Leech,  44  Pa.  St.  332 ;  Lamb  v.  Lynd, 
44  Pa.  St.  336;  Commonwealth  v. 
Meeser,  44  Pa.  St.  341;  People  v, 
WithereU,  14  Mich.  48;  O'Docherty  v. 
Archer.  9  Tex.  295.  In  Ccdifomia, 
when  the  charter  of  a  city  provides  that 
the  common  council  ''shall  judge  of  the 

rdifications,  elections,  and  returns  of 
ir  own  members,''  the  council  pos- 
sesses the  exclusive  authority  to  pass  on 
the  subject,  and  the  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  quali- 
fications, elections,  or  returns  of  mem- 
bers of  the  council.  People  v,  Metzker, 
47  Cal.  524;  post,  chapters  on  Quo 
Warranto,  Mandamus,  and  Remedies 
against  Illegal  Corporate  Acts.  Action 
of  hoard  of  canvassers  is  not  conclusive 
of  the  rigat  of  the  party  to  an  office, 
though  it  may  deprive  lum,  in  the  first 
instance,  of  a  commission  or  certificate. 
Quo  warranto  lies  notwithstanding  the 
determination  of  the  board  of  canvass- 
ers, on  which  full  investigation  may 
be  had.  State  v.  Governor,  25  N.  J.  L. 
331 ;  State  v.  Qerk  of  Passaic,  25  N.  J. 
L.  354;  People  v,  Kilduff,  15  111.  492; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  623,  and  cases 
cited;  Hadley  v,  Albany  Mayor,-  33 
N.  Y.  603 ;  Anthony  v,  Halderman,  7 
Kan.  50.  Qn  writ  of  certiorari  all  that 
the  court  can  do  is  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  council 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  contest  and 
of  the  parties.  Cripple  Creek  v.  Hanley, 
19  Colo.  App.  390;  People  v.  Fomes, 
175  N.  Y.  114 ;   Index,  Certiorari. 

Conformably  to  the  views  expressed  in 
the  text  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Pennsylvania,  that  the 
right  given  to  dty  councils  to  he  the 
judges  of  the  quaHficaiion  of  their  own 
members  ''in  like  manner  as  each 
branch  of  the  legislature,"  does  not 
preclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
to  try  the  question  of  qualification  by 
quo  warranto,  though  the  opinion  of  the 
profession  seems  to  be  otherwise,  and 
it  was  otherwise  held  in  the  court  below. 
Conmionwealth  v.  Allen,  70  Pa.  St. 
465. 


A  special  remedy  given  by  statute  is 
cumulative,  and  not  exdusive  of  the  or- 
dinary jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  unless 
such  be  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
statute.  Attorney-General  v.  Corpora- 
tion of  Poole,  4  Mylne  &  Or.  17,  over- 
ruling 2  Keen,  190.  See  also  Attorney- 
General  V.  Aspinwall,  2  Mylne  A  (>. 
613.  And  hence  a  breach  of  a  public 
trust  by  a  municipal  corporation  is 
held,  in  England,  to  be  cognizable  in 
chancenr,  notwithstanding  a  special 
appeal  be  given  in  the  particular  mat- 
ter to  the  lords  of  the  treasuiy.  lb. 
Parr  t;.  Attorney-General,  8  CL  A  F. 
409 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Corporaticm 
of  Lic)]field,  11  Beav.  120;  see  chii|>ter 
on  Remedies  against  Illegal  Corporate 
Acts,  post,  i  1575. 

Jurisdiction  and  powers  of  courts  of 
charusay.  A  court  of  chancery  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  hUding  of  an 
dection  by  the  people,  and  a  writ  issued 
for  that  purpose  is  void,  and  disobecfi- 
ence  thereof  will  not  subject  a  party  to 
punishment  as  for  a  contempt  of  court. 
Darst  V.  People.  62  IlL  306 ;  Walton  v. 
Develing,  61  111.  201.  As  to  jurisdic' 
tion  of  federal  courts  of  equity  in  respect 
of  State  or  municipal  offices,  see  Be 
Sawyer,  124  U.  S.  200;  post,  {{  382. 
482,  517,  1581,  note.  Courts  of  eqmty 
have  no  inherent  power  to  try  con- 
tested elections,  and  have  never  exer- 
cised it  except  in  cases  where  it  has 
been  conferred  by  express  enactment 
or  necessary  implication  therefrom. 
Dickey  v.  Reed,  78  111.  261.  Where  an 
election  was  held  in  a  citjr  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  the  municipality  should 
become  incorporated  under  the  ^nersl 
incorporation  act  for  cities  and  villages* 
and  a  writ  of  injunction  was  issued  out 
of  the  Circuit  Court  enjoining  tiie  board 
of  canvassers  from  canvassing  tiie  returns 
and  declaring  the  result,  it  was  held  that 
the  Circuit  Court,  unaided  by  statute 
and  exercising  jurisdiction  only  ac- 
cording to  the  general  usa^  and  prac- 
tice of  courts  of  equity,  bad  no  power 
to  issue  the  writ ;  that  it  was  utterly 
void;  that  the  canvassers  were  not 
bound  to  obey  it,  and  could  not  be 

Sunished  for  contempt  for  ref uong  to 
o  so.  lb.  An  injunction  restnining 
a  board  of  canvassers  from  prooeecfing 
to  canvass  and  certify  the  resuH  of  an 
election  until  the  further  order  of  the 
judge  granting  the  same,  where  tfaa 
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cil  "  shall  be  the  judges  of  the  election,  returns,  and  qualifications  of 
their  own  members,  and  of  all  other  oflScers  of  the  corporation,"  was 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Delaware  not  to  oust  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  State  (invested  with  the  usual  powers  of  the  King's  Bench)  of 
its  superintending  jurisdiction  over  corporations,  and  it  was  declared, 
if  the  council  should  erroneously  decide  that  a  person  duly  elected 
by  the  people  to  an  office  was  not  qualified  to  hold  it,  a  mandamus 
might  issue  commanding  them  to  admit  him  to  the  office.* 

§  381  (204).  Same  Subject.  —  Where  the  &^2a^it;e  tn^^nHs  clear 
thai  the  action  of  the  council  in  contested  election  cases  shall  be  final, 
the  court  will  not  inquire  into  election  frauds,  since  the  council  is 
the  judge  of  this  matter  as  of  others  pertaining  to  the  election;  but 
the  courts  will  inquire  whether,  in  point  of  law,  there  was  an  office  or 
vacancy  to  be  filled.' 


statute  requires  the  board  to  proceed 
by  a  certain  dav,  is  unautnorized. 
State,  ex  rel.  Bioxnam,  v.  State  Board 
of  Canvassers,  13  Fla.  55.  Equity  will 
not  interfere,  by  injunction,  to  restrain 
persons  from  exercising  the  functions  of 
pMie  offices  on  the  ground  of  the  want 
of  binding  force  in  the  law  under  which 
th^ir  appointments  were  made,  but  will 
leave  that  question  to  be  determined 
at  law.  Sheridan  v.  Colvin,  78  111.  237. 
In  this  case  it  was  sought  to  enjoin  the 
city  council  from  enforcing  an  ordi- 
nance on  the  sole  ground  tnat,  if  the 
ordinance  was  enforced,  it  would  de- 
prive the  complainants  of  the  functions 
of  offices  which  they  held  in  the  city ; 
and  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  clum- 
eery  had  no  jurisdiction.  lb.;  infra, 
§S  468,  482,  517,  and  note.  Jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  over  contested  county  seat 
elections  in  Illinois.  Dickey  v.  Reed, 
78  lU.  261;  Shaw  v.  HiU,  67  lU.  455; 
Index,  Equity,  Injunction,  Mandamus, 
Remedies, 

The  expenses  of  a  municipal  election 
must  be  borne  by  the  municipality,  and 
not  in  whole,  or  m  part,  by  the  county ; 
but  to  a  bill  by  resident  taxpayers  to 
restrain  the  city  from  paying  the  elec- 
tion officers  for  their  services,  sucfi 
officers  are  necessary  parties.  Bingham 
V,  Camden,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  464;  Butcher 
V.  Camden,  /6.  478;  post,  §  1576  et  seq. 

*  State  V.  Wilmington,  3  Harring. 
(Del.)  294;  s.  p.  State  v.  Fitzgerald, 
44  Mo.  425.  So  in  lowa^  where  the  city 
charter  provided  that  the  council 
should  be  "the  jud^e  of  the  election 
and  qualifications  of  its  own  members/' 


but  no  ordinance  had  been 
prescribing  any  method  of  trial.  It  was 
held  that  the  mere  provision  in  the 
charter  did  not  preclude  a  contestant 
from  a  resort  to  an  information  in  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto.  State  v, 
Funck  (mayoralty  contest),  17  Iowa, 
365.  In  a  previous  case  the  same  court 
decided  that  under  a  charter  making 
the  council  "judges  of  the  election, 
returns,  and  qualifications  of  their  own 
members,''  it  was  competent  for  the 
council  to  pass  a  ^neral  ordinance  pro- 
viding for  the  tnal  of  contested  elec- 
tions of  city  officers,  and  making  the 
coimcil  the  tribunal  for  the  trial  of  the 
same,  such  an  ordinance  being  consis- 
tent with  the  general  laws  of  the  State, 
which,  in  providing  special  tribunals  for 
contesting  State,  county,  and  township 
offices,  omitted  to  make  any  special 
provision  for  contested  elections  to 
municipal  offices.  Strahl,  In  re,  16 
Iowa,  369  (mayoralty  contest).  See 
§  379,  note;  Re  Sawyer,  124  U.  S.  200 
(an  important  case). 

'  Commonwealth  v.  Leech,  44  Pa. 
St.  332 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Meeser,  lb. 
341.  (>)nstruction  of  words  making 
the  number  of  members  of  the  councu 
from  a  ward  depend  upon  "the  list  of 
the  taxable  inhabitants."  lb. ;  People 
V.  Witherell,  14  Mich.  48;  Tompert  v. 
Lithgow,  1  Bush  (Ky.),  176. 

Pending  legal  proceedings,  the  court, 
in  favor  of  the  officer  apparently  en- 
titled, enjoined  the  adverse  claimant 
from  attempting  to  take  possession  of 
the  office.  Ewmg  v.  Thompson,  43 
Pa.  St.  384;  Kerr  v.  Trego,  47  Pa.  St. 
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§  382  (205).  Special  Stotutory  Jurisdiction  held  to  exdnde  Qao 
Wairanto.  —  Where,  by  statute,  the  returns  of  all  municipal  elections 
were  declared  to  be  "subject  to  the  inquiry  and  determination  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  complaint  of  fifteen  or  more 
voters  filed  in  said  court  within  twenty  days,  and  the  court,  in  judg- 
ing of  such  elections,  was  directed  to  proceed  upon  the  merits  thereof, 
and  determine  finally  concerning  the  same  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  Commonwealth,"  this  was  held  to  exclude  the  remedy  by  quo 
warranto  and  all  common-law  remedies  as  to  matters  which  might 
have  been  investigated  in  the  special  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
The  opinion  was  expressed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas 
was  final;  that  it  could  not  be  reversed  by  qito  vxirranto  or  in  any 
other  collateral  manner;  and  that  even  a  certiorari  would  enable  the 
appellate  court  to  examine  only  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  Common  Pleas,  but  not  to  examine  the  case  on  its  merits  as  dis- 
closed in  the  evidence.* 

16,  292,  noted,  infra,  §  517;  ante,  Gates,  35  Minn.  385;  anU,  §  379  and 
§  379,  note ;  tn/ro,  §  482,  note.  Certi-  note,  482,  note.  When  a  council,  beii^ 
ficate  of  decHon  \a  the  prima  facie  by  charter  the  sole  jud^  of  the  etection 
written  title  to  office,  and  remains  so  of  its  members,  has  investigated  and 
until  regularly  set  aside  or  annulled,  seated  a  member,  it  cannot  reopen  the 
lb, ;  postf  §517;  People  v.  Thatcher,  matter  and  order  a  second  investigation. 
55  N.  Y.  525.  Kendell  v.  Camden,  47  N.  J.  L.  64; 
The  councUj  as  hoard  of  canvassers,  supra,  $  377,  note;  infra,  §  382,  note, 
cannot  investigate  the  legality  of  an  And  where  the  charter  provided  far 
election,  but  are  concluded  by  the  contesting  elections  before  the  judge  of 
returns  of  the  judges ;  but  the  council,  the  Circuit  Court,  who  was  empowered 
when  sitting  as  a  tribunal  to  judge  of  "to  pronounce  judgment  in  the  case 
the  election  of  members  of  their  body,  according  to  the  facts,"  it  was  held 
may  go  behind  the  returns  and  inquire  that  his  ludgment  was  conclusive,  and 
into  the  fact  as  to  who  is  elected.  State  admissible  in  e\ddence  in  an  action  to 
V.  Rahway,  33  N.  J.  L.  1 10.  Under  recover  the  office.  Davidson  v.  Wood- 
special  charter  the  declaration  and  rufif,  68  Ala.  356. 
decision  of  the  council  as  to  who  are  '  Commonwealth  v.  Garrigues,  23 
elected,  held  essential  to  a  complete  Pa.  St.  9;  Commonwealth  v.  Baxter, 
eleclion.  People  r.  North,  72  N.  Y.  124 ;  35  Pa.  St.  263;  Commonwealth  fi 
People  V.  Cnssey,  91  N.  Y.  616.  A  Leech,  44  Pa.  St.  332;  followed  and 
charter  provision  making  the  board  of  approved,  State  v.  Mailow,  15  Ohio  St 
aldermen  the  judge  of  the  election,  &c.,  114.  See  Ewing  v.  FUley,  43  Pa.  St 
of  its  own  menS>ers,  '^  subject,  how-  384,386;  Lamb  v.  Lynd,  44  Pa.  St.  336; 
ever,  to  the  review  of  any  court  of  com-  E^yson,  In  re,  20  Gratt.  (Va.)  10,  29. 
petent  jurisdi^iion,"  neld  not  to  oust  the  conunenting  on  Commonwealth  r. 
courts  of  jurisdiction  or  prevent  them  Garrigues,  supra.  Function  and  powers 
from  entertaining  original  proceedings,  of  common  council  as  election  can- 
People  v.  Hall,  80  N.  Y.  117;  McVeany  vassers.  Momn  v.  Quackenbush,  22 
t;.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  80  N.  Y.  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  72.  A  city  council,  under 
185,  where  the  charter  provided  that  authority  ''to  canvass  retunis,  and 
the  city  council  should  ''be  the  judges  determine  and  declare  the  result '^  of 
of  the  election  and  qualification  of  their  elections  to  municipal  offices,  edtautts 
own  members,''  without  indicating  an  Us  power  when  it  has  once  legaUy  can- 
intention  to  rnake  their  action  final,  it  vassed  the  returns  and  dedared  the 
was  held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  result,  and  it  cannot  at  a  stthMquent 
courts  to  try  the  question  of  such  an  meeting  make  a  recanvass  and  re^-erse 
election  was  not  excluded.     State  v.  its   pnor   determination.      Hadley  9- 
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§  383.     Elections;  Majority  of  Voters.  —  In  elections  where  there 
is  an  indefinite  number  of  voters,  the  general  rule,  where  not  other- 


Albany,  33  N.  Y.  603,  supra,  §  381  note. 
The  rule  stated  in  the  text  (§  379), 
that  the  original  or  guperintending 
jurisdiction  of  the  superior  courts 
should  not  be  held  to  be  taken  away 
by  any  language  which  does  not  ex- 
pressly, or  by  unequivocal  implication, 
show  this  to  iiave  been  the  legislative 
intention,  is  a  salutary  one,  but  seems 
in  some  cases  not  to  have  been  very 
strictly  observed.  In  Texas,  where 
the  statute  conferred  uoon  the  county 
court  the  power  to  determine  con- 
tested elections  of  county  officers,  and 
gave  no  right  to  appeal,  it  was  consid- 
ered to  be  the  pohcy  of  the  statute  to 
secure  an  early  determination  of  such 
disputes,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
juc^ment  of  the  county  court  could 
not  be  revised  either  upon  appeal  or 
certiorari,  and  was  final.  O'Docherty 
V.  Archer,  9  Tex.  295.  The  special  mode 
provided  bv  law  for  contesting  elections 
must  be  followed.  Dickey  v.  Reed,  78 
ni.  261 ;  post,  chapter  on  Bemedies. 

The  Constitution  of  Ohio  requires 
the  General  Assembly  "to  determine 
by  law  before  what  authority,  and  in 
what  manner,  the  trial  of  contested 
elections  shaU  be  conducted";  and 
accordingly  a  specific  mode  of  con- 
testing elections  in  that  State  was 
provided  by  statute;  and  this  mode 
was  held  to  exdude  the  common  law 
mode  by  proceedings  in  quo  warranto. 
and  the  result  to  bmd  the  State  aa  well 
as  individuals.  State  v.  Marlow,  15 
Ohio  St.  114. 

In  South  Cardirui,  it  was  held,  where 
the  legislature  had  authorized  managers 
of  elections  "to  hear  and  determine" 
cases  of  contested  elections,  without 
making  any  provision  for  an  appeal,  or 
any  reference  in  the  act  to  proceedings 
by  quo  warranto,  that  their  decision  was, 
without  any  express  statutory  declara- 
tion to  that  effect,  final  and  conclusive, 
and  that  courts  had  no  control  over 
it.  Grier  v.  Shackelford,  3  Brevard 
(S.  Car.),  491  {NoU,  J.,  dissenting); 
followed  in  State  v.  Deliesseline,  1 
McCord  (S.  Car.),  52  (two  judges  dis- 
senting). See  State  v,  Hugeins,  Harper, 
Law,  94.  But  note  remsirks  of  Evans, 
J.,  in  State  v,  Cockrell,  2  Rich.  Law 
(S.  Car.),  6,  who,  speaking  of  the  sub- 
sequent act  of  1839  (requiring  the 
managers  to  hear  and  determine  the 
validity  of  the  election,  and  providing 


that  their  "decisions  shall  be  final"), 
says:  "I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  the 
validity  of  an  election,  in  all  cases, 
must  (under  the  act),  in  the  first  in- 
stance, be  decided  by  the  court  of  man- 
agers duly  authorized  according  to  law. 
All  questions,  whether  of  law  or  fact, 
must  be  submitted  to  this  tribunal. 
Their  decisions  on  questions  of  fa^t 
must  necessarily  be  final,  as  no  appeal 
is  given ;  but  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  their  errors  of  law  may  not  be 
corrected  by  certiorari,  or  such  of  the 
prerogative  writs  as  may  be  best  suited 
to  the  case."  Accordingly,  where  an 
election  within  the  act  had  not  been 
contested  before  the  managers,  the 
court  refused  leave  to  file  an  informa- 
tion in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto. 
It  was  afterwards  stated,  by  a  distin- 
guished judge  in  that  State,  that  the 
scrutiny  of  municipal  elections,  as  an 
incidental  power,  belongs  in  the  first 
place  to  the  city  council;  and  if  they 
abuse  that  power,  the  correction  of 
that  abuse  devolves  upon  the  courts 
by  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto.  Per  O'NeaU,  J.,  in  State  v. 
Schnierle,  5  Rich.  Law  (S.  Car.),  299, 
301  (quo  war.  to  test  validity  of  defend- 
ant's election  as  mayor  of  Charleston), 
s.  p.  Johnston  v.  Cnarlestown,  1  Bay 
(S.  Car.),  441.  But  the  city  council,  in 
order  to  determine  a  contest  for  a 
municipal  office,  cannot  swear  the 
individual  voters  to  compel  them  to 
declare  for  whom  they  voted.  This  is 
an  inquisitorial  power  unknown  to  the 
principles  of  our  government,  and  of 
dangerous  tendency.  lb.  See  also 
People  V.  Pease,  27  N.  Y.  81 ;  People  v. 
Thatcher  55  N.  Y.  525;  People  v. 
acott,  16  Mich.  283;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  604-606.  Election  contests  for 
office  will  not  be  determined  on  habeas 
corpus  (Strahl,  In  re,  16  Iowa,  369), 
nor  in  general  on  bUl  in  equity.  Hagner 
V.  Heyberger,  7  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  104 ; 
but  see  Kerr  v.  Trego,  47  Pa.  St.  292 ; 
supra,  §  379,  note;  post,  §  517; 
Hughes  V.  Parker,  20  N.  H.  58 ;  Cochran 
V.  McCleary,  22  Iowa,  75 ;  Re  Sawyer, 
124  U.  S.  200,  and  chapter  on  Corporate 
Meetings,  post,  also  chap,  xxxi.,  vosL 
But  as  to  county-Beat  contest,  where 
fraud  is  allqzed,  see  Boren  v.  Smith,  47 
III.  482.  Equity  unit  not  interfere  to 
determine  questions  concerning  the 
appointment    or    election    of    public 
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wise  provided,  is  that  those  absenting  themselves  and  those  who  being 
present  abstain  from  voting  are  considered  a>s  acquiescing  in  the  result 
declared  by  a  majority  of  those  actually  voting,  though  in  point  of 
fact  only  a  minority  of  those  entitled  to  vote  really  do  vote,  and  the 
majority  of  those  voting  constitutes  merely  a  majority  of  a  minority.^ 
This  principle  is  inherent  in  representative  government,  and  is  neces- 
sary to  the  practical  working  of  the  elective  system.  Following  from 
this  principle  it  is  held,  by  the  great  weight  of  authority,  that  wh«i 
by  statute  a  vote  of  "a  majority  of  the  voters  "  or  of  "a  majority  of 
the  legal  voters"  or  of  "a  majority  of  the  qualified  voters"  of  a 
municipahty  is  required  for  election  to  office  or  for  any  other  munici- 
pal purpose,  those  who  do  not  vote,  acquiesce  in  the  result,  and  a 
majority  of  those  actually  voting  is,  unless  otherwise  specially  pro- 
vided, sufficient,  though  in  point  of  fact  it  may  not  be  a  majori^ 
of  all  who  are  entitled  to  vote,  and  may  only  be  a  majority  of  a 
minority  of  the  quahfied  voters  or  electors  within  the  electorate.* 


officers  or  their  title  to  office,  and  there- 
fore will  not  interfere  with  a  de  facto 
officer  pending  a  contest  as  to  his  title. 
Landes  v,  WaUs,  160  Ind.  217. 

^  Cass  County  v.  Johnston,  95  U.  S. 
360 ;  United  States  v,  Ballin,  144  U.  S. 
1 ;  Somers  v.  Bridgeport,  60  Conn.  521, 
528;  Rushville  Gas  Co.  v.  Rushville, 
121  Ind.  206;  South  Bend  v,  Lewis, 
138  Ind.  512;  Walker  v,  Oswald,  68 
Md.  146,  150;  Murdoch  v.  Strange,  09 
Md.  89 ;  State  v.  Young,  19  Mont.  239, 
244 ;  Miller  v.  School  Dist.,  5  Wyo.  217 ; 
Oldknow  V,  Wainwright,  2  Burr.  1017, 
1021. 

'  St.  Joseph  Township  v.  Rogers, 
16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  644  (majority  of  the 
legal  voters  of  a  township);  Cass 
County  V.  Johnston,  95  U.  S.  360 
("two-thirds  of  the  qualified  electors' 
of  the  township  voting  at  such  elec- 
tion"); Carroll  County  v.  Smith,  111 
U.  8.  556  ("two-thirds  of  the  qualified 
voters  of  such  county  at  a  special  elec- 
tion or  regular  election  to  be  held 
therein");  Knox  County  v.  Ninth 
Nat.  Bank  147  U.  S.  91,  99  ("two- 
thirds  of  the  qualified  voters  of  such 
county  at  a  regular  or  special  election 
to  be  held  therein");  Mobile  Sav. 
Bank  v,  Oktibbeha  County,  22  Fed. 
Rep.  110,  580  ("two-thirds  of  the 
qualified  voters  of  such  counter  at  a 
special  election  or  regular  election  to 
be  held  therein");  Mobile  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Supervisors  of  Oktibbeha,  24  Fed. 
Rep.  110,  113  ("two-thirds  of  the 
qualified  voters  of  such  county  at  a 


special  election  or  regular  election  to 
be  held  therdn");  Armour  Bros. 
Banking  Co.  v.  Finney  County,  41  Fed. 
Rep.  322  ("majority  of  all  the  votes 
cast");  Madison  County  v.  Priestly, 
42  Fed.  Rep.  817  ("two-thitxls  of  the 
qualified  voters  of  such  county  at  a 
special  election  or  regular  election  to 
be  held  therein") ;  Pacific  Imp.  Co.  «. 
Clarksdale,  74  Fed.  Rep.  528,  532 
(two-thirds  of  the  qualined  voten) ; 
Cronly  v.  Tucson,  6  Aria.  235  ("two- 
thirds  of  the  qualified  voters  ") ;  Vance 
V,  Austell,  45  Ark.  400  ("consent  of  a 
majoritv  of  the  qualified  voters  of  the 
county");  Howland  v.  Superviaon  of 
San  Joaquin  Ck>unty,  109  CaL  152 
("two-thirds  of  the  qualified  electon 
voting  at  an  election  to  be  held  for  that 
purpose");  Fritz  v.  San  Frandseo, 
132  Cal.  373 ;  Law  v.  San  Franciaeo, 
144  Cal.  384,  395;  State  v,  Sumter 
County  Com'rs,  19  Fla.  518,  539  ("mi^ 
jority  of  the  number  of  registered 
votes");  Pickett  v.  Russell,  42  Fla. 
116,  139  ("majority  of  the  Qualified 
electors"  of  a  scnool  district  "that  pay 
a  tax  on  real  or  personal  property"); 
Green  v.  State  Board  of  Canvassers,  5 
Idaho,  130,  138,  142  ("  majority  ctf  the 
electors");  People  v.  Waifield,  20  DL 
163  ("majority  of  the  voters");  Peo- 
ple V.  Gamer.  47  Dl.  246  ("majority 
of  the  voters  of  such  county,  at  any 
general  election");  Holcomb  v.  Davis. 
56  111.  413  (majority  of  the  lenl 
voters);  Dunnovan  v.  Green,  57  TlL 
63,  67  (majority  of  the  votes) ;  People 
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Under  many  of  the  decisions  this  rule  is  apphed,  although  votes 
upon  other  questions,  or  for  the  election  of  candidates  for  office. 


V,  Harper,  67  IlL  62  ("majority  of  the 
legal  voters  voting  at  such  election''); 
Melvin  v,  Lisenby.  72  111.  63,  67  ("ma- 
jority of  the  legal  voters  living  in  the 
county  ") ;  Kuns  v.  Robertson,  154  111. 
394,  412  ("two-thirds  of  the  whole 
society");  Lamb  v.  Cain,  129  Ind. 
486,  616  f"  two-thirds  of  the  whole 
society  "  held  to  be  two-thirds  of  those 
voting,  although  only  a  minority  of 
the  society's  membership);  South 
Bend  v,  Lewis,  138  Ind.  512,  516 
(majority  of  the  votes  given) ;  Taylor 
V.  McFadden,  84  Iowa,  262,  270  ("mar 
iority  of  voters  of  the  city  or  town"^ ; 
Marion  County  Commissioners  v.  Wink- 
ley,  29  Kan.  36  (majority  of  the  votes 
cast);  State  v.  Echols,  41  Kan.  1 
(majority  of  the  votes  cast);  Mont- 
gomery County  Fiscal  Court  v.  Trimble, 
104  Ky.  629  ("two-thirds  of  the  voters 
thereof,  voting  at  an  election  to  be  held 
for  that  purpose";  overruling  Bel- 
knap V.  Louisville,  99  Ky.  474) ;  Pratt 
V.  Breckinridge,  112  Ky.  1,  27;  Win- 
chester Board  of  Education  v,  Win- 
chester, 120  Ky.  591;  87  S.  W.  Rep. 
768  ("two-thirds  of  the  voters  thereof, 
voting  at  an  election  to  be  held  for  the 
purpose") ;  Duperier  v.  Viator,  35  La. 
An.  957,  961  (majority  of  taxpayers 
voting  at  such  election);  Citizens  & 
Taxpayers  v.  Williams,  49  La.  An.  422, 
440  ("majority  of  the  property  tax- 
payers in  number  and  value");  Foy 
V.  Gardiner  Water  Dist.,  98  Me.  82,  85 
("majority  vote  of  the  Igjal  voters 
within  said  district");  Walker  v. 
Oswald,  68  Md.  146,  155  ("majoritv  of 
the  voters  of  said  county") ;  Murdoch 
V.  Strange,,  99  Md.  89;  Shearer  v.  Bay 
€k>unty  Supervisors,  128  Mich.  552, 
556  ("majority  vote  of  the  electors  of 
said  county") ;  Dayton  v.  St.  Paul,  22 
Minn.  400  ("majority  of  the  voters 
present  and  voting") ;  Tinkel  v.  Griffin, 
26  Mont.  426  (y  majority  of  electors 
voting  at  an  election") ;  State  v.  Ruhe, 
24  Nev.  251  ("majority  of  the  votes 
cast  oi  the  duly  qualified  electors"); 
Atty.-€len.  v,  Shepard,  62  N.  H.  383; 
Bott  V,  Secretary  of  State,  61  N.  J.  L. 
163;  8.  c.  62  N.J.  L.  107;  8.C.63N.J. 
L.  289  ("majority  of  the  electors 
qualified  to  vote  for  members  of  the 
legislature,  voting  thereon");  Lane  v, 
Otb,  68  N.  J.  L.  64,  656  (majority  of 
the  voters) ;  People  v.  Clute,  50  N.  Y. 
461,  461;  Smith  v.  Proctor,  130  N.  Y. 


319  ("a  majority  of  all  the  inhabitants 
of  any  school  district  entitled  to  vote, 
to  be  ascertained**  by  ayes  and  noes  of 
such  inhabitants  at  a  school  district 
meeting);  May  v,  Bermel,  20  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  53  ("a  vote  of  a  majority  of 
the  electors"  of  any  town  "voting  at 
an  annual  town  meeting");  Rome  v, 
Whitestown  Water  Works  Co.,  113 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  547,  aff'd  187  N.  Y. 
542  ("a  majority  of  the  voters  of  the 
corporation  tax  district");  State  v, 
Barnes,  3  N.  Dak.  319  ("majority  of 
the  legal  votes  cast ") ;  State  v.  Langlie, 
5  N.  Dak.  594  ("two-thirds  of  the  votes 
polled") ;  Hike  v.  Floyd,  6  Ohio  Gr.  Ct. 
80,  125  (two-thirds  of  the  whole  soci- 
ety) ;  State  v.  Grace,  20  Greg.  154,  163 
('^majority  of  all  the  votes  cast") ; 
Craig  V,  Fmt  Presbyterian  Church,  88 
Pa.  St.  42  ("majority  of  the  members 
of  such  society  or  church,  expressed  at 
a  church  election  held  for  that  pur- 
pose"); Schlichter  v.  Keiter,  156  Pa. 
St.  119  ("two-thirds  of  the  whole 
society");  Morton  v,  Comptroller- 
General,  4  S.  Car.  430  ("two-thirds  of 
the  members  of  each  branch  of  the 
legislature");  Bond*  Debt  Cases,  12 
S.  Car.  200,  285  ("two-thirds  of  the 
members  of  each  branch  of  the  legis- 
lature"); Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Davidson  County  Ct.,  1  Sneed  (Tenn.), 
692  ("majority  of  the  voters  of  the 
county");  Alley  v.  Denson,  8  Tex. 
297  ("naajority  of  the  votes");  Met- 
calfe V.  Seattle,  1  Wash.  297, 301 ;  State 
V.  Snodgrass,  1  Wash.  305;  Yesler  v. 
Seattle,  1  Wash.  308;  Strain  v.  Young, 
25  Wash.  578 ;  Fox  v.  Seattle,  43  Wash. 
74  ("assent  of  three-fifths  of  the  voters 
in  a  city,  voting  at  an  election  to  be 
held  for  the  purpose  ") ;  Davis  v.  Brown, 
46  W.  Va.  716,  719  ("three-fifths  of  aU 
the  votes  cast  at  said  election  upon  the 
question  ") ;  Gillespie  v.  Palmer,  20  Wis. 
544  ("majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  at 
such  election");  Sanford  v.  Prentice, 
28  Wis.  358  ("majority  of  the  legal 
voters");  Miller  v.  School  District,  5 
Wyo.  217;  Gosling  v.  Veley,  7  Q.  B. 
406,  456;   19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  n.  s.  111. 

A  statute  authorized  school  dis- 
tricts to  raise  money  to  build  new 
school  houses  "whenever  a  majority 
of  all  the  inhabitants  of  any  school  dis- 
trict entitled  to  vote,  to  be  ascertained 
by  taking  and  recording  the  ayes  and 
noes  of  such  inhabitants  accoraingly" 
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may  show  that  the  votes  cast  for  the  office  or  upon  the  question 
before  the  court  are  only  a  minority  of  the  voters  within  the  elec- 
torate. According  to  these  decisions  the  votes  cast  for  the  par- 
ticular office,  or  upon  the  particular  question  before  the  court,  are 
to  be  considered  separately  and  apart  from  any  votes  cast  for  other 
offices,  or  upon  other  questions.^  But  although  these  views  seem 
to  be  supported  by  the  great  weight  of  authority,  they  have  not 
been  excepted  in  a  number  of  States.  In  some  States  the  principle 
appears  to  have  been  rejected  in  its  eutirety,  and  the  contrary  view 
adopted  that  a  "jnajority  of  the  voters"  means  a  majority  of  those 
qualified  or  entitled  to  vote,  and  not  merely  of  those  voting  upon  the 
particular  question,  —  the  number  entitled  to  vote  being  ascertained 
in  some  cases  by  registration,  and  in  other  cases  by  the  votes  cast 
upon  other  questions,  or  candidates  for  office  at  the  same  election.' 

at  a  school  meeting  should  determine  tion,  and  the  Court  held  that  the  num^ 
that  the  sum  required  to  be  therefore  ber  voting  only  upon  the  question  of  re- 
Fhoiild  be  raised  by  the  inhabitants,  moval  dud  not  govern,  but  that  it  must 
In  a  school  district  containing  300  ap{>ear  that  a  majority  of  aU  the  voters 
residents  entitled  to  vote,  a  meeting  voting  at  the  election  for  all  purposes, 
was  held  pursuant  to  the  statute.  At  were  m  favor  of  removal, 
the  meeting  115  votii^  inhabitants  Voluntary  Aasociaiions.  In  PhikH 
were  present,  and  a  resolution  to  raise  math  Collie  v.  Wyatt,  27  Oreg.  390, 
the  money  was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  452,  483  ^a  case  of  a  voluntary  associ- 
34  for,  to  33  against  the  same,  only  67  ation),  it  is  said  by  Moore,  J.,  that  the 
having  voted  upon  the  question.  It  rule  stated  in  the  text  applies  only  to 
was  held  that  the  proposition  had  elections  authorized  by  law,  and  hence 
received  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  that  a  majority  of  ail  the  members  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  school  district  a  voluntary  society  is  reouired.  Wd- 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  verUmf  J.,  dissented,  ana  there  was 
Smith  V.  Proctor,  130  N.  Y.  319.  In  an  no  decision  of  the  question.  The  rule 
earlier  case  involving  the  validity  of  stated  in  the  text  has  been  applied  to 
an  issue  of  railroad  aid  bonds,  the  court  voluntary  associations  in  a  number  of 
had  held  that  a  statutory  provision  cases.  See  Kuns  v.  Robertson,  154  IH 
giving  authority  therefor  "in  case  a  394;  Lamb  «.  Cidn,  129  Ind.  486; 
majority  of  the  taxable  inhabitants  of  Russie  v.  Brazzell,  128  Mo.  93 ;  Rike  r. 
said  village  shall  vote  to  raise  said  Floyd,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  80 ;  Craig  v.  First 
sum,"  required  an  affirmative  vote  of  Presbyterian  Chureh,  88  Ba.  St.  42; 
a  majority  of  the  taxable  inhabitants.  Schticnter  v.  Keiter,  156  Pa.  St.  119. 
People  V.  Trustees  of  Fort  Edward,  70  *  Rowland  v.  Supervisors  of  San 
N.  Y.  28.  In  May  v.  Bermel,  20  N.  Y.  Joaquin  County,  109  Cal.  152;  MeKin 
App.  Div.  53,  58,  this  derision  is  dis-  v.  Lisenby,  72  111.  63,  67;  State  r. 
tinguished,  and  it  is  said  that  it  was  Ekihols,  41  Kan.  1;  Monteomerr 
cal&d  for  by  reason  of  the  strict  rule  County  Fiscal  Court  v.  Trimble,  101 
applied  in  railroad  aid  grants.  In  Ky.  629;  Walker  v.  Oswald,  68  Md. 
People  V,  Wiant,  48  III.  263,  the  Con-  146;  Tinkel  v,  GriflBn,  26  Mont.  426; 
stitution  of  Illinois  of  1848,  art.  vii.  Bott  v.  Secretary  of  State,  61  N.  J.  L. 
§  5,  required  that  no  county  seat  should  163 ;  s.  c.  62  N.  J.  L.  107 ;  s.  c.  63  N.  J. 
be  removed  unless  "a  majority  of  the  L.  289;  State  v.  Barnes,  3  N.  Dak.  319; 
voters  of  the  county  shall  have  voted  in  State  v.  Langlie,  5  N.  Dak.  594 ;  State 
favor  of  its  removal."  A  statute  pro-  v,  Grace,  20  Oreg.  154 ;  Strain  v.  Young, 
vided  for  removal  "if  it  shall  appear  25  Wash.  578;  Fox  r.  Seattle,  43  W&Oi. 
that  the  majority  of  the  legal  voters  of  74 ;  Davis  v.  Brown,  46  W.  Va.  716, 
said  county  have  voted"  for  removal.  719;  Gillespie  v.  Palmer,  20  Wis.  544. 
The  question  of  removing  a  county  ■  Georgia.  In  this  State,  the  Su- 
seat  was  submitted  at  a  regular  elec-   preme  Court  distinguished  the  decisions 
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In  many  of  the  States  the  courts  have  held  that,  when  by  the  Con- 
stitution, or  by  statute,  a  question  is  required  or  permitted  to  be 


of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
in  St.  Joseph  Township  v.  Rogers,  16 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  644,  and  Cass  County  v. 
Johnson,  95  U.  S.  360,  cited  aupraf  on 
the  ground  that  in  these  cases  there 
had  not  been  any  registration  of  the 
voters,  and  held  that  under  the  system 
in  Georgia,  where  a  registration  of 
voters  is  provided  for,  a  majority  of 
the  prescribed  proportion  of  the  re^s- 
tered  voters  is  required  for  the  adoption 
of  any  question  submitted  to  the  elec- 
torate. Gavin  v.  Atlanta,  86  Ga.  132. 
Tims,  under  a  constitutional  require- 
ment that  debt  shall  not  be  contracted 
by  a  municipality,  "without  the  con- 
sent of  two-thirds  of  the  qualified  voters 
thereof  at  an  election  for  that  purpose," 
the  prescribed  majority  of  all  the  voters 
of  tne  municipality,  as  ascertained  by 
the  registration  lists,  or  tally  sheets,  or 
other  reasonable  test,  must  vote  in 
favor  of  incurring  the  debt.  McKnight 
V.  Senoia,  115  Ga.  915.  And  where 
there  is  a  law  authorizing  or  requiring 
the  registration  of  voters  at  an  election 
to  be  held  on  the  question  of  the  issu- 
ance of  bonds,  the  result  of  the  election 
is  to  be  determined  by  a  reference  to 
the  list  of  voters  registered  for  the  elec- 
tion. Gavin  v.  Atlanta,  86  Ga.  132; 
Mayor,  &c.  of  Madison  v.  Wade,  88  Ga. 
699;  Decatur  v.  Wilson,  96  Ga.  251; 
Floyd  County  v.  State,  112  Ga.  794; 
McKnight  v.  Senoia,  115  Ga.  915.  But 
it  is  to  be  observed  that  registration 
lists  or  tally  sheets  do  not  establish  that 
all  persons  registered  are  lawfully 
ciuabfied  voters  or  electors.  Where 
tnere  is  no  other  test,  the  question 
whether  the  necessary  niajority  of  the 
(qualified  voters  have  given  their  assent 
is  to  be  determined  by  reference  to  the 
tally  sheets  of  the  last  general  election. 
Kaigler  v\  Roberts,  89  Ga.  476;  How- 
ell V.  Athens,  91  Ga.  139;  Carver  v, 
Dawson,  99  Ga.  7 ;  Slate  v.  Blue  Ridge, 
113  Ga.  646;  McKnieht  v.  Senoia,  115 
Ga.  915;  ThomasvilTe  v,  Thomasville 
El.  L.  A  G.  Co.,  122  Ga.  399.  If,  how- 
ever, the  total  number  of  votes  cast  at 
an  election  to  determine  whether  bonds 
shall  be  issued  exceeds  the  total  num- 
ber of  votes  shown  by  the  tally  sheets 
of  the  last  general  election,  tnen  the 
question  whether  the  necessary  major- 
ity has  been  obtained  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  actual  number  of  votes 
cast  at  tne  special  election  on  the  ques- 


tion of  issuing  the  bonds.  McKnight  v. 
Senoia,  115  Ga.  915.  But  under  a  con- 
stitutional provision  requiring  the  con- 
sent of  two-thirds  oi  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  county  voting  at  an  election 
held  for  that  purpose,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  tne  removal  of  a  county 
seat,  only  tlie  prescribed  majority  of 
those  voting  at  the  election  is  reqmred. 
Wells  V.  B^gsdale,  102  Ga.  53. 

Minnesota.  In  this  State,  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  for  the 
removal  of  county  seats  that  all  laws 
therefor  shall,  before  taking  effect,  be 
submitted  "  to  the  dectors  of  the  county 
to  be  affected  thereby,  at  the  next 
general  election  after  the  passage 
thereof,  and  be  adopted  by  a  majority 
of  such  electors'*  was  construed  to  be 
in  substance  and  effect  a  requirement 
that  the  law  should  be  adopted  by  a 
majority  of  those  voting  at  the  general 
election  at  which  it  was  submitteid,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  adoption  of  such 
law  required  a  majority  of  all  the  votes 
cast  at  the  election  and  not  merely  of  a 
majority  of  those  cast  on  the  que^ion  of 
removal,  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  10  Minn. 
112;  Bayard  v.  Klinfe,  16  Minn.  249; 
Everett  v.  Smith,  22  Minn.  53. 

Missouri.  In  this  State  the  rule  has 
been  laid  down  that  when  by  law  a  vote 
is  required  or  permitted  to  be  taken  and 
a  majority  of  the  legal  voters  is  men- 
tioned in  such  law  as  being  necessary 
to  carry  the  proposed  measure,  sucn 
majority  must  be  a  majority  of  all  the 
legal  voters  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
election,  and  not  a  mere  majority  of 
those  voting  thereat.  State  v.  Francis, 
95  Mo.  44.  This  rule  is  founded  on  the 
case  of  State  v.  Sutterfield,  54  Mo.  391, 
a  case  involving  the  removal  of  a 
coupty  seat.  By  the  Constitution,  the 
removal  of  a  county  seat  was  prohib- 
ited unless  "two-thirds  of  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  county  at  a  general  elec- 
tion shall  vote  in  favor  of  such  re- 
moval.'' The  Constitution  also  pro- 
vided for  the  registration  of  voters. 
It  was  held  that  the  vote  for  removal 
must  be  supported  by  two-thirds  of  aU 
the  qualifiea  voters  as  shoum  by  the 
registration  of  voters.  The  reasons 
assigned  by  the  court  for  this  decision 
were  that  the  words  of  the  Constitu- 
tion implied  an  affirmative  vote  and 
that  registration  of  the  voters  pursuant 
to  the  Constitution  supplied  the  test 
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submitted  to  v(de  at  a  general  election,  and  it  is  declared  that  a  major- 
ity or  the  prescribed  proportion  of  the  voters  voting  at  such  election. 


of  the  number  of  voters.  In  this  case, 
the  court  distmguished  and  refused  to 
follow  Cass  County  v.  Johnson.  95 
U.  S.  360,  368.  Appljring  the  rule  so 
laid  down  in  this  State,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  prescribed  majority  or  pro- 
portion of  all  the  legal  voters  within 
the  electorate  as  shown  by  registrar 
tion  or  bv  a  vote  upon  other  officers  or 
upon  otner  questions  taken  at  the 
same  time,  is  reauired  under  statutory 
or  constitutional  provisions  such  as 
these:  "a  majority  of  the  legal  voters 
of  the  respective  cities"  in  a  local 
option  law,  State  v.  Winkelmeier.  35 
Mo.  103;  State  v,  Francis,  95  Mo.  44; 
a  constitutional  provision  prohibiting 
the  removal  of  a  county  seat  unless 
'Hwo  thirds  of  the  qualified  voters 
of  the  county  at  a  general  election 
shall  vote  in  favor  of  such  removal. 
State  V.  Sutterfield,  54  Mo.  391;  a 
statute  providing  for  the  removal  of  a 
county  seat  whicn  required  the  vote  of 
"two  thirds  of  the  legal  voters  of  said 
county"  at  a  general  election.  State 
V.  White,  162  Mo.  533 ;  a  constitutional 
provision  prohibiting  railroad  aid  sub- 
scriptions and  bonds  "unless  two- 
thinis  of  the  qualified  voters  of  such 
county,  city,  or  town,  at  a  r^ular  or 
special  election,  to  be  held  therein, 
snail  assent  thereto  "  State  v,  Bras&- 
field,  67  Mo.  331;  Webb  v,  Lafayette 
County,  67  Mo.  353 ;  Rannciy  v.  Bader, 
67  Mo.  476 ;  Orr  v,  Lawrence  County, 
75  Mo.  246 ;  State  v.  Walker,  85  Mo.  41 ; 
State  V.  Harris,  96  Mo.  29 ;  a  constitu- 
tional provision  requiring  that  amend- 
ments to  the  charter  of  St.  Louis  be 
submitted  to  the  "qualified  voters 
thereof  at  a  general  or  special  election  " 
and  that  they  be  "accepted  by  at  least 
three-fifths  of  the  qualified  voters 
thereat,"  State  v.  St.  Louis,  73  Mo. 
435 ;  a  constitutional  provision  for  the 
adoption  of  the  townsnip  organization 
in  counties  upon  the  vote  of  "a  ma- 
jority of  the  legal  voters  of  such 
county  voting  at  any  general  elec- 
tion," State  V.  McGowan,  138  Mo.  187. 
When,  however,  a  question  b  sub- 
mitted to  vote  at  a  special  ejection  at 
which  no  other  matters  are  submitted 
to  the  electorate,  it  has  been  held  that 
a  majority  of  the  qualified  electors  who 
voted  at  the  special  election  are  suffi- 
cient. This  was  so  held  in  State  v. 
Mayor   of   St.   Joseph,   37   Mo.   270, 


where  the  statute  required  the  question 
of  issuine  bonds  to  oe  submitted  "to 
a  vote  of  the  qualified  electors  of  such 
cit^"  and  that  it  should  require  "two- 
thirds  of  such  qualified  electors  to 
sanction  the  same."  It  was  aJso  eo 
held  in  State  v.  Bmder,  38  Mo.  450, 
where  a  special  election  on  the  question 
of  adopting  a  local  option  law  was  hdd 
and  no  other  question  was  submitted 
to  the  electors  at  that  time.  In  this 
case  the  court  held  that  it  would  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  that  the  voters  partici- 
pating in  the  election  were  all  the  legal 
voters  of  the  city  or  that  those  not 
voting  acquiesced  in  the  action  of 
those  voting.  A  similar  decision  vai 
also  rendered  in  Richardson  v.  He- 
Reynolds,  114  Mo.  641,  where  a  statute 
relating  to  the  removal  of  a  school 
house  reauired  "a  majority  vote  of  the 
voters  wno  are  resident  taxpayers  of 
said  district."  At  a  special  meeting  in 
a  school  district,  in  which  there  were 
108  resident  voters,  52  votes  were  east 
for  removal,  and  25  votes  againrt. 
The  court  held  that  the  statute  meant 
a  majority  of  the  taxpayers  present 
and  voting  at  the  meeting,  and  toat  the 
resolution  for  removal  was  duly  carried. 
In  Russie  v.  BrazzeU,  128  Mo.  93,  the 
Constitution  of  a  voluntary  religioui 
association  required  a  vote  of  "two- 
thirds  of  the  whole  society"  for  the 
adoption  of  amendments.  At  a  gcstcial 
conference  of  the  association  a  rule  ww 
adopted  to  the  effect  that  the  ccmsent 
of  the  prescribed  proportion  of  the 
members  should  be  evideiuced  by  a 
vote  of  two-thirds  of  those  participat- 
ing at  an  election  for  the  purpose.  The 
court  held  that  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of 
those  participating  at  the  election  was 
sufficient  because  the  rule  adopted  by 
the  association  in  general  coDferenee 
regulating  the  manner  in  which  loeh 
assent  should  be  evidenced,  was  bind- 
ing on  the  civil  courts.  In  £nox 
County  V.  Ninth  National  Bank,  147 
U.  S.  91  (an  action  involving  the 
validity  of  an  issue  of  railroad  aid 
bonds  by  one  of  the  countisB  of 
Missouri),  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  dedined  to  be  homd  by 
the  rules  adopted  by  the  State  eourtt  on 
the  nound  that  the  question  had 
already  been  comddered  and  decided 
by  the  Federal  Court,  and  the  dedooni 
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shall  be  required  to  carry  the  proposition,  a  majority  of  all  the  voles 

cast  at  the  election  is  meant,  and  not  merely  a  majority  of  the  votes 

of  the  State  Court  were  made  after  the  voters  as  appearing  from  the  reg^ra- 

issue  of  the   bonds  in  question  and  tion  lists,  and  not  merely  a  majority 

could  not  be  deemed  controlling.  of  those  voting,  is  essential  to  authorize 

Nebraska.  In  this  State  the  courts  the  incurring  of  municipal  debt.  The 
are  fully  committed  to  the  view  that  court  reach^  this  conclusion  by  con- 
where  the  candidate  is  voted  for  or  the  struins  the  constitutional  provision  as 
question  is  submitted  to  the  voters  at  intenc&d  to  protect  the  municipality 
an  election  at  which  other  questions  against  the  arbitrary  action  of  a 
are  submitted  or  other  candiaates  are  minority  of  the  voters  and  calling  for 
voted  for,  a  majority  of  all  the  dectors  the  affirmative  consent  of  a  majority 
voHng  at  the  election  is  eseential,  and  of  the  qualified  voters,  and  not  merely 
they  decline  to  accept  a  mere  majority  a  passive  acquiescence  by  a  failure  to 
of  those  voting  for  the  particular  vote.  Chester  &  L.  N.  G.  R.  Co.  v. 
candidate  or  upon  the  particular  Caldwell  County  Com'rs,  72  N.  Car. 
question.  It  has  been  so  held  under  486  (distinguisning  Reiger  v,  Com'rs 
statutes  the  terms  of  which  are  as  of  Beiaufort,  70  nT  Car.  319,  supra); 
follows:  ''authorized  by  a  vote  of  the  Norment  v.  Charlotte,  85  N.  Car.  387; 
people,"  Bryan  v.  Lincoln,  50  Neb.  Southerland  v.  Goldsboro,  96  N.  Car. 
620;  "vote  of  the  electors  of  the  49;  Duke  v.  Brown,  96  N.  Car.  127; 
county,"  Douglass  County  v.  Keller,  McDowell  v.  Massachusetts  A  S.  Const. 
43  Neb.  635;  "majority  of  the  l^;al  Co.,  96  N.  Car.  514;  Wood  v.  Oxford, 
voters,"  State  v.  Van  Camp,  36  Neb.  97  N.  Car.  227,  233 ;  Rigsbee  v.  Dur- 
91;  "consent  of  a  majority  of  the  ham,  98  N.  Car.  81,  86;  Smith  v. 
electors  thereof,"  State  v.  Bechell,  22  Wilmington,  98  N.  Car.  343;  Cleve- 
Neb.  158;  "two-thirds  of  the  votes  land  Cotton  Mills  v.  Cleveland  County 
cast,"  Stenbergv.  State,  50  Neb.  127;  Com'rs,  108  N.  Car.  678,  686;  Lynch- 
State  V.  Anderson,  26  Neb.  517;  "ma-  burg  A  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Person  County 
jority  of  all  tHe  votes  cast  at  any  such  Com'rs,  109  N.  Car.  159,  162 ;  Union 
election."  State  v.  Clark,  59  Neb.  702;  Bank  v.  Com'rs  of  Oxford,  116  N.  Car. 
"majonty  of  the  electors  voting  at  339,  365;  Glenn  v,  Wray,  126  N.  Car. 
such  election,"  Tecumseh  Nalu  Bank  v.  730,  734.  The  views  of  the  Supreme 
Saunders,  51  Neb.  801 ;  State  v.  Bab-  Court  of  North  Carolina  are  in  direct 
cock,  17  Neb.  188;  "majority  of  the  opposition  to  the  decisions  of  the 
ballots  polled  at  such  election,"  State  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
V.  Benton,  29  Neb.  460;  "majority  of  in  Carroll  County  v.  Smith,  111  U.  S. 
the  legal  votera  of  such  county,  voting  556,  564,  and  Knox  County  v.  Ninth 
at  any  general  election,"  State  v.  Lan-  Nat.  Bank,  147  U.  S.  91. 
caster  County,  6  Neb.  474.  South  Dakota.    In  this  State  a  mu- 

North  Carolina.   In  Reiser  v.  Com-  nicipality  is  prohibited   by  the  Con- 

missioners  of  Beaufort,  70  N.  Car.  319,  stitution  from   incurring  debt  unless 

a   statute   reauired   the   vote   of   "a  authorized  so  to  do  by  "a  vote  in 

majority  of  tne  voters  of  said  town,  favor  thereof  by  a  majority  of   the 

qualified  to  vote  for  commissioners"  electors   of  the   city."    It    has   been 

and  it  was  held  that  a  nrnjority  of  the  held  that  this  provision  requires  the 

votes  cast  was  sufficient,  although  they  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  the  quali- 

did  not  constitute  a  majority  of  all  the  fied  electors  manifested  by  an  affirma- 

Qualified  voters  within  the  town.    But  tive  vote  in  favor  of  the  proposition, 

tne  Constitution  of  the  State  provides  and  that  a  mere  majority  of  those  vot- 

for  registratian  of  voters,  and  in  con-  ing  is   not   sufficient.     Williamson  v. 

struipf  and  applying  a  constitutional  Aldrich,  21  S.  Dak.  13;  108  N.  W.  Rep. 

provision  promoitinff  the  incurring  of  1063. 

debt  by  a  municip^ty  "unless  by  a  Texas.  In  Fort  Worth  v.  Davis,  57 
vote  of  a  majority  of  the  qualified  Tex.  225,  it  was  held  that  a  constitu- 
voters  therein,"  tne  courts  of  this  tional  provision  authorizing  the  levy 
State  have  held  that  the  "qualified  of  a  tax  "if  two-thirds  of  the  tax- 
voters"  of  a  municipality  are  those  payers  of  such  city  or  town  shall  vote 
appearing  upon  ^  registration  lists  for  the  tax"  required  the  affirmative 
prepared  pursuant  to  the  Constitution ;  action  of  a  majority  of  the  taxpayers, 
and  that  a  majority  of  the  qualified  and  precluded  an  implied  consent  by  a 
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cast  on  thai  particidar  question.  These  decisions  treat  the  election  as 
an  entirety,  and  refuse  to  regard  the  submission  of  the  question  as 
a  special  election  for  that  purpose,  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
general  election  of  candidates  for  office  held  at  the  same  time.*    But 


failure  to  vote.  But  the  Constitution 
iiaving  prescribed  no  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  number  of  taxpaying 
qualified  voters  in  a  city,  and  the 
legislature  having  authorized  the  tax 
to  be  levied  upon  the  vote  of  two- 
thirds  of  those  participating,  it  waa 
held  that  the  test  adopted  by  the 
legislature  must  be  apphed  and  pre- 
cluded any  other  test.  See  also  Dwyer 
V.  Hackworth,  67  Tex.  245;  Werner  v, 
Galveston,  72  Tex.  22. 

Tennessee,  The  Constitution  of  Ten- 
nessee contained  a  provision  that  "No 
part  of  the  county  shall  be  taken 
off  without  the  consent  of  two-thirds 
of  the  qualified  voters  in  such  part." 
It  was  held  that  this  provision  re- 
quired a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  those 
legally  entitled  to  vote,  and  not  merely 
of  those  voting  on  the  question,  the 
court  saying :  *  *  The  worn  '  consent ' 
here  means  the  active  concurrence, 
and  cannot  be  substituted  for  by  a 
passive  acquiescence."  Cooke  v.  Gooch, 
5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  294,  311.  Followed  in 
Braden  v.  Stumph,  16  Lea  (Tenn.),  581, 
590;  Lindsay  v.  Allen,  112  Tenn.  637, 
647.  The  same  construction  is  given 
to  the  word  ^* concurrence"  in  the  pro- 
vision of  the  same  Constitution  that 
*'the  seat  of  justice  of  any  county 
shall  not  be  removed  without  the 
concurrence  of  two-thirds  of  the  Quali- 
fied voters  of  the  county."  Bouloin  v. 
Lockhart,  3  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  262,  278; 
Bouldin  v.  Lockhart,  1  Lea  (Tenn.), 
195,  198. 

Mississifypi.  The  same  meaning  and 
effect  was  given  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Mississippi  to  the  word  ** assent"  in 
Hawkins  v.  Carroll  County,  50  Miss. 
735,  760,  where  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  of  that  State  that  no 
municipal  aid  should  be  given  to  any 
corporation  ''unless  two-thirds  of  the 
qualified  voters  of  such  county,  city,  or 
town,  at  a  special  election,  or  regular 
election  to  be  held  therein,  shall 
assent  thereto,"  was  construed  as 
requiring  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  those 
entitled  to  vote  within  a  county  as 
appearing  from  the  registered  list  of 
voters,  and  not  merely  of  those  voting 
on  the  question.  But  in  Carroll  County 
V,   Smith,    111    U.    S.    556,   564,   the 


Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  construing  and  appljring  this  con- 
stitutional provision,  arrived  at  Uie 
opposite  view  and  declined  to  foQow 
the  decision  of  the  State  Court.  Com- 
pare Simpson  County  v.  Buckfey,  85 
Miss.  713. 

''Electors"  distinguished  from 
"voters."  In  some  cases,  a  distlnctioo 
has  been  made  between  the  use  d  the 
word  "electors"  in  statutorv  or  con- 
stitutional provisions  and  tne  uae  of 
the  word  ''voters"  in  similar  provi- 
sions, and  it  has  been  held  that  when 
the  word  "electors"  is  used,  a  majori^ 
of  the  electors  within  the  electorate  u 
required,  and  that  a  vote  of  a  majority 
of  those  voting  on  the  question  is  not 
sufficient.  Sanford  v.  Prentice,  28  Wis. 
358;  State  v.  Swift,  69  Ind.  505;  In  re 
Denny,  156  Ind.  104.  See  also  SUte  r. 
Langfie,  5  N.  Dak.  594,  597. 

'  Knight  V.  Shelton,  134  Fed.  Rep. 
423 ;  People  v.  Berkeley,  102  CaL  298; 
Santa  Rosa  v.  Bower,  142  CaL  299 
Law  V.  San  Francisco,  144  CaL  384 
Chestnutwood  v.  Hood,  68  IIL  132 
South  Bend  v.  Lewis,  138  Ind.  512 
In  re  DaVis,  62  Kan.  231 ;  High  School 
1?.  Sumner  County,  61  Kan.  796;  Steb- 
bins  V,  Judge  of  Grand  Rapids  Supoior 
(>>urt,  108  Mich.  693 ;  Daniels  v.  Long, 
111  Mich.  562;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  10 
Minn.  112;  Bayard  v.  Klinge,  16 
Minn.  249 ;  Everett  v.  Smith,  22  Minn. 
53 ;  Smith  v,  Renville  County  Com'ns 
64  Minn.  16;  State  v.  Steams,  72 
Minn.  200,  218;  Hopkins  v.  Duluth, 
81  Minn.  189 ;  State  v.  Hugo,  84  Minn. 
81;  State  v.  Powell,  77  Miss.  543; 
State  V.  St.  Louis,  73  Mo.  435;  State 
V.  McGowan,  138  Mo.  187;  Enyart  v. 
Hanover  Township,  25  Ohio  St.  618. 
State  17.  Foraker,  46  Ohio  St.  677. 

In  Knight  v,  Shelton,  134  Fed.  Rep. 
423,  the  court  had  b^ore  it  the  quota- 
tion whether  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  Arkansas  was  adopted 
by  the  necessary  vote.  The  Constitu- 
tion  of  that  State  declares  proposed 
amendments  thereto  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  electors  of  the  State  at  the  next 
general  election  for  senators  and 
representatives,  "and  if  a  majority  of 
the  electors  voting  ol  suck  eiection 
adopt    such   amendments,    the  same 
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it  is  to  be  observed  that  many  of  the  decisions  which  adopt  a  con- 
trary view  were  rendered  under  statutes  containing  either  this  iden- 


shall  become  a  part  of  this  Constitu- 
tion." The  amendment  in  question 
received  only  75,740  votes  in  its  favor, 
although  more  than  156,293  votes  were 
cast  at  the  election.  The  court  held 
that  the  express  language  of  the  Con- 
stitution required  that  the  amendment 
receive  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  at 
the  election  for  all  purposes,  and  that 
a  majority  on  the  question  submitted 
was  not  sufficient.  It  distinguished 
the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  (Oass  County  v. 
Johnston,  95  U.  S.  360 ;  Carroll  County 
V,  Smith,  ill  U.  S.  556)  and  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas  (Vance  v. 
Austell,  45  Ark.  400)  on  the  ground 
that  these  cases  did  not  involve  similar 
language,  and  these  courts  had  never 
pa^ed  upon  the  question.^  The  court 
did  not  rely  on  any  distinction  between 
"electors"  and  "voters." 

A  statute  authorizing  subscriptions 
in  aid  of  a  railroad  provided  that  no 
subscription  should  be  made  "unless  a 
majority  of  the  legal  voters  of  said 
town,  city,  county,  or  townshij>  shall 
vote  for  the  same  at  an  election  to 
be  held"  according  to  law,  "and  pro- 
vided further  that  a  majority  of  legal 
voters  at  any  siLch  election  shall  be  held 
as  a  majority  of  the  legal  voters  of  any 
such  township,  town,  city,  or  county. 
The  question  of  subscription  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  voters  of  a  county  at  a 
regular  election.  It  was  held  that 
under  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and 
particularly  of  the  proviso,  a  majority 
of  all  the  voters  voting  at  the  election 
was  required,  and  not  merely  a  majority 
of  those  voting  on  the  question.  Chest- 
nutwood  V,  Hood,  68  III.  132.  But 
compare  People  v.  Harp,  67  III.  62. 

In  South  Bend  v,  Lewis,  138  Ind. 
512,  a  statute  providing  for  the 
annexation  of  territory  to  a  city  re- 
quired that  "a  majority  of  the  votes 
given"  should  be  cast  in  favor  of  an- 
nexation. Held,  that  the  only  votes 
to  be  considered  were  those  on  the 
particular  question,  and  that  the 
statute  did  not  require  a  majority  of 
all  the  voters  participating  in  the 
election.  The  court  examined  and 
reviewed  the  cases  on  the  subject  and 
deduced  the  following  rules  therefrom: 
1.  Where  a  measure  is  proposed  to 
the  people,  and  its  adoption  is  made  to 
depend   on  a  vote  of  the  majority, 


those  who  do  not  vote  are  considered 
as  acquiescing  in  the  result  declared  by 
those  who  do  vote,  even  though  those 
voting  constitute  a  minority  of  those 
entitled  to  vote.  2.  Where  a  question 
is  required  to  be  submitted  at  a  certain 
regular  election,  and  is  made  to  depend 
upon  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  at 
"such  election,  a  majority  of  all  the 
votes  cast  at  the  election  is  meant,  and 
not  merely  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast 
on  that  particular  question.  3.  Where 
at  a  general  election,  a  proposition  is 
submitted  to  the  voters,  the  result  of 
the  vote  on  ^  proposition  wiU  be  deter- 
mined by  the  votes  cast  for  and  against 
itf  in  the  absence  of  a  provision  in  the 
law,  under  which  it  is  submitted,  to 
the  contrary.  4.  Where  a  legislative 
body  provides  that  a  proposition  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  voters ;  that  those 
in  favor  of  the  proposition  shall  cast 
an  affirmative  vote,  and  that  those 
electors  opposed  to  the  proposition 
shall  cast  a  negative  vote,  and  that 
"a  majority  of  the  votes  given"  shall 
be  requisite  to  the  adoption  of  the 
proposed  measure,  then  tne  only  votes 
to  be  counted  and  considered  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  measure  is  adopted 
or  not,  are  those  which  are  given  in 
the  particular  question  involved.  In 
State  V.  Powell,  77  Miss.  543,  it  was 
held  that  the  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  that  State  of  1890,  requiring 
constitutional  amendments  to  be  suf 
mitted  to  vote  at  "an  election,  at 
which  the  qualified  electors  shall  vote 
directly  for  or  against  such  change  .  .  . 
and  if  it  shall  appear  that  a  majority  of 
the  qualified  electors  voting  shall  have 
voted  for  the  proposed  change,"  then 
the  amendment  shall  become  part  of 
the  Constitution,  required  a  majority 
of  the  votes  of  .all  voters  taking  part  in 
the  election,  and  not  merely  oi  those 
votine  on  th£  question. 

Califomia,  In  People  v.  Berkeley, 
102  Cal.  298,  a  constitutional  provision 
for  the  reorganization  of  municipal  cor- 
porations under  general  laws,  "when- 
ever a  majority  of  the  electors  voting  at 
a  general  election"  shall  so  determine, 
was  held  to  require  the  vote  of  a 
majority  of  all  the  dectors  voting  at  the 
election^  and  not  merely  a  majority  of 
those  voting  upon  the  proposition. 
Similarly,  in  Santa  Rosa  v.  Bower,  142 
Cal.  299,  under  the  provision  requiring 
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tical  language,  or  language  substantially  the  same,  and  that  the  courts 
in  these  cases  refused  to  depart  from  the  general  rule  that  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  upon  the  proposition  is  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute.* 

Where,  however,  the  provision  is  that  the  proposition  submitted 
shall  be  approved,  not  simply  by  a  majority  of  "the  qualified  voters 
of  the  municipality,"  but  is  that  it  shall  be  approved  by  a  majority 
of  "the  qualified  voters  of  the  municipality  voting  thereon  at  an 
election,"  &c.,  it  is  generally,  and  as  we  think  rightly  held,  in 
the  absence  of  clear  provision  to  the  contrary,  to  require  only  a 
majority  of  the  votes  cast  upon  the  proposition  so  separately  sub- 
mitted and  voted  on,  although  it  may  appear  from  the  returns 
of  the  election  that  such  majority  is  less  than  a  majority  of  all 
the  votes  cast  at  such  election  for  officers,  or  for  other  purposes, 
or  less  than  a  majority  of  the  voters  as  shown  on  the  registration 
lists. 


the  submission  of  Freehaldera'  Charters 
''to  the  qualified  electors  of  said  city 
at  a  eeneral  or  special  election/'  and 
that  '^if  a  majonty  of  such  qualified 
electors  voting  thereat  shall  ratify  the 
same/'  it  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
legislature,  it  is  held  that  the  charter 
must  receive  a  majority  of  all  the  votes 
cast  at  the  election,  and  it  is  not  carried 
if  it  merely  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  upon  the  Question  of  ratify- 
ing it.  But  in  Howland  v.  Board  of 
Supervisors,  109  Cal.  152,  it  is  held 
that  a  coxistitutional  provision  pro- 
hibiting the  creation  of  municipal 
indebt^ness  ''without  the  assent  of 
two-thirds  of  the  qualified  voters 
thereof  (i.e.,  of  the  municipality)  vot- 
ing at  an  election  to  be  held  for  that 
purpose/'  only  requires  a  two-thirds 
majority  of  votes  cast  upon  the  proposi- 
tion, and  not  of  all  the  votes  cast  at  the 
election.  See  to  same  effect,  Fritz  v, 
San  Francisco,  132  Cal.  373.  But  in 
Law  v.  San  Francisco,  144  Cal.  384. 
395,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  providing 
that  "at  least  two-thirds  of  the  electors 
voting  at  such  special  election  shall  be 
necessary  to  secure  the  acc^uisition  of 
such  public  utility  or  utilities"  and  to 
issue  bonds  therefor,  requires  a  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  all  the  electors  voting 
at  the  election,  and  not  merely  of  those 
voting  on  the  proposition. 

NSjraska.  In  tnis  State  a  number  of 
cases  will  be  found  which  appear  to 
apply  the  rule  stated  in  the  text,  and 
to  require  the  majority  of  the  votes 


cast  at  a  general  election  under  statiites 
either  expressly  or  in  substance  re- 
quiring a  majoritv  of  those  "  voting  at 
such  election."  See  State  v.  Taik^m^pt 
Ck)unty,  6  Neb.  474 ;  State  f.  Babcock, 
17  Neb.  188;  State  v,  Benton,  29  Neb. 
460;  Tecumseh  National  Bank  v. 
Saunders,  51  Neb.  801 ;  State  v.  Clark. 
59  Neb.  702.  But  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State 
applies  this  rule,  although  the  Con- 
stitution or  statute  merely  re^res 
"a  vote  of  the  people"  or  ''a  majority 
of  the  voters,  the  decisions  in  thks 
State  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority 
for  the  distinctive  proposition  that 
such  majority  is  required  when  the 
statute  prescribes  a  majority  of  the 
voters  '*  voting  at  such  election." 

But  when  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  is  that  the  question  sub- 
mitted received  "three  fifths  of  all 
the  votes  cast  at  said  election  upon  the 
question"  only  a  majority  of  those 
voting  upon  the  question  is  required 
in  order  to  carry  it.  Davis  v.  Brown. 
46  W.  Va.  716.  See  also  South  Bend 
V.  licwis,  138  Ind.  512. 

*  See  Montgomery  County  Fiscal 
Court  V.  Trimble,  104  Ky.  629  (over- 
ruling Belknap  v.  Louisville,  99  Ky. 
474) ;  Winchester  Board  of  Education 
i;.  Winchester,  120  Ky.  591;  87  S.  W. 
Rep.  768;  Duperier  v.  Viator,  35  La. 
An.  957;  Tinkle  v.  Griflin.  26  Mont 
426;  Strain  t^.  Young,  25  Wash.  578; 
Fox  V,  Seattle.  43  Wash.  74;  GiUopie 
V.  Palmer,  20  Wis.  544. 
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Notwithstanding  the  diversity  and  conflict  of  opinion  disclosed  by 
the  decisions,  the  author  believes  that  the  correct  view  is  that  the 
language  "a  majority  of  the  voters,"  or  "a  majority  of  the  legal 
voters,"  or  "qualified  voters,"  or  any  similar  phrase,  where  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Constitution  or  legislation  to  the  contrary,  inherently 
has  the  same  meaning  as  the  language  of  any  of  the  constitutional 
or  statutory  provisions  from  which  the  supposed  distinctions  have 
been  deduced,  and  upon  which  some  of  the  courts  have  departed 
from  the  general  rule  that  a  majority  of  those  voting  express  the  will 
of  the  majority  of  all  entitled  to  vote.  The  natural  meaning  of  these 
phrases  when  not  qualified  is  a  majority  of  all  those  within  the  elec- 
torate who  are  entitled  to  participate  in  the  election,  and  not  merely 
of  those  who  do  participate  in  the  election;  and  the  general  rule 
^  which  has  been  laid  down  is  founded,  not  so  much  upon  the  abstract 
meaning  of  this  language,  per  se,  as  upon  its  meaning  when  consid- 
ered with  reference  to  the  principles  and  practical  working  of  rep- 
resentative government.  In  representative  government  it  is  simply 
a  question  of  the  manner  in  which  the  will  of  the  voters  shall  be 
evidenced.  If  the  election  is  held  openly  and  publicly,  and  all  per- 
sons entitled  to  exercise  the  suffrage  have  an  equal  opportunity  to 
participate  in  it,  then  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  those  who  do  partici- 
pate should,  in  the  opinion  of  the  author,  in  the  absence  of  legisla- 
tive intent  to  the  contrary,  be  regarded  as  an  expression  of  the  major- 
ity of  those  entitled  to  exercise  the  suffrage.  If  voters  fail  to  exercise 
the  suffrage  from  lack  of  interest  in  the  administration  of  public 
affairs,  that  lack  of  interest  should  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  the 
expressed  will  of  a  majority  of  those  who  exercise  the  suffrage;  and 
if,  through  indifference,  those  entitled  to  the  suffrage  permit  a  minor- 
ity of  their  number  to  express  an  opinion  upon  matters  submitted  to 
the  electors,  the  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  a  majority  of 
those  participating  in  the  election  should,  if  there  be  no  provision 
to  the  contrary,  be  regarded  as  an  expression  of  the  will  of  the 
majority  of  the  voters.  No  method  has  yet  been  devised,  or  can  be, 
which  will  compel  a  complete  vote  by  all  the  electors.  Indeed,  any 
such  compulsion  may  fairly  be  regarded  as  contrary  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  representative  government;  and  the  author  believes  that, 
even  in  the  case  of  questions  submitted  at  a  general  election  under 
provisions  requiring  a  majority  of  the  voters  "at  such  election," 
there  is,  from  this  circumstance  merely,  no  sufficient  ground,  hav- 
ing in  view  the  nature  and^  purpose  of  representative  government, 
which  requires  the  courts  to  construe  such  language  as  calling  for 
more  than  the  expression  of  the  will  of  a  majority  of  those  who  vote 
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upon  the  particular  question.  For  the  purposes  of  the  case,  not- 
withstanding the  views  to  the  contrary  adopted  by  some  of  the  courts, 
the  vote  upon  the  particular  question  submitted  should,  in  the 
author's  opinion,  be  considered  separately  and  distinct  from  the  vote 
for  candidates  and  for  other  purposes,  unless,  indeed,  there  is  some- 
thing in  the  legislation  applicable  to  the  particular  case  which 
evinces  a  contrary  legislative  purpose  and  intent.  The  decisions 
and  views  on  this  subject  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
on  the  cases  relating  thereto  and  above  cited  seem  to  the  author  to 
be  just  and  sound. 

§  384  (206).  Power  to  create  and  appoint  Municipal  Officers.  — 
At  common  law,  municipal  corporations  may  appoint  officers,  but  only 
such  as  the  nature  of  their  Constitution  requires.  The  right  of  elect- 
ing such  officers  as  they  are  authorized  to  have,  is  incidental  to  eveiy 
corporation,  and  need  not  be  expressly  conferred  by  charter.  The 
power  of  appointing  officers  is,  at  common  law,  to  be  exercised  by 
the  corporation  at  large,  and  not  by  any  select  body,  unless  it  is  so 
provided  in  the  charter.  The  powers  of  corporate  officers  proper  at 
common  law  are  very  limited,  extending  only  to  the  administration 
of  the  by-laws  and  charter  regulations  of  the  corporation.^ 

§  385  (207).  Power  to  create  Offices.  —  In  this  country  the 
charter  or  constitution  of  the  corporation  usually  provides  with  care 
as  to  all  the  principal  officers ,  such  as  mayor,  aldermen,  marshal, 
clerk,  treasurer,  and  the  like,  and  prescril>es  their  general  duties. 
This  leaves  but  little  necessity  or  room  for  the  exercise  of  any  implied 
power  to  create  other  offices  and  appoint  other  officers.'     It  is  sup- 

>  Willc.  234,  pi.  598;    Ih.  297,  pi.  itself  to  specify  therein  off  the  offices, 

767;    76.  298,  pi.  769;    Glover,  220;  and   designate  all  the  officers  to  be 

Vintners  v.  Passey,  1  Burr.  237 ;  Hast-  elected  or  chosen,  and  to  regulate  the 

ings'  Case,  1  Mod.  24 ;  Rex  v.  Barnard,  mode  of  appointment,  it  was  held  that 

Comb.  416 ;  ante,  chap.  iii.    The  powers  the  city  council  could  not,  by  virtue  of 

and  duties  of  a  mayor  depend  entirely  an   inherent  or  implied  power,  create 

upon  the  provisions  of  the  charter  of  another  officer ,  fix  his  term,  provide  for 

the  corporation  and  valid  ordinances  his  appomtment,  and  clothe  him  with 

or  by-laws  and  resolutions  of  the  coun-  the    powers    of    a    municipal    officer, 

cil  passed  in  pursuance  thereof.    Gal-  HoboKen  v,  Harrison,  30  N.  J.  L.  73. 

veston  V.  Hutches  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  76  It  is  said,  in  the  opinion,  that  the  power 

S.  W.  Rep.  214,  citing  text  and  nolding  to  create  municipal  officers  should  b6» 

that  where  a  mayor  was  authorized  by  expressly  conferreKl.     It  has  been  ques- 

resolution  of  the  city  council  merely  to  tioned    whether  the   doctrine  of  the 

"make  deed"  a  covenant  of  warranty  text  as  to  the  incidental  power  of  a 

inserted  by  him  in  the  deed  was  un-  city  to  create  minor  offices  is  correct, 

authorized  and  void.  and  it  has  been  stated  that  in  Snt 

*   Where  it  was  manifest,  from  the  York  the  common  council  of  a  munici- 

whole  tenor  of  a  city  charter,  that  it  pality    is    without    power    to   create 

was  the  intention   of  the  legislature  offices  and  pay  out  the  city's  money  to 
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posed,  however,  when  not  in  contravention  of  the  charter,  that  mu- 
nicipal corporations  may,  to  a  limited  extent,  and  when  such  a 
course  is  reasonable  and  necessary,  have  as  incidental  to  express 
powers  the  right  to  create  certain  minor  offices  of  a  ministerial  or  execvr- 
tive  nature.  Thus,  if  power  be  conferred  to  provide  for  the  health 
of  the  inhabitants,  this  would  give  the  corporation  the  right  to  pass 
ordinances  to  secure  this  end,  and  the  execution  of  such  ordinances 
might  be  committed  to  a  health  oflBcer,  if  such  a  course  is  reasonable 
and  necessary,  although  no  such  oflScer  be  specifically  named  in  the 
organic  act,  if  this  course  would  not  conflict  with  any  of  its  provi- 
sions.   But  the  power  to  create  offices  even  of  this  character  is  capa- 


their  incumbents  without  express  statu- 
tory authority.  O'Connor  v,  Walsh,  83 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  179.  A  city  has  no 
fHnoer  to  create  any  officea  or  ofpcera 
other  than  those  provided  for  under 
the  Constitution  and  charter.  Lowery 
V.  Lexington,  116  Ky.  167;  citing 
Lowry  v.  Lexington,  113  Ky.  763.  In 
New  Jersey,  pound-keepers ,  from  a  very 
early  period,  had  been  public  iovmship 
officers,  elected  in  the  same  way  as 
other  officers  of  the  township.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  was  held  that  a 
municipcd  corporation  other  than,  but 
situate  within,  the  township  could  not, 
without  express  authority  therefor,  es- 
tablish another  public  pound  within  the 
limits  of  the  township,  and  prescribe 
regulations  and  fees  variant  from  those 
prescribed  by  the  general  law;  and  it 
was  further  held  that  the  office  of 
pound-keeper  could  not  be  considered 
as  one  essential  to  the  business  of  the 
corporation;  nor  is  a  pound-keeper 
one  of  those  subordinate  officers  which 
all  municipal  corporations  may,  as  of 
course,  appoint.  It  was,  however, 
admitted  by  the  court  that  where  such 
a  corporation  has  power  to  do  an  act, 
it  has  the  incidental  power  to  appoint 
persons  to  carry  it  into  effect.  White 
V.  TaUman,  26  N.  J.  L.  67.  The  test  of 
the  validity  of  acts  done  \mder  an 
implied  power  is  reasonaJbleTiess,  See 
chapter  on  Ordinances;  infray  §  390, 
note.  Construction  of  power  to  appoint 
weigh-master.  Hoffman  v.  Jersey  City, 
34  N.  J.  L.  172.  Power  to  appoint 
when  office  is  vacated  "by  death  or 
disability,"  held  to  authorize  appoint- 
ment wnere  a  vacancy  b  caused  by 
resignation.  State  v.  Newark,  27 
N.  J.  L.  185.  Authority  to  a  municipal 
corporation  to  appoint  an  officer  tvas 
in/erred  from  the  frequent  mention  of 


the  office  and  its  duties  in  the  charter. 
People  V.  BedeU,  2  HiU  (N.  Y.),  196; 
See  also  Field  v.  Girard  College,  54  Pa. 
St.  233.  Legislative  prohibition  to 
common  council  against  creating  new 
offi^  extends  to  derks,  but  not  to 
janitors  and  ordinary  servants.  Cos- 
teUo  17.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  N.  Y.,  63  N.  Y.  48 ; 
Sullivan  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  Y.,  53  N.  Y. 
652.  Power  to  appoint  marshal  under 
charter  of  East  St.  Louis.  See  People 
V,  Canty,  55  111.  33.  A  police  judge  is 
held  to  be  a  municipal  officer  m  Uali" 
fomia.  People  v.  Henry,  62  Cal.  557. 
A  city  court  judge  is  a  municipal,  not  a 
State,  officer.  State  v.  Churchman, 
3  Pen.  (Del.)  361;  51  Atl.  Rep.  49; 
Wolf  V.  Hope,  210  111.  50.  Felice 
officers  and  power  to  appoint.  Infra, 
§  390  and  note.  Where  an  appoint- 
ment is  to  be  made  by  a  city  council,  if 
a  quorum  be  present^  a  person  who  re- 
ceives a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  will 
be  elected,  although  a  majority  of  the 
council  may  abstain  from  votmg. 
Launtz  v.  People,  113  111.  137;  post, 
§§  521  et  sea.  I'ower  to  manage  and 
control  public  ways  implies  power  to 
create  all  offices  necessary  to  the  suc- 
cessful conduct  of  the  business,  includ- 
ing that  of  foreman  of  street  repairs. 
C6llopy  V.  Cloherty,  95  Ky.  330.  Un- 
der the  Mississippi  code,  only  the  in- 
coming mayor  and  aldermen  have  the 
right  to  elect  inferior  municipal  officers. 
Ott  V,  State,  78  Miss.  487. 

The  weiaht  of  American  authority 
appears  to  hold  that  one  appointed  to 
office  by  a  de  facto  officer  or  by  a  de 
facto  board  becomes  entitled  to  the 
office  to  which  he  is  appointed  de  jure 
and  is  not  a  mere  officer  de  facto.  See 
post,  §  519,  where  this  subject  is  di»- 
cussed  and  the  authorities  are  cited. 


666 


MUNiaPAL  COBPORATIONB 


(385 


ble  of  abuse,  and  is  to  be  closely  scrutinized  and  limited  to  such  as 
the  nature  of  the  duties  devolved  by  charter  or  statute  on  the  cor- 
poration naturally  and  reasonably  requires.  If  the  duties  can  reason- 
ably be  performed  by  the  charter  officers,  any  implied  power  of  the 
corporation  to  create  and  duplicate  offices  would  ordinarily  be 
thereby  negatived. 

The  provisions  of  the  charter  as  to  time  and  mode  of  election,  the 
appointment,  qualifications,  and  duration  of  the  terms  of  officers, 
must  be  strictly  observed.^      Therefore  an  ordinance  which  makes 


*  Quoted  with  approval  in  Trow- 
bridge V.  Newark,  46  N.  J.  L.  140. 
Ab  tx>  the  powers  and  procedure  of  the 
city  council  in  electing  to  office,  see 
postf  i  529.  Where,  by  charter,  the 
appointment  of  a  prosecuting  attomev 
was  committed  to  a  common  council, 
but  there  was  no  direction  as  to  the 
mode  of  appoinimerU,  held,  by  a  divided 
court,  that  having  chosen  one  person 
by  ballot  the  council  had  exhausted  Us 
power ^  and  that  a  subsequent  resolution 
declaring  another  person  to  be  elected 
was  of  no  effect.  State  v.  Barbour,  53 
Conn.  76.  An  existing  hoard  cannot  ap- 
point to  an  office  which  is  to  come  into 
existence  or  to  become  vacant  at  a  time 
when  the  board  will  be  differently  con- 
stituted. The  official  board  or  body 
of  a  municipality  which  is  or  will  be  in 
office  at  the  time  an  appointee  is  to 
tiJce  his  office  can  alone  make  an  ap- 
pointment to  such  office,  unless  there 
oe  express  l^slative  authority  other- 
wise. Dickinson  v.  Jersey  City,  68 
N.  J.  L.  99.  An  appointment  made  in 
1903  to  take  effect  on  January  1,  1904, 
by  a  mayor  whose  term  of  office  ex- 
pired on  December  31,  1903,  is  ineffec- 
tive. People  V.  Fitzgerald,  96  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  242,  aff'd  180  N.  Y.  269.  A 
committee  having  charge  of  the  cit^ 
hall  with  authority  to  appoint  custodi- 
ans and  employees  cannot  appoint  for 
a  period  extending  beyond  the  year  for 
wnich  they  are  themselves  appointed. 
Eg:an  V.  St.  Paul,  57  Minn.  1.  Ap- 
pointment of  marshal  at  first  meeting 
after  election  of  board  of  aldermen  as 
required  by  charter  is  merely  directory 
and  appointment  at  second  meetiiuz  is 
valid.  Greer  v.  Asheville,  1 14  N.  Car. 
678.  A  delegation  by  the  legidature  to 
a  city  council  of  power  to  appoint  a 
commissioner  of  parks,  <&c.,  is  valid. 
Attorney-General  v,  Bolger,  128  Mich. 
355.  Where,  under  the  Constitution^ 
the  legidature  cannot  provide  for  the 
appointment  of  a  city  treasurer  by  the 


mayor,  he  having  to  be  elected  by  the 
people,  but  has  done  so  with  the  inten- 
tion of  temporarily  filling  the  office,  its 
intention  will  be  given  effect  to  the 
extent  of  its  constitutionality.  Watson 
V.  McGrath,  111  La.  1098. 

Where  the  power  of  election  or  ap- 
pointment is  given  to  a  city  eouncUf  it 
cannot  ddegate  it  to  another  body. 
Gouldey  v.  Atlantic  Qty,  63  N.  J.  L 
537.  Where  the  charter  leauires  both 
the  mayor  and  the  board  of  atdermen  to 
concur  in  filling  a  vacancy  in  an  elec- 
tive office,  the  mayor  has  no  power 
alone  to  fill  the  vacancy,  even  tem- 
porarilv,  nor  can  the  boud  c^  alder- 
men do  so  without  consent  of  the 
mayor.  Brumby  r.  Boyd  (Tex.  Gv. 
App.),  66  S.  W.  Rep.  874.  Where  the 
legislature  gives  a  mayor  power  of  ap- 
pointment of  marshal,  appointment  by 
the  council  is  invalid,  and  the  mayor 
mav  discharge  the  appointee.  Baxter 
V.  Beacon,  112  Iowa,  744.  Where  a 
mayor  has  power  under  statute  iofila 
vacancy f  the  appointment  need  not  be 
confirmed  by  the  board  of  aldermen  in 
the  absence  of  a  provision  to  that  effect 
in  the  statute.  Watkins  v.  Moonev, 
24  Ky.  Law  Rep.  1469;  71  8.  W.  Rep. 
622.  Rule  of  a  board  reauiring  a  two- 
thirds  vote  to  elect  a  clenL  whose  elec- 
tion is  provided  for  by  statute  is  in 
violation  of  common  law  and  of  a 
statute  which  provides  that  authority 
conferred  on  three  or  more  persons 
may  be  exercised  by  a  migority. 
Heyker  v.  Herbst,  106  Ky.  509.  When 
all  the  members  of  a  city  council  Tot« 
to  elect  a  city  clerk,  and  one  candidate 
receives  a  j)lurality  of  votes,  he  is  duly 
elected  ana  a  formal  declaration  of  the 
result  is  not  necessary  to  fix  his  rif  ht 
to  the  office.  State  v.  Miller,  62  Ohio 
St.  436.  Formal  dedaratUm  o/  eUetion 
of  city  clerk  is  not  necessary;  there^ 
fore  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  a 
member  of  council  to  change  the  resuh 
by  changing  his  vote.    State  «.  HiDer, 
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eligible  those  who,  by  the  charter,  are  not  so/  or  which  abridges  the 
term  of  officers,  as  fixed  by  the  charter,  is  unauthorized  and  void.^ 
Where  provisions  for  the  election  of  municipal  officers  are  made  by 
ordinance  in  pursuance  of  charter  powers,  they  must  also  be  strictly 
observed.^ 


§  386.  Power  of  Council  to  preseribe  the  Term  of  Office.  —  The 
term  of  an  office  jixed  by  statviory  endctment  governs,  and  the  council 
cannot  change  it ;  it  cannot  make  an  appointment  for  a  shorter  term 
than  that  prescribed.  For  example,  if  the  statute  prescribes  a  term 
of  two  years,  an  appointment  for  less  than  two  years  is  regarded  in 
law  as  an  appointment  for  the  full  statutory  term,  and  the  attempt 
of  the  council  to  shorten  the  term  is  ignored.^    It  has  also  been 


62  Ohio  St.  436.  Mandamus  lies  to 
compd  a  governor  to  issue  a  commission 
to  a  police  judge  legally  appointed  by 
a  city  council,  where  the  statute  makes 
it  his  duty  to  do  so.  Traynor  v.  Beck- 
ham, 116  Ky.  13;  citing  Marbury  v, 
Madison,  1  Cranch  (U.  S.),  17,  137. 
See  post,  chapter  on  Mandamus.  The 
vower  of  the  governor  to  appoint  mem- 
bers of  the  legislative  body  of  a  munici- 
pality may  be  determined  in  habeas 
corpus.  Ex  parte  Lewis,  45  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  1.  Where,  under  a  general  stat- 
ute, city  officers  holding  for  fixed 
terms  are  continued  in  office  until  their 
successors  are  appointed  and  qualified, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  city  council,  on 
vacancies  occurring,  to  consider  the 
nominations  of  the  mayor,  and  any 
others  he  may  make  in  case  of  their 
rejection,  so  that,  upon  confirmation. 
quo  warranto  will  be  possible.  Hoell 
V.  Camden,  68  N.  J.  L.  226 ;  post,  chap- 
ter on  Quo  Warranto. 

*  Rex  V.  Mayor  of  Weymouth,  7 
Mod.  371,  373;  Rex  v.  Bumstead,  2  B. 
A  Ad.  699;  Rex  v.  Spencer.  3  Burr. 
1827;  Rex  v,  Chitty,  5  Ad.  A  E.  609; 
ante,  §  371.  A  city  council  cannot  elect 
its  own  members  when  the  law  provides 
that  they  shall  be  elected  by  ballot  by 
the  electors  of  the  city.  Kearney  v. 
Andrews,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  70.  Majority  of 
council  essential  to  valid  appointment 
of  city  treasurer.  State  v.  Paterson, 
35  N.  J.  L.  190.  See  Douglass  v,  Essex, 
38  N.  J.  L.  214;  State  v,  Jersey  City, 
26  N.  J.  L.  444, 447.  The  appointment 
of  a  person  to  a  city  office  oy  a  mayor 
under  a  law  which  requires  confirma- 
tion by  the  council  gives  the  appointee 
no  right  to  the  office  without  such  con- 
firmation by  the  proper  and  legal  city 


council.  People  v.  Weber,  89  111.  347 ; 
State  V.  Sheets,  26  Utah,  105. 

»  Stadler  t;.  Detroit,  13  Mich.  346; 
Vason  V.  Augusta,  38  Ga.  542;  chap- 
ter on  Ordinances,  ^a£.  The  office  of 
treasurer  oi  a  municipal  corporation  is 
not  a  **  civil  office  "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution 
excluding  the  clere^  from  ''holding 
any  dvu  office  in  tms  State,  or  from 
being  members  of  the  l^slature.^' 
State  V.  Wilmington,  3  Harnng.  (Del.) 
294.  See  Commonwealth  v.  l3allas,  3 
Yeates  (Pa.),  300.  ** Lucrative  offices," 
in  the  constitutional  sense,  defined  to 
embrace  county  recorder,  commis- 
sioner, township  trustee,  and  super- 
visor. Daily  v.  State,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
329;  CJreighton  t;.  Piper,  14  Ind.  182; 
Howard  v.  Shoemaker,  35  Ind.  111. 
The  office  of  city  councilman  is  not 
''lucrative"  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  State  Constitution  against  the  same 
person  holding  more  than  one  lucrative 
office  at  the  same  time.  State  v.  Kirk, 
44  Ind.  401.  As  to  office  of  city  derk, 
Mohan  v,  Jackson,  52  Ind.  599. 

'  Saunders  t;.  Lawrence,  141  Mass. 
380.  See  also  Weesner  v.  Central  Nat. 
Bank,  106  Mo.  App.  668. 

*  Hale  V.  BiscbofiF,  53  Kan.  301; 
Stadler  v.  Detroit,  13  Mich.  346;  State 
V.  Brady,  42  Ohio  St.  504.  See  also 
People  17.  Dooley,  171  N.  Y.  74,  86. 
But  when  the  mayor  is  vested  with 
separate  and  distinct  powers  to  make 
an  appointment  for  a  full  term  or  to 
make  a  temporary  appointment  to  fill  a 
vacancy  during  the  remainder  of  an 
unexpired  term,  a  temporary  appK)int- 
ment  to  fill  a  vacancy  for  the  remainder 
of  the  unexpired  term  made  under  the 
supposition    that    a    vacancy    exists, 
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held  that  when  the  city  council  are  merely  given  authority  to  ap- 
point such  officers  as  they  deem  necessary,  the  council  cannot  make 
an  appointment  far  a  fixed  and  definite  term,  such  an  appointment 
being  regarded  as  a  limitation  upon  the  power  to  remove  summarily, 
which  is  implied  in  a  power  to  appoint  not  limited  by  a  requirement 
that  the  appointment  be  made  for  a  definite  term.  The  council  can- 
not deprive  itself,  either  as  then  constituted,  or  as  it  may  thereafter 
be  constituted,  of  its  right  to  exercise  the  power  to  remove  sum- 
marily, which  is  vested  in  it.*  But  when  the  statutory  authority 
which  is  conferred  upon  the  council  is  not  merely  to  make  an 
appointment,  bid  to  provide  for  the  creation  and  to  regidaie  and 
control  a  department,  or  to  make  ordinances  to  regulate  and 
define  the  manner  of  the  appointment  and  removal  of  officers, 
the  council  may,  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it,  fix,  by  ordinance,  the  term  for  which  the  officers 
shall  be  appointed,  and  the  tenure  of  the  office  will  continue  for  the 
prescribed  term,  so  long  as  the  ordinance  remains  unrepealed.' 

§  387 .  (208).  The  Mayor.  —  Every  municipal  corporation  is  pro- 
vided with  an  executive  head,  usually  styled  the  mayor.  In  the 
chapter  on  Corporate  Meetings  we  will  point  out  the  difference,  in 
some  respects,  between  the  mayor  of  an  old  corporation  in  England 
and  the  officer  known  by  that  name  in  this  country.'  In  both  coun- 
tries the  mayor  is  the  head  officer  or  executive  magistrate  of  the  cor- 
poration ;  but  with  us  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  all  his 
powers  and  duties  depend  entirely  upon  the  provisions  of  the  charter 
or  constituent  act  of  the  corporation,  and  valid  by-laws  passed  in 
pursuance  thereof,  and  these  vary,  of  course,  in  different  munici- 
palities. It  is  usually  made  his  duty,  however,  to  see  that  munici- 
pal ordinances  are  executed,  and  to  preside  at  corporate  meetings; 

when  in  fact  there  is  no  vacancyi  and  have  such  powers  and  duties  as  the 

when  the  only  power  which  the  mayor  town  shoula,  from  time  to  time,  pre- 

had  was  to  make  an  appointment  for  a  scribe.    The  town  was  made  a  city,  and 

full  term,  will  not  be  r^arded  as  an  ap-  the  power  of  appointment  was  devolved 

pointment  for  a  full  term,  there  being  on  the  city  council.     It  was  held  the 

no  intention  to  exeroise  that  power,  city  council  might  fix  the  term  of  the 

People  V.  Hall,  104  N.  Y.  170.  water    commissioners,    the    court    re- 

*  Mathis  V,  Rose,  64  N.  J.  L.  45;  marking,  "Nothing  b  said  about  t::r 

afif'd  64  N.  J.  L.  726 ;   Uffert  t;.  Vogt,  duration  of  the  term  of  the  ct^mml«»- 

65  N.  J.  L.  621;  Peal  v.  Newark,  66  sioners,   but   there  is  an   implicaticm 

N.  J.  L.  265,  267.    See  also  Greene  v.  that  the  town  may,  if  it  sees  fit,  fix  the 

Freeholders  of  Hudson,  44  N.  J.  L.  38.  tenure  within  reasonable  limits  " 
But  in  State  v.  Wimpfheimer,  C9  N.  H.        >  Bradshaw  v.  Camden,  39  N.  J.  L. 

166,  a  statute  authorized  a  town  to  416;  Bohan  v.  Weehawken,  65  N.  J.  U 

construct  water  works,  which  should  be  490.    See  also  Mathis  v.  Rose,  64  N.  J.  I* 

placed  under  three  commissioners  to  be  45,  48. 
appointed  from  time  to  time,  and  to        '  Post,  §§  511  et  seq. 
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and  he  is  frequently  expressly  declared  to  be  a  member  of  the  council 
or  local  legislative  body.  Properly  and  primarily  his  duties  are  exec- 
utive and  administrative,  and  not  judicial  or  legislative.  But  judicial 
duties  are  often  superadded  to  those  which  properly  appertain  to 
the  office  of  mayor,  and  he  is  invested  by  legislative  enactment  with 
the  authority  to  administer  not  only  the  ordinances  of  the  corporation, 
but  also  judicially  to  administer  the  laws  of  the  State.*  Where  the 
charter  provides  that  in  case  of  the  absence  of  the  mayor  from  the  city, 
another  officer  shall  act  as  mayor,  only  such  an  absence  as  will  render 
the  mayor  unable  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  office  is  intended.^ 


§  388  (209).    Same    Subject.  —  The  office  of  mayor   has   long 
existed  in  England,'  and  many  of  its  general  features  have  been 

Eh,  V.  Smith,  5  Gray  (Mass.).  121, 
arising  out  of  the  arrest  of  Anthony 
Bums  as  a  fugitive  slave.  Power  of 
mavor  to  order  demolttion  of  works  and 
buudings  in  public  places.  Henderson 
V.  New  Orleans,  3  La.  563.  Mayor  may 
sanction  an  ordinance  passed  by  a 
common  council,  whose  term  has  ex- 
pired. Elmendorf  v.  Ewen,  2  N.  Y. 
tieg.Obs.  85.  Notice  to  mayor,  Nichols 
V.  Boston,  98  Mass.  39.  Police  and 
executive  povoer  of  mayor,  Shafer  v, 
Mumma,  17  Md.  331;  Slater  v.  Wood, 
9  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  15;  Pedrick  v.  Bailey, 
12  Gray  (Mass.),  161;  Nichols  v. 
Boston,  98  Mass.  39.  Alderman  actina 
as  mayor.  State  v,  Buffalo,  2  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  434.  Judicial  power  of  mayor. 
See  Municipal  Courts,  post ;  Prell  v. 
McDonald,  7  Kan.  426;  Howard  v. 
Shoemaker,  35  Ind.  111.  Presence  and 
functions  of  mayor  at  meetings  of  the 
council.  Mayor  proper  person  to  exe- 
cute lease.  Chicago  v.  English,  80  III. 
App.  163,  citing  text.  See  chapter  on 
Corporate  Meetmgs,  post. 

lAability  of  mayor  in  Upper  Canada 
to  private  actions  in  respect  to  his 
official  acts.  Fair  v.  Moore,  3  Up.  Can. 
C.  P.  484;  Moran  v.  Palmer,  13  Up. 
Can.  C.  P.  450,  528.  Fraud  of  mayor 
restrained  and  relieved  against.  Patter- 
son V.  Bowes,  4  Grant.  170;  76.  489; 
postj  §  1575,  note.  There  cannot  be 
two  acting  mayors  at  the  same  time, 
and  when  a  mayor  pro  tern,  has  been 
lawfully  appointed  and  is  presiding, 
the  acts  of  the  regular  mayor,  done 
elsewhere,  are  void.  People  v.  Blair, 
82  III.  App.  570. 

'    Detroit  v,  Moran,  46  Mich.  213. 

■  History  and  nature  of  office  of 
mayor.    Ck>n8ult  4  Jacob's  Law  Diet. 


'  Waldo  V.  Wallace,  12  Ind.  569, 
and  growing  out  of  it,  see  also  Gulick 
V.  New,  14  Ind.  93 ;  Howard  v.  Shoe- 
maker^  35  Ind.  Ill;  Reynolds  v. 
Baldwin,  1  La.  An.  162 ;  Muscatine  v. 
Steck.  7  Iowa,  505;  2  Iowa,  220; 
Strahl,  In  re,  16  Iowa,  369 ;  Shafer  v. 
Mumma,  17  Md.  331;  Luehrman  v. 
Shelby  Taxing  District,  2  Lea  (Tenn.), 
425,  apjoroving  text ;  Slater  v.  Wood,  9 
Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  15 ;  ante^  chap.  iii. ;  Mor- 
rison V.  McDonald,  21  Me.  550;  State  v. 
Maynard,  14  III.  419;  Commonwealth 
V.  Dallas,  3  Yeates  (Pa.),  300 ;  State  v, 
Wilmington,  3  Harring.  (Del.)  294; 
PreU  V.  McDonald,  J  Kan.  426.  This 
section  of  the  text  cited  and  followed. 
Martindale  v.  Palmer,  52  Ind.  411. 

Power  of  mayor,  in  his  official  name, 
to  bring  suU  to  prevent  or  restrain  violar 
tions  of  law  by  other  municipal  officers, 
declared.  (jenois.  Mayor,  &c.  v, 
Lockett,  13  La.  545.  But  qiusre.  The 
mayor  of  a  city  has  no  incidental  power 
to  execute  an  apveal  bond  for  the  corpo- 
ration ;  and  sucn  a  bond  was  regaraed 
as  not  even  incidental  to  the  power  of 
taking  an  appeal,  but  must  be  au- 
thorised by  tlie  council.  Baltimore  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  21  Md.  50.  A 
precept  to  collect  a  street  assessment, 
signed  by  a  member  of  the  council 
acting  temporarily  as  president  thereof, 
is  void,  when  the  statute  requires  the 
signature  of  the  mayor.  Jeffersonville 
V.  Patterson,  32  Ind.  140.  Injunction 
will  lie  to  restrain  a  sale  on  such  a 
precept.  lb.  See  chapter  on  Remedies 
against  Ill^al  Corporate  Acts,  post. 

As  to  nature  and  extent  of  authority 
of  mayors  and  other  civil  officers  to 
employ  force  for  the  prevention  or 
suppression    of   mobsj   rtote,  &c.,    see 
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adopted  in  this  country.  In  a  former  page,  suggestions  have  been 
made  in  favor  of  increasing  the  powers,  dignity,  and  responsibility 
of  this  office  as  a  means  of  insuring,  under  existing  conditions  in  this 
country,  more  satisfactory  municipal  rule;  but  the  subject  is  not 
sufficiently  connected  with  practical  law  to  warrant  a  more  extended 
reference  to  it  in  a  work  of  this  character.* 


§  389.  Powers  and  Dntiea  of  City  Attorney  or  Oorporation 
Ctonnsel.  —  The  corporation  counsel  or  city  attorney  of  a  municipality 
is  usually  either  elected  by  the  people,  or  appointed  by  the  mayor 
and  council ;  and  in  a  limited  sense  at  least,  he  is  an  officer  of  the 
municipality.^    In  the  performance  of  the  duties  which  are  impoud 


264,  265;  2  Toml.  Law  Diet.  540;  2 
Bouv.  150;  Spelm.  Gloss.  "Mayor"; 
Ela  V.  Smith,  5  Gray  (Mass.),  121; 
Achley's  Case,  4  Abb.  Pr.  Rep.  35; 
CochraD  v.  McCleaiy,  22  Iowa,  75,  82 ; 
Nichols  V,  Boston,  98  Mass.  39; 
Fletcher  v.  Lowell,  15  Gray  (Mass.), 
103;  arUe,  §§  20,  240;  jpo««,  §§  480, 
502,  512,  513.  514.  The  office  in 
England  is  quite  ancient.  In  1204 
King  John  made  the  bailiff  of  Kin^s 
Lynn  a  mayor,  with  administrative 
powers.  The  title  was  a  common  one 
as  early  as  the  time  of  Bracton. 

Mr.  Norton,  in  his  valuable  "Com- 
mentaries on  the  History,  Constitution, 
and  Chartered  Franchises  of  the  City  of 
London"  says,  that  the  first  special 
erant  of  the  mayoralty  to  the  city  of 
London  was  made  by  Kin^  John  in  a 
charter  dated  on  the  ninth  da^  of  May, 
in  the  sixteenth  year  of  his  reign,  a.  d. 
1215.  This  charter  declares  tnat  the 
king  has  granted  and  confirmed  to  the 
barons  of  London  the  right  of  choosing 
a  mayor  every  year,  and  at  the  end  of 
the  year  of  removing  him  and  substitut- 
ing another,  if  they  will,  or  electing  the 
same  again.  He  is  to  be  presented  to 
the  Iring,  and  swear  to  be  faithful  to 
him.  Tne  use  of  the  word  confirmed^ 
in  this  charter,  shows  that  the  name  and 
officer  existed  before.  The  first  civic 
magistrate  had  begun  to  be  called  by  the 
name  of  mayor  toward  the  end  of  the 
reign  of  King  Richard.  The  denomina- 
tion of  mayor f  it  is  said  on  the  authority 
of  legal  antiquaries,  can  be  traced  to  a 
very  far  date  among  the  German  and 
French  nations  of  Europe.  The  chief 
governor  of  the  town  communities 
which  arose  in  France  in  the  eleventh 
century  was  often  styled  the  mayor. 
It  is  a  matter  of  history  that  in  France, 


the  mayor  of  the  palace  was  the  gov- 
ernor of  Paris,  often  holding  sovereign 
power,  and,  indeed,  in  time  usurping 
it,  since  it  was  from  one  of  the  oaayon 
of  the  palace  that  the  family  of  Charie- 
magne  defended.  And  it  is  suggested 
by  Mr.  Norton  that  the  term  '*  mayor/' 
familiar  to  the  Normans,  may  have 
been  originally,  though  remotdy.  de- 
rived from  the  same  source.  Norton's 
Com.,  pp.  90,  402,  403.  See  also  Pull- 
ing's  Laws,  Customs,  dbc.,  of  London, 
chap.  ii.  16  m.  The  power*  and  dutiet 
of  mayor  are  prescribed  with  particu- 
larity in  the  Municipal-  CorporatioDt 
Act  of  1882,  §S  15, 16,  53,  60,  61, 66, 67, 
68,  148,  244,  and  elsewhere.  He  is  er 
officio  "a  justice  for  the  borough.*' 
S  155.  Mr.  Shaw  in  deacrifaing  the 
workings  of  the  municipal  svstem  of 
Great  Britain  points  out  the  great 
difference  between  the  functions  and 
duties  of  an  English  and  American 
mayor.  Pol.  Science  Quarterly,  Vol 
IV.  p.  209,  June,  1889.  See  also  Shaw, 
Mumcipal  Government  in  Great  Brit- 
ain, 1895. 

^  Ante,  chap.  i.  §  20  and  notes. 

*  The  city  attorney  is  a  "city 
officer"  who  must,  by  the  ITisnmm 
Constitution,  be  elected  by  the  electors, 
and  a  legislative  provision  ext/miinf 
the  term  of  an  incumbent  for  two  yeare 
is  an  attempted  appointment  and  in- 
valid. State  t;.  Krez,  88  Wis.  135. 
Where  a  charter  makes  all  \'otef8  eli- 
gible to  any  municipal  office  thereby 
created,  any  qualified  voter  is  eligme 
to  the  office  of  city  attorney,  crated 
by  the  charter,  although  he  ie  not  a  daly 
admitted  attorney  at  law.  State  r. 
Nichols,  83  Minn.  3.  In  Indiana,  the 
appointment  or  election  of  a  citj  at- 
torney is  at  the  discretion  of  the  eiCy 
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upon  him  by  law,  and  with  respect  to  which  he  is  not  required  to 
submit  to  the  direction  of  the  legislative  body  or  executive  officers 
of  the  municipality,  he  acts  as  a  pvblic  officer  performing  a  public 
duty,  and  his  action  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  council  or  executive 
officers  of  the  municipality.  Thus,  in  all  matters  that  merely  con- 
cern the  public,  which  are  for  the  preservation  of  morals,  and  main- 
tenance of  good  order,  the  abatement  of  nuisances,  the  suppression 
of  disorderly  houses,  &c.,  he  is  independent  of  the  council,  and  is 
a  public  officer  vested  as  to  such  matters  with  powers  and  burdened 
with  duties  over  which  the  council  have  no  jurisdiction.^  But  in 
other  matters  he  is  simply  the  head  of  the  legal  department  of  the 
city  authorized  to  represent  it  in  all  suits  and  matters  in  litigation ; 
he  is  merely  the  attorney  of  the  corporation  authorized  and  entitled 
to  appear  for  it,  and  he  has  no  larger  powers  as  such  to  bind  his 
client  than  an  attorney  would  have  in  the  case  of  an  individiuil.  In 
other  words,  in  these  matters  the  relations  existing  between  the  cor- 
poration counsel  or  city  attorney  and  the  municipality  are,  in  the 
absence  of  a  statute  conferring  other  or  greater  powers  upon  him, 
in  general  those  which  exist  in  ordinary  cases  of  attorney  and  client.' 


couneUf  which  can  also  abolish  the 
office  at  pleasure.  Goodwin  v.  State, 
142  Ind.  117;  Downey  v.  State,  160 
Ind.  678. 

*  Flvnn  17.  Springfield,  120  111.  App. 
266.  Under  a  statiiU  making  it  the 
duty  of  the  corporation  counselto  com- 
pel the  officers  of  the  city  to  perform 
their  duty  by  applying  for  mandamtis, 
he  may,  of  his  own  motiorif  and  without 
any  request  by  the  city  council,  apply 
for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the 
dty  treasurer  to  deposit  moneys  in  the 
depositaries  select^  or  approved  by 
the  council.  State  t;.  Bowers,  26  Ohio 
ar.  Ct.  326,  aff'd  70  Ohio  St.  423. 

'  Stone  V,  Bank  of  Commerce,  174 
U.  8.  412,  rev'e  88  Fed.  Rep.  398; 
Flynn  v.  Springfield,  120  111.  App.  266; 
Bush  ».  (TBrien,  164  N.  Y.  205,  rev'g 
47  App.  Div.  581;  People  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
66.  In  Collins  v.  Saratoga  Springs,  70 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  583,  aflTd  140  N.  Y:  637, 
a  proceeding  was  brought  pursuant  to 
statute  for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners to  appraise  the  damages  to 
be  paid  bv  a  village  for  a  change  of 
giade.  The  attorney  for  the  village 
stipulated  for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners pursuant  to  the  statute,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  stipulation  em- 
powered the  court  to  make  an  order 


appointing  such  commissioners  before 
the  return  day  mentioned  in  the  notice 
of  motion  witnout  notice  of  such  act  to 
the  street  commissioners,  or  to  the 
attorney  employed  by  them,  and  al- 
though the  petition  and  notice  of  mo- 
tion had  been  served  upon  the  street 
commissioners,  Herrick,  J.,  said:  "It 
seems  to  me  that  there  can  be  no  cjues- 
tion  but  that  the  attorneys  appointed 
by  and  appearing  for  the  municipal 
corporation  stand  in  the  same  position 
as  attorneys  appointed  by  and  appear- 
ing for  private  persons,  and  that  courts 
have  the  right  to  rely  on  stipulations 
and  consents  made  by  them  in  the 
course  of  judicial  proceedings,  the 
same  as  upon  those  made  by  attorneys 
appearing  for  private  persons,  and  that 
they  have  the  same  power  and  au- 
thority to  bind  the  chents  for  whom 
thc^  appear ;  and  that,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  or  collusion,  orders  entered  or 
proceedings  taken  in  reliance  upon  such 
appearances  and  stipulation  or  consent 
will  not  be  set  aside.  ...  No  doubt 
members  of  municipal  boards  or  any 
other  municipal  officers  have  the  right 
to  employ  counsel  at  their  own  expense 
to  looK  after  legal  proce^ings  and  see 
that  the  legally  appointed  attorneys 
for  the  mumcipality  do  their  duty,  but 
the  counsel  so  employed  does  not  repre- 
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When  by  stattUe  he  is  made  the  head  of  the  legal  departmerU  of  the 
municipality  and  entrusted  with  the  control  and  direction  of  its  legal 
matters,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  the  munidpal 
authorities  have  no  implied  power  to  employ  other  counsel  to  per- 
form the  duties  imposed  by  law  upon  him  by  his  election  or  ap- 
pointment, although  they  may  in  a  proper  case  authorize  him  to 
employ  counsel  to  assist  him  or  may  employ  counsel  to  act  in  cases 
where  he  cannot  act  or  which  do  not  fall  within  the  scope  of  his 
official  duties.'  Merely  as  city  attorney,  he  has  no  larger  power  to 
bind  his  client  before  suit  is  commenced  than  he  would  have  in  the 
case  of  an  individual  in  like  circumstances.'  When  a  suit  is  com- 
menced, he  is  the  retained  attorney  of  the  city,  and  it  is  his  duty  to 
take  charge  of  the  litigation.  When  the  suit  is  commenced,  the 
statute  operates  in  place  of  a  retainer  in  the  case  of  a  personal  client, 
and  it  is  his  duty  to  defend  the  city  in  actions  against  it,  but  in  the 
absence  of  express  staiiUory  authority,  he  has  no  power  to  appear  for 
the  city  as  a  defendant  in  a  suit  which  has  not  been  commenced,  or 
to  accept  service  of  process  and  waive  its  service  upon  the  proper 
officer  without  authority  from  that  officer.'  In  the  defence  of  adums 
against  the  city,  he  may  take  all  needful  steps  for  the  protection  of 
the  city's  interests  and  may  incur  on  behalf  of  the  city  all  necessary 
expenses  in  connection  therewith.^    The  city  is  bound  by  his  action 

Bent  the  municipality,  and  is  not,  as  a  for  legal  services  of  any  other  attorney, 

matter  of  law,  entitled  to  notice  of  pro-  it  was  held  that  any  contract  for  k^ 

ceedings  in  court,  and  in  the  absence  services  made  by  the  city  oouDcil  in 

of  any  charge  of  neglect  of  duty  on  the  violation  of  the  ordinance  was  without 

part  of  the  r^ularly  constituted  at-  authority  and  void.     Hope  v.  AHoo, 

tomey,  full  faith  and  credit  will  be  214  111.  102. 

given   to   his   action   by   the   court."  '  Stone  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  174 

Even  if  the  cit^r  attorney  has  no  power  U.  S.  412,  424,  rev'g  88  Fed.  Rep.  398. 

to  begin  an  action  without  the  author-  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  prior  to  the 

ity  of  the  city  council,  the  lack  of  such  commeneemerU  of  a  liHgaiwn,  the  city 

authority  does  not  affect  the  capacity  attorney,  although  charged   with  iht 

of  the  city  to  sue,  and  is  not  ground  duty  of  managing  the  city's  liti^UioD. 

for  demurrer  to  the  complaint.     Mil-  cannot  bind  the  city  by  stipulatioD  to 

waukee  v.  Zoehrlaut  Leather  Co.,  114  abide  by  the  result  of  a  test  case  to  be 

Wis.  276.  thereafter  brought  involving  the  auK> 

*  Valentine  Clark  Co.  v.  Allegheny  tions   in   dispute,    particulaiiy   wnere 

City,  143  Fed.  Rep.  644;    Denman  v.  such  stipulation  also  affects  the  si^ 

Webster,  139  Cat.  452.    The  authori-  stantial   rights   of  the   city   in  other 

ties  as  to  the  power  of  the  municipality  respects. 

to  employ  counsel  other  than  the  official  '   Stone  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  17^ 

or  city  attorney  are  collated  and  dis-  U.  S.  412,  424. 

cussed  in  §  824,  post,  Contracts  with  *  A   city   is  liabU  for  vhOogrupks 

Attorneys.  which  in  the  discretion  and  judgment 

Where,  by  ordinance,  a  law  departr-  of  the  corporation  counsel  he  dccmfd 

ment   is   crated,    with   a   corporation  necessary  or  useful  in  the  defence  of  the 

counsel  charged  with  the  duty  to  per-  city  in  an  action  growing  out  of  the 

form  such  legal  services  as  may  be  re-  elevation  of  railroad  trados.    Chieago 

Quired  by  the  city,  with  a  provision  v.  Berger,  100  DL  App.  158. 
that  the  city  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay 
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in  taking  or  failing  to  take  eocceptions  to  rulings  at  the  trial  of  an 
action  to  which  it  is  a  party/  and  it  has  been  held  that  upon  an  en- 
larged view  of  the  scope  of  his  employment  he  may  enter  on  behalf 
of  the  city  a  motion  for  an  appeal  from  a  judgment.'  But  the  cor- 
poration counsel  has  not,  by  virtue  of  his  office  and  in  the  absence 
of  express  authority,  any  power  to  settle  and  avdii,  or  to  adjust  and 
compromise^  claims  against  the  city,  although  the  claims  may  be  the 
subject  of  pending  actions  against  the  city.'  And  by  virtue  of  his 
office  he  has  no  power  or  authority  to  appear  in  an  action  to  which 
the  city  is  not  a  party,  e.  g,,  an  action  against  certain  police  officers 
for  the  illegal  conduct  of  the  latter.  Such  a  lawsuit  b  not  in  any 
sense  a  part  of  the  law  business  of  the  city.^ 

For  the  performance  of  the  duties  imposed  on  him  by  his  office, 
his  compensaiion  is  limited  to  the  salary  or  remuneration  attached 
to  the  office;  but  for  other  services  which  he  may  render  outside 
of  and  in  addition  to  his  ordinary  official  duties,  which  could  as  well 


>  Chicago  V.  Altgeld,  33  III.  App.  23. 

»  In  Connett  v,  Chicago,  114  111.  233, 
the  court  said:  ''We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  a  city  attorney  elected  by  the  people 
occupies  a  somewhat  different  position 
from  one  employed  to  prosecute  or 
defend  in  a  particular  case.  Subject 
to  the  general  supervision  which  the 
city  council  has  over  him  it  is  his  duty 
to  look  after  and  protect  the  interests 
of  the  cit)r  in  all  legal  controversies 
and  liti^tion,  so  far  as  he  is  able, 
unless  directed  by  the  city  to  the  con- 
trary, and  his  acts,  within  the  general 
scope  of  his  authority,  will  be  deemed 
the  acts  of  the  municipality.  It  is  his 
duty  from  time  to  time  to  report  to 
the  corporate  authorities  the  condition 
of  all  suits  oT  which  he  has  charge  and 
other  legal  matters  referred  to  him  for 
investigation  or  adjustment,  whether 
pending  in  court  or  out  of  court.  The 
general  principle  that  officers  are  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  anything  to 
the  contrary,  to  do  their  duty  applies 
equally  to  a  citv  attorney  in  the  dis- 
charge of  these  duties.  Such  being  the 
general  scope  of  his  powers  and  duties, 
we  do  not  concur  in  the  view  that  the 
city  attorney  had  no  power  or  authority 
after  judgment  passed  against  the  city 
to  enter  a  motion  on  its  behalf  for  an 
appeal.  On  the  contrary,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  he  not  only  had  the 
power,  but  that  it  was  highly  proper 
for  him  to  do  so.  After  having  duly 
prepared  the  way  for  an  appeal,  it  was 


his  duty  to  report  the  condition  of  the 
case  to  the  city  together  with  a  state- 
ment of  his  views  with  respect  to  the 
propriety  of  taking  the  appeal,  —  for 
it  is  presumed  he  performea  his  duty  in 
this  respect." 

*  Bush  V,  O'Brien,  164  N.  Y.  205, 
rev'g  47  App.  Div.  581  (distinguishing 
O'Brien  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York, 
160  N.  Y.  691,  aff'g  40  App.  Div.  331)  ; 
People  V.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  11 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  66;  McGinness  v. 
Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  26  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  142. 

*  Chicago  V.  Williamfl,  182  III.  135; 
Donahue  v.  Keeshan,  91  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  602.  But  when  by  statute  it  is 
provided  that  the  corporation  counsel 
may  appear  in  any  action  brought 
a^nst  an  officer  in  the  service  of  the 
city  by  reason^  of  any  acts  done  or 
omitted  while  in  the  performance  of 
his  duty,  whenever  such  appearance 
is  requested  by  the  head  of  the  depart- 
menty  the  head  of  the  department  in 
which  the  officer  is  employed  is  vested 
with  a  discretion  to  determine  whether 
the  action  is  prima  facie  one  instituted 
by  reason  of  any  acts  done  or  omitted 
by  the  defendant  while  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duty,  and  that  determina- 
tion is  final  and  conclusive  and  is 
not  subject  to  judicial  review  in  the 
action  upon  the  appearance  of  the 
corporation  counsel  therein.  Briggs 
V.  Lahey,  101  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  136. 
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be  performed  by  any  other  person  as  by  him,  it  has  been  held  that 
he  may  be  entitled,  notwithstanding  his  official  position,  to  recover 
compensation  in  addition  to  that  which  is  attached  to  the  office.^ 


§  390  (210).  Police  Offlcera;  Power  to  make  AxreaU 
View.  —  The  office  of  a  police  officer  is  not  known  to  the  common 
law;  it  is  created  by  statute,  and  such  an  officer  has,  and  can  exer- 
cise, only  such  powers  as  he  is  authorized  to  do  by  the  legislature, 
expressly  or  derivatively.^     He  is  an  officer  of  the  State  rather  than 

'  State   V.    Vasaly,    98    Minn.    46; 
Cloonan  v.  Kineston,  37  N.  Y.  Misc. 
322.     See  also  Evans  v.  Trenton,  24 
N.  J.  L.  764;  Mayor,  &c.  of  NUes  v, 
Muzzy,    33    Bfich.    61.      Corporation 
counsel  held,  under  circumstances  of 
case  and  terms  of  his  appointment  not 
entiUed    to    receive    aaaitional    com- 
pensation.   Ludlow  V.  Richie,  25  Ky. 
Law  Rep.  1581 ;  Marshall  v.  Hay  ward, 
74  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  27.    Employee  in 
office  of  corporation  counsel  held  not 
entitled  to  recover  for  services  as  a 
notary  puUiCt  when   he  continued  to 
render   the   services    without    protest 
and  without  chaige  after  notice  oy  the 
corporation  counsel  that  notaries  em- 
ployed in  the  office  would  no  longer  be 
permitted  to  charge  therefor.     Hughes 
V,  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  84  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  347,  afif'd   176  N.  Y.  585. 
S^  also  Merzbach  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
New  York,  163  N.  Y.   16.     Under  a 
statute    giving    to    the     corporation 
counsel   all   costs    collected   from    the 
adverse  party,  he  must,  in  an  action 
against  the   city   therefor,   show   not 
only  that  the  city  was  successful  and 
the  costs  allowed,  but  also  that  the 
costs   have   been   collected   from   the 
adverse  party.    Sutherland  v,  Roches- 
ter, 112  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  712.    See  also 
Houston  V.  Stewart,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
4d9;   90  S.   W.   Rep.   49;    Kemp  v. 
Monett,  95  Mo.  App.  452.    A  resolution 
authorizing    and    directing    the    city 
attorney  to  collect  taxes  in  arrear  for 
specified  years  and  providing  for  pay- 
ment of  a  percentage  of  the  amount 
collected    by    way    of    compensation, 
held  to  continue  only  during  the  term  of 
office  of  the  city  attorney  and  to  termi- 
nate at  the  expiration  thereof.     Wil- 
mington V.  Bryan,   141   N.  Car.  666. 
But  where  under  such  an  employment, 
the  city  after  his  term  of  office  expired 
received  taxes  on  judgments  recovered 
by  the  corporation  attorney,  the  latter 
was  held  to  be  entitled  to  nis  commis- 


sions. Houston  V.  Stewart,  40  Tex. 
dv,  App.  499;  90  S.  W.  Rep.  49; 
Atchison  v.  Owensboro,  114  Ky.  706. 
If  the  city  attomev  is  entitled  to  a 
commission  on  judgments  recoverwi 
by  him  and  paid  to  the  '•ity,  the  citv 
is  liable  for  the  full  amount  of  his 
commission,  if  it  arbitrarily  releases  a 
portion  of  the  ]uc^:ment.  Houston  r. 
Stewart,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  499;  90 
8.  W.  Rep.  49. 

'  Commonwealth  v.  Dugan,  12  Met. 
(Mass.)  233 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Hast- 
ings, 9  Met.  (Mass.)  259;  State  r. 
King,  28  Mont.  268;  anU,  f{  97,  103. 
Where  a  policeman  is  duly  appointed 
under  charter  authority  to  oiganise 
and  regulate  a  city  watch  and  the 
general  police  of  the  city,  the  presump- 
tion is  tnat  he  possesses  the  powers  of 
ordinary  peace  officers  at  common  law. 
Doeringv.State,49Ind.56.  In  Ma 
chueetts,  policemen  are  peace  ofj 
and  a  person  who  assaults  or  obstructs 
them  in  the  dischaice  of  their  duties  is 
indictable,  though  they  have  not  been 
sworn,  the  statute  not  requiring  this. 
Buttrick  v.  Lowell,  1  Allen  (Maas.),  172 ; 
Mitchell  V.  Rockland,  52  Me.  118.  In 
People  V,  Metropolitan  Police  Board* 
19  N.  Y.  188,  growing  out  of  the  act  to 
establish  a  Metropolitan  Police  Diairid. 
it  was  decided  by  a  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  that,  although  the 
office  was  a  new  one,  yet  the  mode  of 
filling  it  not  being  provided  by  the 
Constitution,  it  was  in  the  power  of  the 
l^slature  to  confer  it  upon  peraons 
discharging  substantially  the  same 
duties  within  a  more  linuted  territorial 
jurisdiction,  and  to  dispense  with  an 
oath  of  office.  See  also  People  v.  Draper. 
15  N.  Y.  532,  where  the  Court  of 
Appeals  held  the  ''Act  to  estabUsfa  a 
Metropolitan  Police  District"  valid: 
approved.  Metropolitan  Bocud  of 
Health  v.  Heister,  37  N.  Y.  661; 
McDermott  v.  Metropolitan  Police 
Board,   5   Abb.    Pr.    422;     Louisville 
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of  the  municipality  in  which  he  exercises  his  oflSce.*  Where  police 
oflScers  are,  by  statute,  invested  with  all  the  powers  of  constables, 
as  conservators  of  the  peace,  this  gives  them  authority  to  arrest  upon 
view  intoxicated  persons  while  guilty  of  disorderly  conduct,  or  other 
persons  violating  the  laws,  and  to  detain  them  until  they  can  be 
brought  before  a  magistrate.'    If  such  an  oflBcer  releases  an  intoxi- 


Police  Commissioners  v.  Louisville,  3 
Bush  (Ky.),  597 ;  anU,  §  97,  and  notes. 
See  People  v.  Albertson,  55  N.  Y.  50, 
where  People  t;.  Draper,  supra,  is 
limited,  questioned,  and  distinguished. 
AnUf  chap.  ii.  Extent  of  l^dative 
power  ana  control  over  appointment, 
powers,  &c.  of  police,  health,  and  other 
local  officers.  Baltimore  v.  Board  of 
Police  (Baltimore  Police  Act),  15  Md. 
376;  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health  v. 
Heister,  37  N.  Y.  661;  People  v. 
Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44;  Police  Com'rs 
V.  Louisville,  above  cited;  ante,  §  97, 
note.  Mode  of  compenaaHon.  Worces- 
ter V,  Walker,  9  Gray  (Mass.),  78. 
Under  authority  to  make  rules  nece&- 
sary  to«good  order  and  public  peace, 
the  power  to  appoint  policemen  is 
implied.  State  v.  Sims,  16  S.  Car.  486; 
anU,  §  385. 

*  Burch  V.  Hardwicke,  30  Gratt. 
(Va.)  24.  While  a  mayor  under  the 
Constitution  may  remove  officers  of  a 
municipality,  he  cannot  remove  a  State 
officer,  though  elected  or  appointed  by 
the  people  of  the  municipahty  and  paid 
by  them;  if  the  mayor  removes  tiim 
from  office,  he  exceeds  his  authority  and 
is  res(K)nsible  to  the  officer  in  a  civil 
action  for  damages.  lb,  A  police 
judge  held  to  be  a  municipal  officer. 
People  V,  Henry,  62  Cal.  557.  A  jvdge 
of  the  citycourt  held  to  be  a  municipal 
officer.  Wolf  v.  Hope,  210  III.  50.  A 
voliceman  of  a  city  is  a  public  officer, 
nolding  his  office  as  a  trust  from  the 
State,  and  not  as  a  matter  of  contract 
between  himself  and  the  city.  Farrell 
V.  Bridgeport,  45  Conn.  191.  A  police- 
man is  a  public  or  State  officer  and  can 
only  be  discharged  for  cause  and  after 
hearing.  Everill  v.  Swan,  17  Utah, 
514;  Calwell  v,  Boone,  51  Iowa,  687. 
Further  as  to  nature  of  police  officers 
and  the  distinction  between  State  and 
municipal  officers,  see  ante,  chapter  ii. 

»  Taylor  r.  Strong,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
384 ;  Bacon,  Ab.  Constable,  C. ;  Com- 
monwealth V,  Hastings,  9  Met.  (Mass.) 
259;  Prell  v.  McDonald,  7  Kan.  426; 
Hayes  v,  Mitchell,  69  Ala.  452 ;  Martin 
«.  State,  89  Ala.  115;   Jones  v.  State, 


100  Ala.  88;  Ex  parU  Bizzell,  112  Ala. 
210,  214;  North  v.  People,  139  111.  81 ; 
Wiltse  «.  Holt,  95  Ind.  469 ;  Veneman 
V.  Jones,  118  Ind.  41;  Fletwood  v. 
Commonwealth,  80  Ky.  1 ;  Lyinan  v. 
Commonwealth  (Ky.),  55  S.  W.  Rep. 
686 ;  Boutte  v.  Emmer,  43  La.  An.  980 ; 
State  V.  Guy,  46  La.  An.  1441 ;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Tobin,  108  Mass.  426; 
Commonwealth  v.  Cheney,  141  Mass. 
102 ;  Joyce  v.  Parkhurst,  150  Mass.  243 ; 
Ford  V.  Breen,  173  Mass.  52,  53 ;  Davis 
V.  Buigess,  54  Mich.  514 ;  Burroughs  v. 
Eastman,  101  Mich.  419 ;  State  v.  Can- 
tieny,  34  Minn.  1;  State  v.  Holcomb, 
86  Mo,  371,  380;  Oran  v.  Bles,  52  Mo. 
App.  509;  O'Connor  v.  Bucklin,  59 
N.  H.  589;  Roderick  v.  WhitSOn,  51 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  620;  State  v.  Freeman, 
86  N.  Car.  683;  Ballard  v.  State,  43 
Ohio  St.  340;  State  v.  Lewis,  50  Ohio 
St.  179;  Douglass  v.  Barker,  18  R.  I. 
459;  Hawkins  t;.  Lutton,  95  Wis.  492; 
State  V,  Newman,  96  Wis.  258,  268. 
As  to  power  of  constables  in  such  cases, 
see  1  Hale  P.  C.  587;  Hawkins  P.  C, 
book  ii.  chap.  xiii.  §  8. 

Authority  to  arrest  upon  view^  and 
without  warrant.  Where  such  a  course 
is  not  repugnant  to  the  general  law  of 
the  State,  tne  proper  officers  of  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  may  be  authorized 
to  arrest  wUhout  warrant,  or  upon  view, 
offenders  who  violate  ordinances  in  the 

gresence  of  such  officers.  Bryan  v. 
;ates,  15  III.  87 ;  Main  v,  McCarty,  15 
III.  441,  442;  State  v.  Lafferty,  5 
Harring.  (Del.)  491;  States.  Sims,  16 
S.  Car.  486;   Burroughs  v.   Eastman, 

101  Mich.  419;  State  v.  Cantieny,  34 
Minn.  1 ;  O'Connor  v.  Bucklin,  59  N.  H. 
589 ;  Ballard  v.  State,  43  Ohio  St.  340 ; 
postf  §  640,  note.  If  an  offence  is  com- 
mitted in  view  of  the  officer,  he  may 
arrest  immediately,  or  as  soon  there- 
after  as  he  can.  Boaz  v.  Tate,  43  Ind. 
60.  See  chapter  on  Municipal  Courts, 
post.  Arrest  at  sight;  duty  to  arrest 
Sunday  baseball  players.  Matter  of 
Rupp.  33  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  468. 

Power  of  a  city  corporation  to  make 
ordinances  for  the  security,  or  good 
order,  or  government  of  the  place,  and 
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cated  person,  whom  he  had  arrested  while  conducting  himself  in  a 
disorderly  manner,  upon  his  promise  to  go  directly  home,  he  may 
lawfully  retake  him,  on  his  going  into  a  bar-room  before  he  is  out 
of  the  ofiBcer's  sight;  and  such  arrest  is  justified,  whether  it  be  re- 
garded as  a  recaption  for  the  original  purpose,  or  as  a  new  arrest  for 
disorderly  conduct  still  continuing.^ 


§391(211).    The     Subject    iUnfltrated.  —  Charters    authorizing 
municipal  officers  to  make  arrests  upon  view  and  without  process  are 


to  appoint  or  elect  officers  to  cany  out 
ordinances,  authorizes  the  appoirUmerU 
of  city  guards f  or  police  officers,  or  peace 
officers;  and  sucn  officers  may  arrest, 
without  a  warrant,  persons  engaged  in 
breaches  of  the  peace.  Charleston  v. 
Payne,  2  Nott  &  McCord  (S.  Car.),  475. 
A  city  council  may  authorize  arrests 
upon  view,  without  warrant,  for  viola- 
tion of  its  by-laws,  wher^  not  inconsist^ 
ent  with  the  general  statutes  or  policy  of 
the  State  (White  v.  Kent,  11  Ohio  St. 
550;  Thomas  v.  Ashland,  12  Ohio  St. 
124, 127 ;  Roberts  v.  State,  14  Mo.  138 ; 
Hawkins  v.  Lutton,  95  Wis.  492);  but 
not  otherwise.  Thus,  where  the  city 
charter  declared  all  by-laws  inconsist- 
ent with  the  general  law  to  be  void,  and 
where  the  general  law  did  not  aUow 
an  officer  to  arrest  for  a  misdemeanor 
not  committed  in  his  presence,  without 
a  warrant,  it  was  held  that  an  ordinance 
authorizing  police  officers  to  make 
arrests,  without  a  warrant,  for  viola- 
tion of  ordinances  not  committed  in 
their  presence,  was  void,  and  would  not 
protect  the  officer  agunst  a  suit  for 
trespass.  Pesterfield  v.  Vickers,  3 
Coldw.  (Tenn.)  205.  Further  as  to 
arrests,  on  view,  without  information, 
and  the  duty  of  the  officer,  see  Doerinjg 
V.  State,  49  Ind.  56 ;  Johnson  v.  Amen- 
cus,  46  Ga.  80;  Nealis  v.  Hayward,  48 
ind.  19;  Boaz  v.  Tate,  43  Ind.  60; 
Smith  V.  Donelly,  66  IlL  464 ;  Scircle 
V.  Neeves,  47  Ind.  289;  Galliard  v. 
Laxton,  2  B.  &  S.  363 ;  Codd  v.  Cabe, 
L.  R.  1  Ex.  Div.  352 ;  s.  c.  13  Cox,  202 ; 
Regina  v.  Chapman,  12  Cox,  4.  If  a 
private  individual  state  facts  to  an 
officer,  who  thereupon,  on  his  own  re- 
sponsibility, arrests  a  person,  or  if  a 
private  person  procure  a  magistrate  to 
issue  a  warrant  for  taking  a  person,  the 
imprisonment  is  not  his  act,  and  he  may 
show  this  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 
Barber  v.  Rollinson,  1  C.  &  MT  330; 
Stonehouse  v.  Elliott,  6  D.  &  E.  T.  R. 
315;   Brandt  v.  Craddock,  27  L.  J.  Ex. 


314;  Grinhamv.Willey,4H.  &N.496. 
An  officer  is  justified  in  arresting  with- 
out a  warrant  upon  a  reasonMe  sus- 
picion of  a  fdony  having  been  com- 
mitted, and  of  the  person  bong  guilty 
of  it,  although  no  felony  has  in  fact 
been  committed,  and  whether  tbe  rea- 
sonable ^unds  for  suspicion  are  mat- 
ters witmn  his  own  knowledge  or  facts 
stated  to  him  by  another.  Lawrence  v. 
Hedger,  3  Taunt.  14 ;  Davis  v.  Russell 

5  Bing.  355;  Beckwith  v.  Philby,  6  B. 

6  C.  635;  Hogg  o.  Ward,  3  ^  ft  N. 
417.  But  an  officer  is  not  in  geneiml 
justified  in  arresting  a  pMerson  mo  fre- 
quents a  highway  with  intent  to  oom- 
mit  a  felonv  (Timson,  In  re,  L.  R.  5  Ex. 
257 ;  see  also  Jones,  In  re,  7  Ex.  586), 
or  in  arreting  a  person  for  a  mtade- 
meanor  without  a  warrant  (Mathews 
V,  Biddulph,  3  M.  &  G.  390;  Griffin  v. 
Coleman,  4  H.  &  N.  265) ;  unless  there 
be  a  breach  of  the  peace  in  his  presence 
(Timothy  v,  Simpson,  1 C.  M.  ft  R.  757 ; 
Derecourt  v.  Cori>i8hley,  5  EL  ft  B. 
188),  or  danger  of  a  renewal  of  it 
Queen  v.  Light,  27  L.  J.  Mag.  Caa  1 ; 
Queen  v.  Walker,  23  L.  J.  Slag.  Gul 
123 ;  Pesterfieki  v.  Tickers,  3  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  205.  It  would  seem  that  a 
constable  having  a  warrant  to  arrest 
is  not  bound  to  accept  a  tender  of  the 
fine  and  costs.  See  Amott  v.  Bradley. 
23  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  1.  Although  police 
officers  may  arrest  without  warrant  for 
crimes,  it  does  not  follow  that  tbey 
have  the  power  to  do  so  in  the  case  of 
lesser  offences.  Galliard  v.  T^W^wi 
2  B.  ft  S.  361 ;  Regina  v.  Chapman,  12 
Ck>x,  4;  Codd  v.  Cabe,  13  Cox,  202: 
8.  c.  L.  R.  1  Ex.  Div.  352.  As  to  power 
to  arrest  without  warrant,  see  Biggar's 
Municipal  Manual  (Csmada,  1900), 
pp.  532,  533. 

'  Commonwealth  v.  HastingB,  9  Met. 
(Mass.)  259.  It  follows  that  an  ob- 
struction offered  b^  a  third  person  to 
the  officer  in  making  such  an  arrest 
would  be  unjustifiaUe.    At 
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to  be  viewed  in  connection  with  the  general  statutes  of  the  State,* 
and  being  in  derogation  of  liberty,  are  strictly  construed ;  hence  an 
officer  making  such  an  arrest,  though  on  the  Sabbath  day,  should, 
instead  of  imprisoning,  take  without  unreasonable  delay  the  person 
arrested  before  the  proper  tribunal  and  prefer  a  complaint  against 
him,  as  provided  by  the  statutes  of  the  State.* 

§  392  (212).  Mode  of  Election;  Power  over  its  own  Officers. — 
A  city  council  authorized  to  elect  certain  officers  may,  where  no 
mode  of  election  is  prescribed,  appoint  them  by  resolution,  and  is  not 
bound  to  elect  them  by  ballot;'  and  the  corporation  has  full  con- 
trol,  unless  specially  restricted,  over  all  offices  and  officers  existing 
only  under  by-laws.*  A  vote  of  an  authorized  committee  of  a 
city,  electing  their  clerk  to  be  the  city  engineer  for  a  year  from 
a  subsequent  day,  duly  recorded,  and  signed  by  .him  as  their 
clerk,  is  sufficient  to  take  his  appointment  out  of  the  statute  of 
frauds.* 

■  iSupra,  S  300,  note.  v.   Chicago    (collectore),   22   111.  ^85; 

*  Low  o.  Evans,  16  Ind.  486  (action  Trowbridge  v.  Newark,  46  N.  J.  L.  140 ; 

for  false  imprisonment) ;  Pow  v.  Beck-  ante,  §  244. 

ner,  3  Ind.  475 ;  Vandeveer  v.  Mat-  ^  As  to  plenary  power  and  control, 
tocks,  3  Ind.  479.  The  dday  in  taking  when  not  restricted,  of  a  municipal  cor- 
the  person  arrested  before  a  magistrate  poration  over  offices  and  officers  exist- 
must  not  be  unreasonable.  Johnson  v,  mg  only  under  ordinances,  see  People 
Americus,  46  Ga.  80.  In  Low  t;.  Evans,  v.  Gonover,  17  N.  Y.  64;  Waldraven 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  authority  v.  Memphis  (right  to  abolish  office), 
in  the  officer  making  the  arrest  to  im-  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  431 ;  infra,  §  423; 
prison  the  party  arrested  for  an  indefi-  Madison  v.  Korbly,  32  Ind.  74,  79; 
nite  time  Ce.  g,,  from  Sunday  until  the  Samis  v.  King,  40  Conn.  298.  The 
next  day)  because  he  might  be  subject  power  to  appoint  implies,  in  general, 
to  a  penalty,  to  be  recovered  in  a  suit  the  'oower  to  remove  the  appointees, 
in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  debt.  If  People  v.  Hill,  7  Cal.  97.  Thus  a  mu- 
the  court  is  not  in  session,  the  officer  nicii)al  corporation  appointing  corn- 
may  confine  the  person  arrested  until  missioners  m  cases  of  local  improve- 
he  can  be  brought  before  the  court,  ments,  may  remove  them.  People  v. 
which  should  be  done  at  the  earliest  Mayor,    &jc.   of   New   York.    5    Barb. 

§eriod.     Boaz  v.  Tate,   43   Ind.   60;  (N.  Y.)  43;  po8(,  §§  460  ef  se?.    But  in 

tate  «.  Freeman,  86  N.  Gar.  683.    An  Sauih  Carolina^  see  Caulfield  v.  State, 

intoxicated    person,    arrested    late   at  1  S.  Car.  461,  the  exercise  of  the  power 

night,  may  be  detained  until  the  next  to  appoint  to  office  is  an  executive,  not 

day  before  being  taken  to  the  court,  a  legislative  act.    Achley 's  Case,  4  Abb. 

Scircle  V.  Neeves,  47  Ind.  289.  Pr.  35.    Power  to  mepend  officer.    Post, 

'  Low  V.  Com'rs  of  Pilotage,  R.  M.  {  470,  note.    A  provision  that  the  city 

Charit.  (Ga.)  302,  per  Law,  J.;    ante,  council  "may"  by  ordinance  provid(e 

i  242 :    Attorney-General  v.   Remick  for  the  election,  by  the  qualified  voters, 

'citjr  clerk) ,  71  M .  H.  480,  citing  text ;  of  any  of  the  officers  named  in  the  act, 


ch  V.  McLaurin,  83  Miss.  95,  citins  held  to  leave  it  to  the  discretion  of  the 

text.    Power  of  council  to  appoint,  and  city  council  whether  the  office  of  city 

when  it  may  delegate  this  power  to  a  attorney   should   be  elective   or  not. 

committee.     People  v.  Bedell,  2  Hill  Ball  t;.  Fagg,  67  Mo.  481. 
(N.  Y.),  196;  Commonwealth  V.  Pitts-        ■  Chase  v.  Lowell,  7  Gray  (Mass.), 

buish  (police  force),  14  Pa.  St.  177:  33. 
Wilder  v.  Chicago,  26  111.  182;  Russell 
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§  393  (213).  Presumption  of  Doe  Appointment.  —  The  same 
presumptions  which  are  applicable  to  acts  of  individuals  are,  in 
general,  applicable  to  acts  of  corporations.  Thus,  if  a  person  acts 
notoriously  as  the  officer  of  a  corporation,  and  is  recognized  by  it  as 
such  officer,  a  regular  appointment  will  be  presumed,  and  his  acts 
will  bind  the  corporation,  although  no  written  proof  is  or  can  be 
adduced  of  his  appointment.* 


§  394  (214).  Oath  and  Official  Bond.  —  Public  officers  are  usu- 
ally required  to  take  an  oath  of  ojfice,  and  those  entrusted  with  money 
or  property  are  also  generally  required  to  give  bond  and  svreties  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  their  duties.    In  England  it  is  said  that 


*  Bank  of  United  States  v,  Dan- 
dridge,  12  Wheat.  (U.S.)  64;  Delphi 
School  Dist.  V,  Murray,  53  Cal.  29; 
Allen  V.  State,  21  Ga.  217;  State  v, 
Crowder,  41  Kan.  101,  112;  State  v. 
Nield,  4  Kan.  Apo.  626;  Carter  v. 
Sympson.  8  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  155; 
Commonwealth  v,  Kane,  108  Mass. 
423;  Commonwealth  v.  Tobin,  108 
Mass.  426;  Barry  v.  Smith,  191  Mass. 
78,  86;  Webber  v.  Davis,  5  Allen 
(Mass.),  393;  Hutchings  v.  Van 
Bokkelen,  34  Me.  126;  Burgess  v,  Pue, 
2  Gill  (Md.),  254;. Jones  v.  Gibson,  1 
N.  H.  266;  Johndtone  v.  Wilson,  2 
N.  H.  202;  Baker  v.  Shephard,  24 
N.  H.  212;  Pierce  v.  Richardson,  37 
N.  H.  306;  Jewell  v,  Gilbert,  64  N.  H. 
13;  Lamoureux  v.  Morin,  72  N.  H.  76; 
State  V.  Ferguson,  31  N.  J.  L.  107; 
Potter  V.  Luther,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.  )43i ; 
Dean  v,  Gridley,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  254 ; 
Tatom  1?.  White,  95  N  Car.  453 ;  Sasser 
V.  State,  13  Ohio,  453,  488;  Chapman 
Township  v.  Herrold,  58  Pa.  106;  Cal- 
lison  V.  Hedrick,  15  Grat.  (Va.)  244 ; 
Berryman  v.  Wise,  4  Term  R.  366. 

In  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dan- 
dridge,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  64,  70,  Mr. 
Justice  Story  cites  many  cases,  estab- 
lishing the  principle  '*tnat  the  acts  of 
artificial  persons  afford  the  same  pre- 
sumptions as  the  acts  of  natural  per- 
sons." The  doctrine  that  not  only  the 
appointment,  but  the  authority  of  an 
agent  of  a  cor{>oration  may  be  implied 
from  the  adoption  or  recognition  of  his 
acts  (Angell  &  Ames  Corp.  §  284),  was 
applied  in  Killey  v.  Forsee,  57  Mo.  390, 
to  municipal  corporations ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  failure  of  a  deputy  city 
en^neer  to  file  a  certificate  of  his  ap- 
pomtment,  as  provided  by  the  charter, 
did  not  vitiate  his  acts.     "The  mere 


acting  in  a  public  capacity  is  sufficient 
prima  facie  proof  of  proper  appoint- 
ment; but  it  is  only  vrima  facie  pre- 
sumption and  b  capable  of  being  re- 
butted." Regina  v.  Roberts.  38  Law 
Times  Rep.  690.  But  if  the  officer 
relies  alone  on  proof  of  a  due  eloctioD 
or  appointment,  such  election  or  ap- 
pointment must  be  legally  established. 
Pierce  v.  Richardson,  37  N.  H.  306.  An 
officer,  even  when  justifying,  may  prima 
facie  establish  his  official  character  by 
proof  of  general  reputation,  and  thai 
he  acted  as  such  officer.  Potter  v. 
Luther,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  431 ;  Wiboz 
V.  Smith,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  233;  John- 
son V.  Steadman,  3  Ohio  SL  94; 
Eldred  V.  Seaton,  5  Ohio,  215;  Beny- 
man  v.  Wise,  4  Term  R.  366.  But  it 
is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  officer 
was  acting  officially  in  the  particular 
instance  m  controversy  in  the  case 
upon  trial,  and  in  whicn  his  authority 
is  questioned.  Hall  v.  Manchester, 
39  N.  H.  295.  The  official  chaiacter 
and  appointment  of  an  officer  may  be 
proved  oy  his  oral  testimony.  ComiDOD- 
wealth  V.  Wright,  158  Mass.  149; 
Barry  v.  Smith,  191  Haas.  78,  86. 
See  fi^lso  Moody  v.  Keener,  7  Port.  (Ala.) 
218.  Whether  such  testimony,  with- 
out evidence  that  he  has  acted  as  an 
officer,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  findiitf 
that  he  actually  held  the  office  by  legal 
appointment,  has  been  doubted.  Barry 
V.  Smith,  191  Mass.  78,  86.  An  adv^ 
officer  is  estopped  to  dispute  the  validity 
of  his  own  appointment  and  election. 
State  V.  Sellers,  7  Rich.  Law  (&  Car.) 
368;  State  v.  Maberry,  3  Stroh. 
(S.  Car.)  144;  State  v.  Stone,  40  Iowa, 
547  (indictment  for  malfeasance); 
Byrne  v.  State,  50  Miss.  688;  State  v, 
Rhoades,  6  Nev.  352. 


§  394  OATH   AND    OFFICIAL   BOND  679 

an  oath  of  office  cannot  be  required  to  be  taken  by  a  by-law  when 
none  is  required  by  the  charter.*  But  in  this  country  the  oath  of 
office  is,  in  substance,  only  that  the  officer  will  support  the  Consti- 
tution and  faithfully  perform  his  official  duties.  And  such  an  oath 
may,  doubtless,  be  required  by  ordinance,  to  be  taken  by  every  mu- 
nicipal officer  before  entering  upon  his  office.  Statutes  requiring  an 
oath  of  office  and  bond  are  usually  directory  in  their  nature;  and 
unless  the  failure  to  take  the  oath  or  give  the  bond  by  the  time  pre- 
scribed is  expressly  declared,  ipso  facto,  to  vacate  the  office,  the  oath 
may  be  taken  or  the  bond  given  afterwards,  if  no  vacancy  has  been 
declared.' 

»  Rex  V.  Dean,  &c.,  1  Str.  639;  of  Ontario,  see  The  Municipal  Act, 
Glover,  305;  WiUc.  133;  Grant,  76.  1897  (55  Vict.,  chap.  xlii.  §§  311-319). 
It  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  Sui)reme  Biggar's  Municipal  Manual  (Canada, 
Court  that  the  United  States,  being  a  1900),  op.  Zl^et  sea.  A  refusal  to  take 
body  politic,  with  a  capacity  to  enter  the  oatn  has  been  neld  to  be  a  refusal 
into  contracts,  may  within  the  sphere  to  accept  the  oflfice.  Rex  v,  Larwood, 
and  in  the  execution  of  its  appropriate  Carthew,  306 ;  Exeter  v,  Starre,  2 
powers,  take  bonds  and  securities,  which   Show.   158. 

are  not  proliibited  by  law,  though  such  '  Smith  v.  Cronkhite,  8  Ind.  134 : 
bonds  and  securities  may  not  have  State  v.  Findley,  10  Ohio,  51,  59,  ana 
been  |>rescribed  by  any  pre-existing  cases  cited ;  State  v.  Porter  (failure  to 
le^lative  act.  These,  though  volun-  sive  bond  by  citv  marshal  in  time),  7 
tary,  —  that  is,  not  extorted  or  co-  Ind.  204 ;  Sprowl  v.  Laurence,  33  Ala. 
erced,  —  if  taken  for  a  lawful  purpose  674 ;  Davidson  v.  Woodrufif,  68  Ala. 
and  upon  a  good  consideration,  are  356 ;  Bank  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheat.  64 ; 
valid.  United  States  v.  Tingey,  5  Pet.  United  States  v.  Le  Baron,  19  How. 
(U.  S.)  115,  128;  approved,  Same  r.  (U.S.)  73;  8.  c.  4  Wall.  642 ;  Marbury 
Linn,  15  Pet.  (U.  S.)  !290;  and  see  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch  (U.  8.),  137; 
Dugan  V.  United  States,  3  Wheat.  Launtz  v.  People,  1 13  III.  137 ;  Cawley 
(U.  S.)  172 ;  United  States  v.  Brad-  v.  People  (county  treasurer's  bond),  95 
ley,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  343;  infra,  §  396.  lU.  249;  Chicago  v.  Gage  (city  trea»- 
Right  of  city  to  require  bond  of  indem-  urer's  bond),  95  III.  593 ;  Caskey  t;. 
nity  from  the  owner,  who  proposes  Greensborough,  78  Ind.  233;  St. 
to  excavate  sidewalk  to  make  cellars,  Helena  v.  Burton,  35  La.  An.  521. 
vaidts,  or  improvements.  McCarthy  Charter  provision  that  oaths  of  office 
V.  Chicago,  53  III.  38.  A  prospective  be  taken  and  subscribed  wiihinten  days 
appointment  to  public  office,  roade  by  is  directory,  and  may  be  complied  with 
a  body  which,  as  then  constituted,  is  after  that  time.  Kearney  v,  Andrews, 
empowered  to  fill  the  vacancy  when  10  N.  J.  Eq.  70.  In  New  York,  it  is  hela 
it  arises,  was  held  to  be  legal  in  the  that  a  town  collector  elect,  in  order  to 
absence  of  any  express  statutory  pro-  qualify  for  the  office,  is  required  by  the 
vision  to  the  contrary,  and  to  vest  (Constitution  to  take  and  subscribe  an 
title  to  the  office  in  the  appointee,  oath  of  office,  and  until  he  has  thus 
State  V.  Van  Buskirk,  40  N.  J.  L.  463.  qualified,  the  incumbent  may  hold  over. 
The  power  of  appointment  to  office,  People  v.  McKinney,  52  N.  Y.  374. 
when  executed  by  the  performance  of  But  as  no  time  is  limited  for  taking 
the  last  act  maae  necessary  in  its  ex-  such  oath  it  may  be  taken  before  the 
ecution,  is  not  revocable  without  the  office  is  forfeit«i  by  the  neglect  to 
consent  of  the  appointee.  76.  In  Eng-  execute  the  reauired  bond.  lb.  A 
land  the  oath  of  allegiance  and  the  town  may  lawfully  require  a  collector  of 
judicial  oath  are  imperative.  The  taxes  or  other  officer  to  furnish  sureties 
mayor  is  required  also  to  take  an  oath  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duties 
as  mayor.  Munic.  Corp.  Act  1882,  of  his  office.  This  power  is  incidental. 
If  15 ;  31  and  32  Vict.  chap.  72.  As  to  and  need  not  be  express.  If  the  person 
oaths  of  office  required  in  the  Province  chosen  neglects,  or  is  unable,  to  fur- 
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§  395  (215).  Oath  when  a  Ctondition  Precedent;  Aeti  el  de 
facto  Officer.  —  Where  the  statute  requires  a  prescribed  oath  of 
office  before  any  person  elected  "shall  act  therein"  a  person  cannot 
justify  as  such  officer  i^n^^  he  has  taken  an  oath  in  substantial,  not 
necessarily  literal,  compliance  with  the  law.  Third  parties,  how- 
ever^  acting  in  good  faith  with  him  as  such  officer,  are  protected, 
notwithstanding  his  failure  to  take  the  requisite  oath.^ 


nish  sureties,  this  amounts  to  a  non- 
acceptance  of  the  trust,  although  he 
has  taken  the  oath  of  office.  Morrell 
V.  Sylvester.  1  Me.  248.  The  giving  of 
a  bond  and  having  it  approved  were 
held  in  the  case  m  judgment  to  be 
conditions  precedent  to  the  right  of 
occupying  a  municipal  office.  Howell 
V,  Commonwealth,  97  Pa.  St.  332; 
post,  i  429,  note.  Rule  in  Virginia, 
see  i^a,  §  412,  note.  Effect  of  sign- 
ing official  bonds  in  blank ,  see  Chicago 
V.  Gage  (bond  of  city  treasurer),  95 
111.  593.  Mr.  Justice  Sheldon  cites  and 
reviews  many  of  the  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject. Butler  V.  United  States,  21  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  272 ;  Dair  v.  United  States,  16 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  1;  Murfree  on  Official 
Bonds,  §§  32  et  sea.,  64,  and  cases. 
Acknowledgment  heid  not  to  be  es- 
sential to  validity  of  bond  of  a  city 
collector.  People  v.  Pace,  57  111.  App. 
674. 

Approwd  of  bond.  A  duly  elected 
officer,  who  has  tendered  a  sufficient 
bond,  cannot  be  prevented  from  hold- 
ing office  by  the  neglect  of  the  city 
council  to  approve  it  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law.  State  v.  Barnes, 
51  Kan.  688.  See  also  Matter  of 
Fitigerald,  88  N.  Y.  App).  Div.  434. 
Reco^ition  of  the  appointment  by 
treaUng  the  officer  as  legally  holding 
office,  voting  him  his  pay,  &c.,  implies 
an  approval  of  the  bond.  People  v. 
Blair,  82  111.  App.  570,  580 ;  Bartlett  v. 
Freeport  School  Board.  59  111.  364. 
Mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  the  city 
council  to  act  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  sureties  offered.  The  council  can- 
not refuse  to  perform  this  duty  be- 
cause title  to  the  office  is  elsewhere 
disputed.  Commonwealth  v.  City 
Council  of  Philadelphia,  7  Am.  Law 
Reg.  N.  s.  362;  Speed  v.  Detroit, 
97  Mich.  198.  MandamtLs  issued  to 
compel  city  comptroller  to  approve 
bona  of  superintendent  of  water  works. 
State  V.  Shannon,  133  Mo.  139.  But 
a  requirement  of  approval  of  the  bond 
by  some  representative  of  the  govern- 


ment is  for  the  protection  of  the  public, 
and  not  the  pnncipal  or  sureties.  If  a 
bond  is  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
proper  official,  it  is  binding  on  the 
sureties,  although  it  is  never  formallv 
approved  by  the  officer  charged  with 
the  duty.  Ramsay's  Estate  v.  People. 
197  ni.  572,  Siffz  97  III  App.  283: 
Green  v.  WardweU,  17  III.  278.  Defence 
to  action  on  official  bond.  While  it  is 
the  dut^  of  an  officer  to  perfect  bis 
title  to  his  office  by  complying  with  the 
directions  of  the  statute  as  to  taking 
oath,  &c.,  his  failure  to  do  so  it  no 
defence  to  an  action  on  his  official  bond. 
St.  Helena  v.  Burton,  35  La.  An.  621 : 
State  V.  Findley,  10  Ohio  St.  51 ;  Slate 
V.  Toomer,  7  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  Law,  216. 
Refusal  to  serve.  Fsulure  of  town  col- 
lector to  take  oath  within  time  pre- 
scribed by  statute  deemed  a  refusal  to 
serve,  and  justifying  the  filling  of  the 
office  as  in  case  of  a  vacancy.  People 
V.  Callaghan,  83  HI.  128,  135.  Under 
a  statutory  authority  to  the  ci^  council 
to  declare  an  office  vacant  for  ndlure  to 
give  bond,  the  council  must  first  take 
action  before  an  office  is  vacated.  The 
office  is  not  vacated  until  such  action 
be  taken.  Kriseler  v.  Le  YaJUkij,  122 
Mich.  576. 

'  Olney  v.  Pearce,  1  R.  L  292,  and 
authorities  cited  by  Mr.  AngeO  in  note ; 
Riddle  v.  Bedford  County,  7  Senr.  & 
Rawle  (Pa.),  386,  392;  Neale  v.  AQe- 
ffheny  Overseers,  5  Whart.  (Pa.)  538: 
fiayter  v.  Benner,  67  N.  J.  L.  359; 
Douglass  V.  Essex  County,  38  N.  J.  L. 
214;  Manahan  v.  Watts,  64  N.  J.  L. 
465,  473;  Johnson  v.  Mann,  77  Va. 
265;  Branham  v.  Long,  78  Va.  352: 
Hecht  V.  Coale,  93  Md.  692  (bond  of 
city  treasurer) .  See  also  State  v.  Kraft , 
20  Or^.  28.  Where  an  officer,  before 
acting,  IS  required  to  qualify  by  takiog 
an  oath  of  office,  he  has  no  legal  riifht, 
untU  he  qualifies,  to  recover  fees  of  an 
incumbent  received  after  the  i4ainti£rs 
appointment  or  election,  and  before  he 
qualifies.  Thompson  v.  NicholsDa,  12 
Rob.  (La.)  326.     See  Philaddphia  v. 
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§  396  (216).  Ctonditiona  of  Official  Bond;  Voluntoiy  and  Oom- 
mon-Law  Obligations.  —  The  principle  is  well  settled,  that  official 
bonds  are  valid  if  the  condition  complies  substantially  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute.  The  exact  form  prescribed  is  not  essen- 
tial unless  made  so  by  the  charter  or  act.^  Duties  of  a  nature  and 
character  similar  to  those  belonging  to  the  office  may  be  added  to  it 
or  imposed  upon  an  officer;  and  these  are  held  to  be  within  the 
contemplation  and  the  liability  of  obligors  upon  the  bond.'    As  such 


Given,  60  Pa.  St.  136;  supra,  {  394, 
note ;  post.  §  429. 

If  memDers  of  a  oommon  council, 
who  are  required  by  the  charter  to  be 
sworn  before  they  enter  on  the  duties 
of  their  office,  are  sworn  before  an 
officer  not  authorised  to  administer 
the  oath,  they  are  still  officers  de  facto, 
and  a  tax  levied  by  them  is  not  invalid, 
and  will  not  be  set  aside  even  in  a  direct 
proceeding.  State  v.  Perkins,  24  N.  J. 
L.  409;  infra,  §§  396,  QOte.  413,  note, 
422,  note,  518,  note.  Bond  of  de  Jacto 
officer  binding  upon  him  and  his  sure- 
ties. Green  v,  WardweU,  17  lU.  278: 
infra,  {  396,  note;  Murfree,  Official 
Bonos,  §§  70,  71.  But  this  principle 
does  not  apply  where  there  is  no  office 
dt  jure.  Tuisley  v,  Kirby,  17  S.  Car. 
1,8;  poet,  §518. 

An  act  of  Congress  provided  that 
paymasters  should,  "previous  to  enter- 
ing upon  the  duties  of  their  office,  give 
aood  and  sufficient  bonds,"  Ac.  It  was 
held  that  an  appointment  as  paymaster 
was  complete  when  made  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  confirmed  by  the  senate ;  that 
the  (pving  of  the  bond  was  a  mere  min- 
isterial act  for  the  security  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  his  authority  to  act  as  paymaster; 
and  that  a  recital  in  the  bond  of  the 
appointment  estops  the  principal  and 
sureties  to  deny  the  fact.  United 
States  V.  Bradley,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  343; 
and  see  also  United  States  Bank  v. 
Dandridge,  12  Wheat.  64.  Sureties  of 
municipal  treasurer  were  estopped  to 
show  that  the  election  of  the  treasurer 
was  unauthorized  because  the  time  of 
the  election  had  not  been  fixed  and  the 
duties  of  the  office  prescribed  by  oixli- 
nance.  Paducah  v.  Cully,  9  Bush  (Ky.), 
323 ;  and  see  post,  f  396,  note.  Manda- 
mus  will  lie  to  compel  mayor  to  ad- 
minister oath  of  office  to  pobce  captain 
duhr  elected  who  presents  himself 
witnin  five  days  after  election,  as  re- 
quired by  city  code.  Huey  v.  Jones 
140  Ala.  479.    The  title  of  a  chief  of 


police  to  office  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  he  took  his  oath  of  office  be- 
fore a  notaxy  public  rather  than  before 
a  warden  of  the  borough  authorized  by 
the  charter  to  administer  the  oath. 
State  t;.  Kennedy,  69  Conn.  220. 

*  Allegheny  County  v.  Van  Campen^ 
3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  49 ;  People  v.  Hohnes, 
2  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  281 ;  76.  616 ;  Fellows 
V.  Gilman,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  414;  Law- 
ton  V,  Erwin,  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.^  233; 
Cornell  v.  Barnes,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  35; 
Philipsburg  v,  Degenhart,  30  Mont. 
299;  Tumwater  v.  Hardt,  28  Wash. 
684.  See  also  Houston  v.  Estes,  35  Tex. 
av.  App.  99. 

Bona  without  seals  held  valid  as  a 
common  law  obligation.  Board  of  Ed- 
ucation V.  Fonda,  77  N.  Y.  350 ;  s.  p. 
United  States  v.  Linn,  15  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
290 ;  United  States  v,  Hodson,  10  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  395;  Skellinger  v.  Yendes,  12 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  306;  Morse  v,  Hodsden, 
5  Mass.  314,  318;  Thomas  v.  White, 
12  Biass.  369 ;  Bank  v.  Smith,  5  Allen 
(Mass.),  415.  So  a  bond  Without  any 
specified  obligee.  Fellows  v.  Gilman,  4 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  414,  419.  When  the 
ordinance  requires  the  citv  treasurer  to 
give  bond  to  ''fulfil  the  auties"  which 
may  be  reouired  of  him  by  law,  a  bond 
conditionea  only  to  account  for  moneys 
received  by  him  is  not  a  substantial 
compliance.  Hecht  v.  Coale,  93  Md. 
692. 

^  Board,  dec.  of  Auburn  v.  Quick,  99 
N.  Y.  138;  People  v,  Vilas,  36  N.  Y. 
459,  and  cases  cited;  Mayor,  te.  of 
New  York  v.  KeUy,  98  N.  Y.  467  See 
also  Board  of  Supervisors  v.  Clark,  92 
N.  Y.  391.  It  is  competent  for  the  leg- 
islature,  in  exa^sting  official  bonds  and 
prescribing  their  conditions,  to  require 
that  they  shall  be  conditioned  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  oil  duties  thai 
may  he  imposed  by  subsequent  statutes 
during  the  officer's  continuance  in 
office ;  and  this  having  been  done  by  a 
general  statute,  the  sureties  on  an 
official  bond,  conditioned  as  required 
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bonds  are  intended  to  secure  the  public,  the  courts  do  not  favor  mere 
technical  defences.  Accordingly,  actions  have  been  sustained  on 
bonds  not  required  by  law,  when  executed  voluntarily^  and  with 
proper  conditions,  to  secure  the  performance  of  official  dutyJ  And 
when  required  by  law,  bonds  are  good,  cls  common4aw  obligaHons, 
though  they  do  not  conform  to  the  statute,  if  they  contain  no  con- 
dition contrary  to  law.  In  such  case  the  obligor  voluntarily  agrees 
to  make  the  obligee  named  a  trustee  for  the  persons  interested  in  the 
due  performance  of  the  condition.^    Thus,  an  action  may  be  main- 


by  the  statute,  are  liable  for  their  prin- 
cipal's default  in  reference  to  additional 
duties  subsequently  imposed,  unless 
the  statute  imposing  such  duties  shows 
an  intention  that  they  shall  not  be  so 
liable.  Morrow  v.  Wood,  56  Ala.  1; 
infra,  {§  422,  426. 

In  Orman  v.  Pueblo,  8  Colo.  292, 
Helrrif  J.,  enumerated  the  following 
propositions  concerning  the  liability  oi 
sureties  upon  official  bonds  as  elemen- 
tary :  *' Firsts  that  the  sureties  on  such 
bonds  enter  into  contract  thereof  with 
reference  to  existing  statutes  on  the 
subject,  and  that  therefore  the  law  be- 
comes a  part  of  the  contract.  Second^ 
that  the  engagement  or  the  obligation 
of  the  surety  cannot  be  extendi  be- 
yond the  strict  terms  of  the  bond. 
Thirds  that  when  a  breach  thereof  is 
assigned  and  an  attempt  is  made  to 
hold  the  surety,  such  breach  must  be 
based  upon  some  official  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  principal." 

&o  under  the  laws  of  Indiana,  — 

Croviding  for  the  issuance  and  sale  of 
onds  to  complete  waler  works,  —  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  common  council,  and 
not  of  the  city  treasurer,  to  negotiate 
and  sell  such  bonds;  but  the  city 
treasurer  is  liable  on  his  official  bond 
for  moneys  received  by  him  from  the 
sale  thereof,  by  whomsoever  made. 
Such  duty  cannot  be  delegated  by  the 
council,  by  ordinance  or  otherwise,  to 
the  treasurer  or  any  other  person.  Un- 
der an  ordinance  designating  the  city 
treasurer  by  name  as  agent  for  the  sale 
of  such  bonds,  his  acts  in  negotiating 
such  sales  are  simply  those  of  an  agent 
of  the  common  council ;  and  he  is  not 
liable  on  his  official  bond  for  the  mere 
sale,  assignment,  and  delivery  thereof 
by  him  pursuant  to  such  agency.  In 
an  action  on  his  official  bond  for  moneys 
alleged  to  have  been  received  by  him 
as  such  treasurer,  an  answer  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  negotiation,  which 


was  approved  by  the  common  council, 
the  proceeds  remained  in  the  hands  of 
the  purchaser,  to  be  used  only  as  needed 
in  constructing  the  water  woi^  and 
that  the  purchaser  had  become  insol- 
vent while  the  funds  yet  remained  in 
his  hands,  held  to  be  sufficient.  In 
such  case,  a  report  by  the  treasurra*  to 
the  council,  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
fund,  charging  himself  with  funds  re- 
maining in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser, 
held  not  to  estop  him  to  deny  his 
liability.  State  v.  Hauser,  63  Ind.  155. 
As  to  liabilitnr  for  misapplicati(Mi  of 
funds,  see  Robinson  v.  State,  60  Ind. 
26. 

*  Supra,  S  394  note;  Poetmaster- 
General  v.  Rice,  Gilpin,  554 ;  Montville 
V,  Haughton,  7  Conn.  543;  Common- 
wealth V.  Wolbert,  6  Binney,  292; 
Baby  v.  Baby,  8  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  76: 
Anderson  v.  Blair,  1 18  Ga.  211.  A  bond 
made  by  a  fidelity  and  guaranty  com- 
pany to  the  authorities  of  a  municipal 
corporation  to  guarantee  the  aty 
against  the  fraud  and  dishonesty  of  its 
treasurer,  which  did  not  compfy  with 
the  statutory  requirements,  keid  to  be 
a  voluntary  bond  on  which  a  recovery 
must  be  confined  to  a  breach  of  its 
terms,  and  cannot  be  had  under  the 
terms  of  the  statute.  Brunswick  r. 
Harvey,  114  Ga.  733.  If  an  officer  is 
reauired  to  furnish  an  official  bond  and 
in  lieu  thereof  gives  a  voluntary  bond  to 
a  i^son  different  from  the  one  pre- 
scnbed  by  statute,  the  person  to  whom 
the  bond  should  be  ^ven  by  law  can- 
not maintain  an  action  thereon  in  an 
official  capacity,  nor  can  his  successor 
in  office  do  so.  The  only  person  who 
can  maintain  an  action  is  the  obUgee 
named  in  the  bond  or  his  perBonal 
representatives  to  the  use  of  the  person 
aggrieved.  Anderson  v,  Blair,  1 18  Ga. 
211. 

>  Thomas  v.  White,  12  Mass.  389; 
5  Mass.  314 ;   Kavanaugh  v.  Sanden, 
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tained  on  a  bond  given  to  the  "selectmen  "  instead  of  to  the  "town," 
by  a  town  treasurer,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his 
duties.' 


S  Me.  442;  Sweetser  v.  Hay,  2  Gray 
(Ma88.)i  49|  and  cases  there  cited; 
Smith  V.  Win^te,  61  Tex.  54 ;  Suther- 
land V.  Carr,  85  N.  Y.  105;  Bamet  v, 
Abbott,  53  Vt.  120  (bond  executed 
near  the  close  of  an  oificer's  term  of 
office,  but  arUedatedf  to  cover  the  entire 
term,  held  good);  People  v.  Pace,  57 
III.  App.  674 ;  Coons  v.  People,  76  IlL 
383;  Hamaay's  Estate  v.  People,  197 
111.  572,  590;  Longan  v.  Taylor,  130 
111.  412 ;  Hoboken  v.  Harrison,  30  N.  J. 
L.  73 ;  Camden  v,  Greenwald,  65  N.  J. 
M.  458,  463.  See  also  Fond  du  Lac  v, 
Moore,  58  Wis.  170. 

*  Sweetzer  v.  Hay,  2  Gray  (Mass.), 
49;  Horn  v.  Whittier,  6  N.  H.  88.  A 
bond  given  by  the  treasurer  of  a 
countjr  for  the  faithful  performance  of 
las  official  duties,  to  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  the  same  county,  is  a  good  and 
valid  bond,  notwithstancting  there  may 
be  no  statute  requiring  one.  St.  Joseph 
County  Supervisors  v,  CJofifenbury,  1 
Mich.  355;  People  v.  Johr,  22  Mich.  461 ; 
PlatteviUei;.  Hooper,  63  Wis.  381.  The 
fact  that  there  is  already  a  valid  official 
bond  with  solvent  sureties  does  not  pre- 
clude a  county  court  from  taking  from  a 
delinquent  county  officer,  by  way  of  se- 
curity for  his  delinquency,  a  bond  and 
mortgage  on  real  estate.     Turner  v. 


Clark 


67  Mo.  243. 


Municipal  corporations  may  sue  on 
official  bonds  of  public  officers  when  in- 
terested therein.  State  v.  Norwood,  12 
Md.  177.  In  an  action  on  the  official 
bond  of  an  officer  appointed  by  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  reciting  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  principal  as  such 
officer,  neither  he  nor  his  sureties  can 
set  up  the  invalidity  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  a  defence  to  an  action  for 
moneys  collected.  Hoboken  v.  Harri- 
son, 30  N.  J.  L.  73 ;  Seiple  v.  Elizabeth, 
27  N.  J.  L.  407;  supra,  §  395,  note. 
Sureties  on  official  bond  of  de  facto  mu- 
nicipal officer  are  liable  for  moneys  col- 
lected by  him ;  and  this  though  he  held 
an  office  which  in  point  of  fact  the  cor- 
poration could  not  create.  Hoboken  v. 
Harrison,  30  N.  J.  L.  73,  supra;  supra^ 
§395,  note;  pojst,  §§  413,  note.  422, 
note.  A  surety  in  an  official  bond  of  an 
officer  whose  term  is  limited  to  a  year  is 
not  liable  beyond  the  year,  though  the 
officer  continues  by  law  until  a  suc- 


cessor isprovided.  Dover  v.  Twombly, 
42  N.  H.  59;  Chelmsford  Co.  v.  De- 
marest,  7  Gray  (Mass.),  1 ;  Wilming- 
ton V.  Horn,  2  Harring.  (Del.)  190; 
Regina  v.  McRae,  5  Upper  Can.  P.  R. 
309;  Montgomery  v.  Hughes,  65  Ala. 
201;  Camden  v.  Greenwald,  65  N.  J. 
L.  458 ;  Ballard  v.  Thompson,  21  Wash. 
669.  A  change  in  a  statute  by  which 
the  time  for  the  annual  settlements  of 
county  collectors  is  fixed  a  month  later, 
and  additional  time  is  allowed  in  which 
to  pay  after  settlement,  releases  the 
sureties  on  a  collector's  bond  executed 
before  the  change.  The  effect  is  to  post- 
pone the  Stated  right  of  action  against 
the  collector.  The  rule  that  an  exten- 
sion of  time  given  the  principal  releases 
the  surety  applies  between  the  State 
and  an  individual.  State  v.  Roberts,  68 
Mo.  234. 

Sureties  upon  an  official  bond  are 
not  liable  for  a  defalcation  of  their  prin- 
cipal, occurring  during  a  term  preceding 
that  for  which  tne  bona  was  given.  Pa- 
ducah  V.  Cully,  9  Bush  (Ky.),  323; 
Bissell  V.  Saxton,  77  N.  Y.  191 ;  Myers 
V.  United  States,  1  McLean,  493 ;  Ma- 
haska V.  Ingalls,  16  Iowa,  81 ;  Town- 
send  V.  Everett,  4  Ala.  607;  United 
States  V.  Boyd,  5  How.  29,  50 ;  Bruce 
V.  United  States,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  437; 
Mclntyre  v.  School  Trustees,  3  111.  App. 
77;  Arlington  v.  Merrick,  2  Saund. 
403 ;  Overacre  v.  Garrett,  5  Lans.  156 ; 
Rochester  v.  Randall,  105  Mass.  295; 
Bamford  v.  lies,  3  Exch.  380;  Austin 
V.  French,  7  Met.  126;  I^ngston  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Decker.  33  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  196; 
Dedham  Bank  v.  Chickering,  3  Pick. 
(Mass.)  335 ;  Blake  v.  Buffido,  &c.,  56 
N.  Y.  485;  McClusky  v.  Cromwell,  11 
N.  Y.  598;  Miller  v.  Stewart,  9  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  680,  702;  Stem  v.  People,  76 
111.  475;  Goodwine  v.  State,  81  Ind. 
109,  where  a  city  treasurer  served  two 
successive  terms  under  bonds,  with  the 
same  sureties  on  each  bond,  it  was  pre- 
sumed, in  a  suit  upon  the  second  bond, 
that  at  the  time  it  was  given,  he  was  in 
possession  of  all  the  money  which  he 
should  have  had,  if  an  accounting  had 
been  had,  and  he  and  his  sureties  were 
held  liable  therefor.  Bemhard  v.  Wy- 
andotte. 33  Kan.  465;  and  see  Hart- 
ford V.  Franey ,  47  0>nn.  76.  And  where 
a  collector,  holding  office  for  three  sue- 
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§  397.  Constitiitioiiality  of  OMi  Service  Laws.  —  Following  upon 
the  enactment  of  a  Civil  Service  Law  by  the  Federal  Congress, 
similar  statutes  have  been  enacted  in  some  States.  Recognizing  the 
fact  that  the  duties  connected  with  the  majority  of  ofiBces  in  both 
the  Federal  and  State  governments  and  in  municipalities  are  in  no 
sense  political,  and  that  a  proper  performance  of  those  duties  would 
give  no  one  the  least  idea  whether  the  incumbent  of  the  office  were 
a  member  of  one  political  party  or  another,  these  statutes  were 
enacted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  some  assurance  to  the  citizens. 


cessive  years,  and  giving  a  different  bond 
each  yeaff  was  delinciuent,  and  there 
was  DO  evidence  showing  the  time  when 
the  deficit  occurred,  it  was  held  that 
the  loss  should  be  divided  between  the 
three  bonds  in  proportion  to  the  sums 
collected  during  the  time  for  which  each 
bond  was  given.  Phipeburg  v.  Dickin- 
son, 78  Me.  457.  But  in  Califomia,  in 
a  similar  case,  it  was  held  that,  in 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
the  presumption  is  that  the  misappro- 
priation happened  at  the  end  of  the 
last  term,  for  which  the  sureties  on  the 
last  bond  are  liable.  Heppe  v,  Johnson, 
73  Cal.  265.  To  the  same  effect,  Stoner 
V,  Keith  County,  48  Neb.  279, 292.  As 
to  a  breach  of  an  official  bond,  see  La 
Pointe  V.  O'Malley,  46  Wis.  35,  A 
bond  conditioned  for  the  performance 
of  official  duties  during  a  specified  term 
and  "until  his  successor  is  appointed'' 
will  only  hold  the  surehf  for  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  expiration  of  the  term. 
Rahway  v.  Crowell,  40  N.  J.  L.  207 ; 
Camden  v,  Greenwald,  65  N,  J.  L.  458. 
See  also  Kine  County  v.  Ferry,  5  Wash. 
536;  Ballard  v.  Thompson,  21  Wash. 
669.  But  an  express  provision  contin- 
uing the  bond  in  force  for  "succeeding 
terms"  b  sufficient  to  hold  the  surety 
during  any  hold  over  term.  Camden  v. 
Greenwala,  65  N.  J.  L.  458 ;  Augero  v. 
Keen,  1  M.  &  W.  390;  Bermck  v, 
Oswald,  1  E.  &  B.  295;  3  E.  &  B.  653; 
5  H.  L.  Cas.  856.  Where  the  village 
clerk  had,  by  custom,  been  recognized 
as  secretary  of  the  water  board  of  the 
village,  a  separate  and  dbtinct  office, 
and  no  term  was  prescribed  for  the 
office  of  secretary,  it  was  held  that  his 
sureties  on  his  l>ond  as  secretary  were 
liable  for  default  occurring  dunng  an 
incumbency  of  the  office  wdile  holoing 
over  as  village  clerk  for  a  second  term 
without  reappointment.  Laurium  v. 
Mills,  129  Mich.  536. 

It  is  no  objection  to  the  bond  that 


it  was  executed  before  the  appointment 
to  office  was  made.  Essex  v.  Strong,  8 
Upper  Can.  L.  J.  15;  a.  c.  21  Upper 
C^n.  Q.  B.  149.  The  impontion  of  ad- 
ditional taxes  to  those  assessed  at  the 
time  of  taking  the  security  and  the  in- 
crease of  risk  thereby  has  been  held  not 
to  violate  a  bond  given  for  the  general 
performance  of  dutaes  and  payment  of 
moneys.  Beverley  v.  Bariow,  10  Upper 
Can.  C.  P.  178 ;  s.  c.  7  Upper  Can.  L  J. 
117.  Nor  is  it  a  defence  toat  the  money 
received  by  the  treasurer  was  not  de- 
manded by  the  government,  which  was 
entitled  tnereto.  Essex  v.  Park,  11 
Upper  Can.  C.  P.  473.  Nor  are  irregu- 
larities in  the  mode  of  appointment  a 
defence.  Whitby  v.  tliarrison,  18 
Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  603;  Whitby  t. 
Flint,  9  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  449 ;  Todd  t. 
Periy  st  ok.,  20  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  649. 

Estoppd,  The  sureties  of  a  bemd 
have  been  hdd  to  be  eetopned  from  con- 
testing the  validity  of  tne  bond,  and 
the  authority  of  the  principal  to  reoeive 
the  money  for  the  following  maUere 
when  within  the  tenor,  or  recitals  of 
the  instrument,  viz. :  sales  of  lands  for 
taxes  and  the  receipt  of  money  there- 
for, Coons  V.  People,  76  IlL  383 ;  the 
invalidity  of  the  appointment  of  the 
principal  to  office,  Hoboken  v.  Harri- 
son, 30  N.  J.  L.  73 ;  the  validity  of 
ordinances  under  which  a  cit^  cleric 
received  license  moneys,  Middleton  v. 
State,  120  Ind.  166;  that  money  re- 
ceived under  color  of  the  office  was  so 
received  without  any  authority  on  the 
city  to  collect  or  receive  it.  Philipe- 
buig  V.  Degenhart,  30  Mont.  299; 
Sutherland  v.  Carr,  85  N.  Y.  105; 
WyHe  V,  Gallagher,  46  Pa.  St.  205; 
Boehmer  v.  Schuylkill  County,  46  Fa. 
452;  Heppe  v.  Johnson,  73  CaL  265. 
See  also  Whitby  v.  Harrison,  1  Upper 
Can.  Q.  B.  Hep.  603 ;  Whitby  v.  nmt, 
9  Upper  Can.  C.  P.  449 ;  Todd  v.  Peny , 
20  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  Rep.  649. 
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electors,  and  taxpayers  that,  where  the  political  views  of  the  incum- 
bent of  the  public  oflBce  could  not  rightfully  affect,  or  in  any  manner 
determine,  the  means  or  method  of  the  performance  of  his  official 
duties,  and  where  he  stood  in  no  confidential  position  towards  a 
superior,  that  in  such  case  his  appointment  to,  or  his  tenure  of, 
such  office  should  in  no  way  depend  upon  or  be  aflfected  by  his 
politics.  Instead  of  the  old  method  of  obtaining  an  appointment, 
a  new  one  was  adopted  which  was  to  be  based  solely  on  merit  to 
be  proved  by  an  open,  public,  and  competitive  examination,  free  to 
all  candidates;  and  the  person,  who  was  the  best  qualified,  all  proper 
circumstances  being  considered,  should  be  appointed  and  should 
be  continued  in  office,  until  he  voluntarily  resigned  or  was  removed 
for  incompetency  or  misconduct  after  a  hearing  upon  charges  pre- 
ferred against  him.^ 


>  In  Rogers  v.  Common  Council  of 
Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173,  177,  Peckham, 
J.,  now  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  thus  sets  forth  the  evils 
which  resulted  in  the  enactment  of  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  objects  to  be 
obtained  thereby :  "  Long  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  nrst  so-caUed  Civil  Ser- 
vice Reform  Act  by  the  Federal  Con- 
gress, the  condition  of  that  service  and 
the  method  of  appointment  thereto 
had  become  the  subject  of  most  anx- 
ious thought  on  the  part  of  many  up- 
right, intelligent,  and  experienced  men. 
The  semi-barbarous  maxim  that  'to 
the  victors  belong  the  spoils/  had  been 
the  foundation-stone  upon  which  the 
system  of  appointments  to  the  civil 
service  of  the  nation  had  been  placed 
for  a  number  of  years.  The  ^stem 
had  grown  to  such  proportions  under 
the  necessary  enlargement  of  the  ser- 
vice, and  it  had  become  in  practice  so 
entirely  the  creature  of  political  chiefs, 
that  tbe  appointing  power  was  regarded 
merely  as  a  formal  means  of  register- 
ing and  le^lizing  the  appointments 
to  office  which  had  already  been  sub- 
stantially made  by  them.  Such  a 
system  took  from  the  officer  who  was 
to  make  the  appointment  all  sense  of 
personal  or  official  responsibility  to  the 
people  of  the  country,  and  substituted 
m  its  stead  the  feehng  that  he  was  re- 
sponsible only  to  his  party  to  make 
such  appointments  to  office  as  the  lead- 
ing men  therein  should  choose  to  ask 
for.  It  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  that, 
as  the  numbers  of  officers  increased, 
and  the  numbers  of  applicants  therefor 
increased  in  even  greater  proportion,  a 


general  scramble  for  office  became  the 
accompaniment  of  every  change  of 
admimstration,  and  to  such  an  extent 
was  it  carried  that  the  officers  of  the 
government  had  really  not  the  time  to 
spare  for  the  discharge  of  the  other 
duties  pertaining  to  their  office,  be- 
cause of  the  constant  demand  upon 
their  time  and  attention  made  by  omce 
seekers  and  their  supporters.  The 
chief  reason  for  an  appointment  was 
the  political  work  done  by  the  appli- 
cant and  his  supposed  power  to  do 
more,  and  thus  an  appointment  to  an 
office  in  the  civil  list  was  regarded  as  a 
fit  and  proper  reward  for  purely  politi- 
cal and  partisan  service.  No  one  can 
believe  that  such  a  sjrstem  was  calcu- 
lated to  produce  a  service  fit  for  the 
only  purpose  for  which  offices  are  cre- 
ated, viz. :  the  dischari^e  of  duties  neces- 
sary to  be  performed  in  order  that  the 
public  business  may  be  properly  and 
efficiently  transacted.  The  continuous 
and  systematic  filling  of  all  the  offices 
of  a  great  and  industrious  nation  by 
such  means  became  conclusive  proof 
in  the  minds  of  many  that  the  nation 
itself  had  not  in  such  matters  emei^zed 
from  the  semi-barbarous  state,  and  that 
it  had  failed  to  obtain  the  full  benefits 
arising  from  an  advanced  and  refined 
civilization.  The  government,  it  was 
said,  in  such  case  where  public  offices 
are  thus  filled,  is  looked  upon  as  an  en- 
emy's country,  fit  to  be  raided  and  con- 
ciuered,  and  to  obtain  possession  of  it 
is  a  desirable  thine,  because  all  the 
offices  within  the  gift  of  those  who  ad- 
minister it  are  lawful  spoil  of  war,  and 
to  be  parcelled  out  by  the  chiefs  of  the 
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The  constUvticnalUy  of  civil  service  laws  has  generally  been  sus- 
tained, and  it  may  be  laid  down  that  as  a  general  rule  it  is  within 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  such  statutes  and  to  make  them 
applicable  to  all  such  positions  as  are  within  legislative  control.' 

victorious  party  to  their  faithful  fol- 
lowers in  recognition  of  past  political 

services,  or  in  expectation  of  future 

support  of  the  same  nature.  Posses- 
sion of  office  under  such  a  system  is 

to  be  the  reward  of  party  fidelity  and 

party  service.  Contests  between  politi- 
cal parties  under  these  circumstances 

must,  in  the  absence  of  some  great  and 
'  exceptional  question,  degenerate  into 
*  mere  struggles  for  the  possession  of  the 

spoils   of   office   and  thev  necessarily 

brin^  out  every  low,  selfisn,  and  sordid 

quahty  of  the  participants  therein,  and 

corruption  and  fraud  at  the  elections 

become  the  usual  accessories  thereto. 

In  these  contests  all  principle  is  lost 

sight  of,  and  a  victoi^r  is  regarded  as  a 

simple  means  by  which  to  obtain  or 

retam  possession  of  office.     Views  of 

this  nature  were  held  b^r  numbers  of 

men  lon^  before  any  legislation  upon 

the    subject     had    become    possible. 

The  prevailing  system  finally  oecame, 

aa  was  aUegea,  so  subversive  of  every 

right  principle  upon  which  the  business 

of  the  public  ought  to  be  conducted, 

that  the  attention  of  Congress  was  at 

length  so  far  drawn  to  it  as  to  result  in 

the  passage  bjr  it  of  the  first  statute 

upon  that  subject.     It  is  not  claimed 

that  the  Federal  legislation  in  regard  to 

civil  service  reform  has  as  yet  pro- 
ceeded verv  far,  but  it  is  a  step  in  the 

direction  of  a  change  to  another  and,  it 

is  thought  by  many,  a  much  better 

system    of    filling   the  public  offices. 

Legislation  in  the  same  direction  as 

that  contained  in  the  Act  of  Congress 

was  soon  inaugurated  in  this  State.    It 

had  been  with  us  precisely  as  it  had 

been  with  the  Federal  authorities,  and 

we  were  in  no  manner  behind  them  in  a 

practical,  prompt,  and  thorough  ad- 
hesion to  the  truth  of  the  maxim  al- 
ready quoted.    The  same  force  which 

had  operated  in  the  national  Congress, 

and  had  caused  the  Federal  civil  ser- 
vice le^slation,  appeared  in  our  State 

capital,  and  legislation  looking  sub- 
stantially to  the  same  end  as  that  of  the 

Acts  of  Congress  was  enacted  by  our 

legislature.     The  fact  must  be  fully 

recognized  that  the  duties  connected 

with  the  vast  majority  of  offices  in  both 

the  Federal  and  State  governments  are 


in  no  sense  political,  and  that  a  proper 
performance  of  those  duties  would  give 
no  one  the  least  idea  whether  the  in- 
cumbent of  the  office  were  a  member  of 
one  political  party  or  another."  See 
also  Feople  v.  Kipley,  171  IlL  44,  58; 
appeal  dismissed,  170  U.  S.  182;  Peo- 
ple V.  Loeffler,  175  HI.  585. 

'  IUinai8.  Civil  service  law  held  to 
be  constitutionaL  People  v.  IQpley, 
171  lU.  44 ;  8.  c.  170  U.  S.  182 ;  People 
V,  Loeffler,  175  IlL  585;  Brenan  v. 
People,  176  lU.  620;  Kipley  v.  Lut- 
hardt.  178  111.  525 ;  Morrison  v.  Peof^, 
196  lU.  454. 

Louisiana.  Civil  service  laws  kdi 
to  be  constitutional  and  valid.  State  v, 
Capdeville,  104  La.  561 ;  Hope  v.  New 
Orleans,  106  La.  345.  See  also  New 
Orleans  v.  Fire  Com'rs,  50  La.  An.  1000. 
Tide  of  statute  "to  provide  a  civil  ser- 
vice for  the  city  of  New  Orieans"  held 
to  sufficiently  express  the  object  of  the 
act  and  to  embrace  only  one  object. 
Hope  V.  New  Orleans,  106  La.  345. 
Blanchard,  J.,  said:  "The  act  deals 
with  the  civil  service  of  the  city.  That 
is  its  subject,  and  its  object  is  to  pro- 
vide rules  and  regulations  for  the  ser- 
vice. This  includes  clasafying  the 
offices  and  places  of  appointment,  pre- 
scribing who  are  elinble  to  appcnnt- 
ment,  how  and  in  what  manner  they 
may  be  appointed,  promoted,  sus- 
pended, or  dischaiged.  It  embraces, 
too,  within  its  scope,  rules  of  conduct 
for  those  employed,  —  what  may  or 
may  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  their  poa- 
tions,  or  be  cause  for  removal  or  dis- 
missal. It  is  something  more  than  a 
mere  system  of  making  appointments 
in  the  executive  branch  ot  the  public 
service  of  the  city.  It  includes  the 
regulation  of  the  service.  The  title  of 
the  act  is  'To  provide  a  civil  service  for 
the  City  of  New  Orleans/  not  merdy 
to  inaugurate  civil  service  reform. 
'Civil  service,'  in  its  enlaiged  sense, 
means  all  service  rendered  to  and  paid 
for  by  the  State  or  nation  or  by  politi- 
cal subdivisions  thereof,  other  than 
that  pertaining  to  naval  or  miiitaiy 
affairs.  'Civil  service  reform'  is  de- 
fined by  the  lexicographers  to  be  the 
substitution  of  business  principfes  and 
methods  for  the  spoils  qrstem  in  tha 
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Various  objections  to  the  constUtUionality  of  these  statutes  have  been 
considered  by  the  courts  and  have  generally  been  overruled.  The 
ascertaining  of  the  qualifications  of  appointees  by  competitive  ex- 
amination under  these  statutes  is  in  no  sense  an  illegal  test,  and 
the  statutes  are  not  open  to  the  charge  of  unconstitutionality  on 
the  ground  that  they  violate  constitutional  provisions  that  no  oath, 
declaration,  or  test,  other  than  the  ordinary  oath  of  office  shall  be 
required  as  a  qualification  for  any  office  of  public  trust.^    Statutory 


conduct  of  the  civil  service,  especially 
in  the  matter  of  appointments." 

Massachuaetts,  ConatUutumalUy  of 
Civil  Service  Law  sustained.  Opinion 
of  the  Justices,  138  Mass.  601.  Accept- 
ance of  Civil  Service  Law  by  vote  at 
town  meeting,  see  Ray  v,  De  Butts,  180 
Mass.  155. 

New  Jersey.  Statute  prohibiting 
removals  of  police  officere  in  cities,  for 
political  reasons,  or  for  any  other  than 
specified  causes,  held  to  be  constitu- 
tional. New  Brunswick  v.  Fitzgerald> 
48  N.  J.  L.  457,  afif'g  47  N.  J.  L.  479. 

New  York.  Rogers  v.  Common  Coun- 
cil of  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173.  In  this 
State  the  principle  of  the  civil  service 
law  has  also  been  recognized  by  the 
following  constituiioncd  jjrovision:  "A^ph- 
pointments  and  promotions  in  the  civil 
service  of  the  State,  and  of  all  the  civil 
divisions  thereof,  including  cities  and 
villages,  shall  be  made  according  to 
merit  and  fitness,  to  be  ascertained,  so 
far  as  practicable,  by  examinations, 
which,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall  be 
competitive;  provided,  however,  that 
honon^ly  discharged  soldiers  and 
sailors  from  the  armv  and  navy  of  the 
United  States  in  the  late  civil  war,  who 
are  citizens  and  residents  of  this  State, 
shall  be  entitled  to  preference  in  ap- 
pointment and  promotion  without  re- 
gard to  their  standing  on  any  list  from 
which  such  appointment  or  promotion 
may  be  made.  Laws  shall  be  made  to 
provide  for  the  enforcement  of  this 
flection"  (N.  Y.  Const.,  1894,  art.  v. 
J  9). 

Texas.  Provision  of  Texas  Consti- 
tuHon  that  ''The  duration  of  all  offices 
not  fixed  by  this  Constitution  shall 
never  exceed  two  years  "  operates  upon, 
and  by  implication  limits  civil  service 
appointments  to  a  maximum  term  of 
two  years,  and  so  construed  the  civil 
service  provisions  of  the  San  Antonio 
charter  were  held  to  be  constitutional 
and  valid.  Callaghan  v.  McGown 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  90  S.  W.  Rep.  319; 


Callaghan  v.  Tobin,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
441;  90  S.  W.  Rep.  328;  Callaghan  v. 
Irvin,  40  Tex.  dv.  App.  453;  90  S.  W. 
Rep.  335. 

»  People  V.  Kipley,  171  III.  44  ;•  8.  c. 
170  U.  S.  182 -People  r.  Loeffler,  175  111. 
585, 598.  In  Rogers  v.  Common  Council 
of  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173,  188,  cited 
supra,  Peckham,  J.,  in  overruling  the 
contention  that  a  civil  service  examina- 
tion was  an  illegjal  test  within  the  consti- 
tutional prohibition,  said :  'Looking  at 
it  as  a  matter  of  common  sense,  we  are 
quite  sure  that  the  framers  of  our 
organic  law  never  intended  to  oppose  a 
constitutional  barrier  to  the  right  of 
the  people  through  their  legislature  to 
enact  laws  which  should  have  for  their 
sole  object  the  possession  of  fit  and 
proper  qualifications  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  of  a  public  office  on 
the  part  of  him  who  desired  to  be  ap- 
pointed to  such  office.  So  long  as  the 
means  adopted  to  accomplish  such  end 
are  appropriate  therefor,  they  must  be 
within  the  legislative  power.  The  idea 
cannot  be  entertainea  for  one  moment 
that  any  intelligent  people  would  ever 
consent  to  so  oind  themselves  with 
constitutional  restrictions  on  the  power 
of  their  own  representatives  as  to  pre- 
vent the  adoption  of  any  means  by 
which  to  secure,  if  possible,  honest  and 
intelligent  service  in  public  office.  No 
law  involving  any  test  other  than  fit- 
ness and  abiuty  to  discharge  the  duties 
of  the  office  could  be  legally  enacted 
under  cover  of  a  purpose  to  ascertain 
or  prescribe  such  fitness.  Statutes 
looking  only  to  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  cancudates  for  an  ap- 
pointive office  are  possessed  of  those 
Qualifications  which  are  necessary  for  a 
t  and  intelligent  discharge  of  the  duties 
pertaining  to  such  office  are  not  dan- 
gerous in  their  nature,  and  in  their  ex- 
ecution they  are  not  liable  to  abuse  in 
any  manner  involving  the  liberties  of 
the  people.  Most,  if  not  all,  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  and  State 
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authority  conferred  on  commissioners  appointed  to  carry  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  into  effect,  to  make  rules  and  regulations  tix  the 
classification  of  offices  and  employments  coming  within  its  pro- 
visions, and  for  determining  and  ascertaining  the  qualifications  of 
persons  seeking  office  or  employment  in  the  public  service,  b  not 
an  unauthorized  delegation  of  legislative  power.*  When  there  is  no 
constitutional  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  make 
or  authorize  local  laws  for  the  administration  of  local  affairs,  it  mav 
authorize  the  commission  to  give  its  rules  a  general  or  limited  appli- 
cation in  its  discretion.'  Authority  to  the  commissioners  to  investi- 
gate and  determine  charges  preferred  as  a  ground  for  the  removal  of 
an  officer  is  not  an  unconstitutional  delegation  of  judicial  powers.' 
A  civil  service  law  is  not  unconstitutional  under  the  Federal  Con- 
stitvtion  as  abridging  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States  by  limiting  or  restricting  the  right  or  privil^e  of 
the  citizens  to  hold  office.^    Nor  is  it  unconstitutional  under  the 


Constitutions,  which  are  of  the  nature 
of  a  bill  of  rights,  were  placed  therein 
with  reference  to  Englisn  history  and 
the  struggles  for  hberty  which  such 
liistory  recorded.  Declarations,  oaths, 
and  tests  as  a  condition  for  holding 
office  had  been  frequently  resorted  to 
by  the  Parliament  of  Great  Britain  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  the  prosper- 
itv  of  one  religion  or  insuring  the  down- 
fall of  another."  See  also  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word  "test"  as  used 
in  a  similar  constitutional  provision, 
People  V.  Hoffman,  116  111.  587,  605. 

»  People  V.  Kipley,  171  lU.  44,  65; 
s.  c.  170  U.  S.  182;  Opinion  of  the 
Justices,  138  Mass.  601.  In  Opinion  of 
the  Justices,  138  Mass.  601,  the  court 
said:  "From  the  nature  of  the  case, 
the  duty  of  determining  and  ascer- 
taining the  qualifications  of  such  offi- 
cers and  servants  cannot  be  performed 
directly  by  the  legislature,  but  must  be 
delegated  to  some  officers  or  agents. 
It  has  been  the  constant  and  necessary 
practice  of  the  legislature  to  confer  the 
power  of  appointing  such  subordinate 
officers  and  servants  upon  some  supe- 
rior officers  of  the  State,  or  upon  the 
authorities  of  the  cities  or  towns,  leav- 
ing the  question  of  the  qualifications 
of  the  persons  to  be  appointed  entirely 
to  the  discretion  of  the  appointing 
power.  The  object  of  the  statute  be- 
fore us  is  to  vroiide  for  a  board  of  com- 
missioners  who  shall  make  rules  for  the 
selection  of  persons  to  fill  such  offices 


in  the  government  of  the  Gommoii- 
wealth  and  of  the  several  cities  thereof, 
and  supervise  the  administration  of 
such  rules.  We  think  the  legidaturp 
has  the  constilviianal  riaht  to  provide  fcr 
the  appointment  of  such  commUnamen, 
and  to  delegate  to  them  the  power  to 
make  rules  not  inconsistent  with  exist- 
ing laws,  to  guide  and  control  their  dis- 
cretion and  the  discretion  of  the  officers 
of  the  State  or  of  the  cities  in  whom  the 
appointing  power  is  vested.  This  is  a 
delegation  of  administrative  powers  and 
duties,  and  there  is  no  provision  of  the 
Constitution  which  prevents  the  Ittb- 
lature  from  enacting  that  such  nues, 
when  duly  made,  shall  be  fainding 
upon  the  officers  and  citixens  to  whom 
they  apply,  and  that  thev  may  be  o^ 
forced  by  suitable  jpenaltiesy  as  pro- 
vided in  the  last  section  of  the  statute." 

'  Opinion  of  the  JustioeB,  138  Mass. 
601. 

>  People  V.  Kipley,  171  QL  44,  65; 
8.  c.  170  U.  S.  182.  See  also  Inter- 
state Conuneroe  Commission  «.  Brim- 
son,  154  U.  8.  447.  Civil  service  lav 
providing  for  the  appointment  of  a 
commission  by  the  president  of  the 
county  board  does  not  take  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  county  commiasionerB  the 
management  of  county  affain  in  viola- 
tion of  the  nUnoie  ConatihOion,  Mor- 
rison V.  People,  196  DL  454. 

«  People  V.  Loeffler,  175  QL  585, 
607. 
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Federal  and  State  Catistitulions  as  depriving  duly  elected  and  quali- 
fied officers  of  the  right  to  select  their  subordinates,  and  to  provide 
the  requisite  agencies  for  performing  official  duties.^  A  ptMic 
office  is  not  property,  nor  are  the  prospective  fees  and  emoluments 
the  property  of  the  incumbent  in  such  a  sense  that  a  civil  service 
act  providing  for  the  removal  of  an  officer  after  a  trial  before  the 
commission  violates  the  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury? 

In  New  York  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  constitviional  pro- 
visi4m  of  that  State  that  all  city,  tovm,  and  viUage  officers  whose  elec- 
tion or  appointment  is  not  'provided  for  by  the  Constitution,  shall 
be  elected  by  the  electors  in  such  cities,  towns,  or  villages,  or  appointed 
by  svch  authorities  thereof,  as  the  legislature  shall  designate,  is  not 
violated  by  a  statute  which  requires  the  mayor  of  a  city  to  prescribe 
such  regulations  for  admission  to  the  service  as  will  best  promote 
the  efficiency  thereof  and  ascertain  the  fitness  of  the  candidates  in 
respect  to  character,  knowledge,  and  ability  for  the  branch  of  the 
service  into  which  they  seek  to  enter,  although  these  regulations 
do  not  take  effect  until  approved  by  a  commission  appointed  for 
the  entire  State,  the  submission  of  such  regulations  to  a  State  board 
before  they  are  to  take  effect  not  amounting  to  interference  with 
the  constitutional  powers  of  the  local  authority  to  appoint  to  office.' 
But  a  constitutional  provision  that  the  officers  of  cities  and  other 
municipal  corporations  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Constitution  shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  the 
municipality  or  appointed  by  the  authorities  thereof  of  necessity 
involves  the  power  of  selection  and  the  exercise  of  discretion  and 
judgment,  and  the  legislature  cannot  limit  the  exercise  of  the  power 
of  appointment  to  the  person  graded  highest  in  open  competitive 
examinations  conducted  under  the  civil  service  law.     Limitations 

*  People  V.  Loeffler,   175  111.  585,  and  reviewed  by  the  court  in  the  recent 

608.  case  of  Malone  v,  Williams,  118  Tenn. 

»  People  V.  Kipley,  171  111.  44,  71;  390;  103  S.  W.  Rep.  798.    In  North  Car- 

8.  c.  170  U.  S.  182.    See  also  People  v.  olhia  State  Prison  v.  Day,  124  N.  Car. 

Barrett,   203   111.   99.      But  compare  382,  Troop  on  Public  Officers  {§  20) 

Greene  v,  Knox.  175  N.  Y.  432,  437,  is  quoted  with   approval  as  follows: 

where  it  is  said:    ''The  salary  of  an  ''Nor  can  the  legislature  take  from  the 

office  is  property f  the  right  to  which  officer  the  substance  of  the  office,  and 

depends  upon  the  right  to  the  office,  transfer  it  to  another,  to  be  appointed 

and   the  former   cannot  be  constitu-  ^^  different  manner,  and  to  hold  by  a 

tionally  taken  awajr  until  the  latter  is  different  tenure,  although  the  name  of 

destroyed."    The  cases  in  Tennessee,  the  office  is  changed,  or  the  office  di- 

Alabama,  North  Carolina,  and  some  vided,  and  the  duties  assigned  to  two 

other  States  holding  that  a  right  to  an  or  more  officers  under  different  names." 

office  includes,  inter  alia^  the  right  to  See  anU,  §  377;  post,  $  421. 
the  emoluments  belonging  to  it,  and  of        '  Rogers    v.   Common   Council   of 

which  the  officer  cannot  arbitrarily  be  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173,  186. 
deprived  by  the  legislature,  are  cited 
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of  the  right  of  appointment  to  a  person  so  graded  highest  would 
transfer  the  power  of  appointment  from  the  local  authorities  to 
the  civil  service  commission,  and  thus  completely  nullify  the  iMt>- 
vision  of  the  Constitution  conferring  the  power  of  appointii^  city 
officers  upon  the  local  authorities  of  the  municipality.  Hence,  when 
the  fitness  of  a  number  of  candidates  has  been  ascertained  by  com- 
petitive examination,  the  local  ardhoHiies  must  he  left  free  to  appoint 
such  person  from  that  list  as  in  their  discretion  and  judgment  they 
deem  most  capable.^ 

§  398.  Offices  provided  for  or  regulated  by  the  Oonatitatioii. — 
When  the  Constitution  of  the  Stale  confers  upon  an  officer  the  power 
to  select  and  appoint  his  subordinates,  that  officer  has  the  exclusive 
power  to  determine  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  appointments,  and 
the  efficiency  and  qualifications  of  the  proposed  appointees;  and 
the  legislature  cannot,  by  civil  service  law  or  other  statutory  enact- 
ment, restrict  or  limit  the  power  and  discretion  which  is  conferred 
upon  that  officer  by  the  Constitution.*  In  New  York,  however,  a 
constitutional  provision  has  been  adopted  declaring  that  all  appoint- 
ments and  promotions  in  the  civil  service  of  the  State  and  of  all  the 
civil  divisions  thereof,  including  cities  and  villages,  shall  be  made 
according  to  merit  and  fitness  to  be  ascertained  by  competitive  ex- 
aminations.' And  under  such  constitutional  direction,  power  of 
appointment  conferred  by  the  Constitution  itself  upon  an  officer 
of  the  State  becomes  subject  to  the  constitutional  direction  that 
merit  and  fitness  shall  be  ascertained  by  competitive  examination/ 
If  the  Constitution  provides  that  when  the  duration  of  an  office  is  ruA 
provided  for  by  the  constitution,  it  may  be  declared  by  law^,  and,  if 
not  so  declared,  such  office  shall  be  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
authority  making  the  appointment,  only  the  legislature  has  power 

^  People  V,  MoBher,  163  N.  Y.  32,  ence  to  the  duty  impoeed  thereby,  and 
aff'g  45  N.  Y.  Add.  Div.  68 ;  People  v.  the  enforcement  of  existing  laws  com- 
Scannellj  63  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  243,  247.  pl^ng  with  and  tending  to  further  the 
As  to  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  objects  sought :  but  be  to  the  maekinenf 
of  New  York,  see  ante,  {  101.  neceffiaiy  for  the  conducting  of  a  coin- 

'  People  V.  Angle,  109  N.  Y.  564;  petitive  examination,  its  execution  is 
People  V.  Hennr,  47  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  to  that  extent  dependent  upon  statuiory 
133.  In  lUinoiSf  the  provision  of  the  enactments.  Where  no  statutory  pro- 
Constitution  of  that  State  defining  an  vision  has  been  made  for  competitive 
''office"  is  held  to  apply  only  to  State  examinations  it  has  no  applicability. 
offices,  and,  so  far  as  it  operates  as  a  Chittenden  v.  Wunter,  152  N.  Y.  345, 
restriction  upon  the  mode  of  appoint-  354.  See  also  People  v.  ^^Ison,  12  N.  Y. 
ment,  has  no  application  to  offices  Misc.  174,  aff*d  146  N.  Y.  401;  Peo- 
under  city  governments.  People  v.  pie  v.  Roberts,  91  Hun  (N.  Y.),  101. 
Loeffler,  175  IlL  585.  afif'd  148  N.  Y.  360. 

•  N.  Y.  Const.,  1894,  art.  v.  §  9.  *  People  v.  Roberts,  148  N.  Y.  360, 
This  provision  is  mandatory  with  rdfer-  aff'g  91  Hun  (N.  Y.),  101. 
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to  prescribe  that  the  term  of  an  oflBce  shall  be  during  good  behavior 
and  that  an  oflScer  can  be  removed  only  after  a  hearing  or  trial ;  the 
power  to  so  rule  cannot  be  delegated  to  a  civil  service  commission,  nor 
the  term  of  an  office  be  prescribed  by  its  regulations.* 

§  399.^  Powers  and  Duties  of  OMi  Service  OommiBBioners.  — 
A  civil  service  commission,  created  by  statute  for  the  purpose  of  clas- 
sifying and  regulating  appointments  to  public  office  or  employ- 
ment, is  a  part  of  the  machinery  devised  by  the  legislature  for  the 
administration  of  public  affairs.  Its  powers  are  administrative  or 
executive  in  their  nature  and  not  judicial,  even  when  it  is  given  power 
to  investigate  and  take  testimony  to  enable  it  or  the  legislature  and 
the  strictly  executive  officers  of  the  State  and  of  municipal  bodies  to 
perform  their  duties.'  Hence  the  action  of  the  commissioners  in 
classifying  positions  as  subject  to,  or  exempt  from,  competitive  ex- 
amination comes  within  the  principle  that  the  discretionary  acts  of 
public  officers,  acting  within  the  authority  delegated  to  them,  are 
not  subject  to  judicial  control,  and  such  classifications  will  not  be 
reviewed  or  controlled  by  the  courts,  unless  there  is  a  manifest  abuse 
of  discretion,  and  an  open  intention  to  pervert  the  directions  of  the 

^  Peoole  V,  Cram,  164  N.  Y.  166;  of  the  commiasioners  in  making  this 

rev'g  50  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  381.  investiraition    are    administrative    and 

'  People  V.  CoUier,  175  N.  Y.  196,  not  fuaicial,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition 

rev'ff  79  N.  Y.  App.  IMv.  636 ;   People  uiU  not  lie  to  restrain  the  commissioners 

V.  lulUken,    185  N.  Y.  35,   aff'g   110  from  investigating,  since  that  writ  is  ad- 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  579 ;  People  v.  McWil-  dressed  to  subordinate  courts  and  in- 

liams,  185  N.  Y.  92.  rev'ff  100  N.  Y.  ferior  tribunals  only  to  restrain  them 

App.  Div.  176;    Dill  v,  Wheeler,  185  from  exceeding  their  jurisdiction,  and 

N.  Y.  106,  aff'd  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  cannot  be  issued  to  prevent  action  by 

155;    People  v.  McAdoo,   113  N.   Y.  legislative    or    administrative    bodies. 

App.  Div.  770;  People  v.  Burt,  65  N.  Y.  People  v.  Milliken,  185  N.  Y.  35,  aflf'g 

App.  Div.  157,  atfg  170  N.  Y.  620.  110  N.  Y.  Apj).  Div.  579.    A  statute 

When  by  statute  the  civil  service  com-  authorizing  civil  service  commissioners 

mission  of  a  State  is  given  authority  to  prescriM,  amend,  and  enforce  rules 

to  make  investigations  concerning,  and  for   the   classification    of    the   offices, 

to  report  upon,  all  matters  touching  places,  and  emplovments  in  the  classi- 

the  improvement  and  effect  of  the  civu  fied  service  of  a  city,  and  for  appoint- 

servioe  act  and  the  rules  and  regula-  ments  and  promotions  therein  and  ex- 

tions   prescribed    thereunder,    and    is  aminations    therefor,    confers    powers 

required  to  make  an  annual  report  to  which  are  in  their  nature  admtnistra- 

the  governor  for  transmission  to  the  Hve  rather  than  judicial.     People  v, 

legislature^  no  duty  is  imposed  upon  Burt,  65  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  157,  aff'd 

the  commissioners  to  make  any  deter-  170  N.  Y.  620.    A  statute  authorizing 

mination  either  judicial  or  otnerwise,  the  mayor  of  a  city  to  prescribe  civil 

but  merely  to  investigate  the  enforce-  service  rules  and  employ  suitable  per- 

ment  ana  practical  operation  of  the  sons  to  make  inquiries  and  examina- 

Ktatutes  ana  to  report  tneir  action,  with  tions  and  prescribe  their  duties,  au- 

such  suggestions  as  may  occur  to  them  thorizes  the  mayor  to  appoint  a  secre- 

as  a  result  of  the  investigation  for  the  tary  for  the  civil  service  commission 

effectual  accomplishment  of  the  intent  appointed  by  him  under  the  act.    Kip 

of  the  law,  to  the  eovemor  for  trans-  v,  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  152,  aff'g  7  N.  Y. 

mission  to  the  legislature.    The  duties  Supp.  685. 
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Constitution  and  statutes.'  Similarly,  when  power  is  given  to  civil 
service  commissioners,  or  to  examining  boards,  acting  under  their 
direction,  to  test  the  qualifications  of  applicants  for  public  office,  the 
method  of  such  examinations  with  the  result  arrived  at,  necessarily 
rests  within  their  discretion  and  judgment  upon  the  examination  had, 
and  is  not  a  jvdicicU  determination  of  any  question  presented  to  them 
in  such  a  sense  that  it  may  be  reviewed  by  the  courts  on  cerliofari  or 
by  mandamus  or  otherwise.'  So,  too,  when,  by  statute,  the  dvil 
service  commission  is  required  to  determine  whether  the  duties  ot 
the  newly  created  positions  are  similar  to  those  performed  by  the 
incumbent  of  an  abolished  position,  and,  if  they  are,  to  certify  the 
name  of  the  incumbent  of  the  abolished  position  for  appointment  to 
the  newly  created  position,  the  duty  devolved  upon  the  commisaaoD 
involves  the  exercise  of  fudgm^nt  and  discretion^  and  cannot  be  eon- 
trolled  by  the  courts.* 

The  determination  of  the  commissioners  in  the  exercise  of  this  dis- 
cretionary power  is  final  and  binding  upon  all  affected  thereby. 
The  appointing  officer  has  no  right  to  go  behind  the  report  of  the 
commissioners  or  examining  board  as  to  the  qualifications  of  appli- 
cants for  office  examined,  and  to  refuse  to  accept  it  on  the  ground 
that  the  eligible  list  as  presented  by  the  commissioners  or  examining 
board  (upon  whom  the  responsibility  rests  of  determining  who 
should  be  upon  such  eligible  list),  does  not  comply  with  the  fvovi- 
sions  of  the  statute  applicable  to  making  up  such  list*  Their  deter- 
mination also  fixes  the  status  and  determines  the  rights  of  the  aspir- 
ants for  office  or  position  upon  whose  qualifications  they  have 

*  People  V.  McWiiliams,  185  N.  Y.  illegal.  Even  a  Don-compethiYe  ex- 
92,  rev'g  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  176;  ammatton  must  precede  the  appoint- 
Diil  V,  Wheeler,  185  N.  Y.  106,  aff'g  100  ment.  The  appointment  cannot  be 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  155;  People  v.  Me-  made  subject  to  examination.  People 
Adoo,  113  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  770.  v.  Ingham.  107  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  41, 

'  People  V.  Roosevelt.  19  N.  Y.  App.  aff'd  183  N.  Y.  547.    The  civil  service 

Div.  431 ;    Matter  of  Allaire  v,  Knox,  board  cannot  dispense  with  ike  pkuti- 

62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  29,  aff'd  168  N.  Y.  cal  examinaium  required  by  the  civil 

642 ;  People  v.  McCkx>ly,  100  N.  Y.  App.  service    rules,    and   an    appointment 

Div.  240.  nHthout  such  examination  is  ilte»L 

*  Matter  of  Donovan  v.  Cantor,  89  People  v.  Gleason,  32  N.  Y.  App.  fiv. 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  50;  s.  c.  179  N.  Y.  357.  When  the  commisnonen  have 
527.  certified  the  dtmbOiiy  of  a  person  and 

^  People  V.  Sheffield,  24  N.  Y.  App.  he  has  been  duly  appointed,  he  can 

Div.  214 ;  People  v.  Stratton,  79  N.  Y.  only  be  removed  in  tne  manner  pio- 

App.  Div.  149,  aff'd  174  N.  Y.  531 ;  vided  by  law,  and  the  ocHnmisBicMiecB 

Burke  v.  Holtzman,  1 10  N.  Y.  Ap^.  cannot  refuse  to  certify  his  pay-tnU  od 

Div.  564 ;   Matter  of  Lazenby  v.  Civil  the  ground  that  he  was  not  in  fact 


Service  Com'rs,  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  eligible  at  the  time  when  he  was  ap- 

135.    See  also  People  v.  Cobb,  13  N.  Y.  pomted.     Matter  of  Laaenby  «.  Civil 

App.  Div.  56;  People  v.  Knox,  66  N.  Y.  Service  Com'rB,  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

App.  Div.  517.    An  appointment  made  135. 
without  the  prescribed  examination  is 
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passed.  When  the  qualifications  of  an  applicant  for  examination 
have  been  ascertained,  he  becomes  entitled  to  be  placed  upon  the 
eligible  lietj  if  he  has  passed  the  examination,  and  he  will  not  be  de- 
prived of  any  of  his  rights  through  the  failure  of  the  examining  board 
to  place  him  on  the  eligible  list.  From  the  time  when  he  passes  his 
examination,  his  application  for  appointment  must  be  decided  just 
as  if  his  name  had  been  placed  on  the  eligible  list.^  When  the  exam- 
ining body  has  once  passed  upon  the  qualification  of  a  candidate 
and  has  placed  him  on  the  eligible  list,  its  powers  are  at  an  end,  and 
it  cannot  revise  its  determination  and,  without  notice  to  the  candi- 
date or  any  attempt  to  reopen  the  case,  strike  him  from  the  list  of 
persons  eligible  to  appointment  on  the  ground  of  advanced  age  and 
feeble  physical  condition.'  The  civil  service  commission  has  only 
such  power  as  the  statute  specifically  confers  upon  it,  or  as  such  as 
can  be  necessarily  and  reasonably  inferred  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling it  to  faithfully  and  fairly  carry  out  the  work  committed  to  it.* 

*  People  V,  New  York  City  Civil  existing  by  legislative  act.  Hence  it 
Service  Board,  13  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  309.  can  provide  a  separate  registration 
See  also  People  v,  Knauber,  163  N.  Y.  list  for  each  borough  of  the  city  of  New* 
23,  aff'g43  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  342.  Under  York.  People  v.  Shea,  73  N.  Y.  App. 
a  civil  service  law  which  upon  its  face  Div.  232,  239.  But  it  cannot  diviae 
is  intended  to  provide  a  scheme  for  the  each  borough  into  a  number  of  smaller 
original  entry  of  persons  to  the  civil  districts.  People  v.  Shea,  73  N.  Y. 
service,  and  their  promotion,  transfer,  App.  Div.  232.  A  statute  which  re- 
reinstatement  or  reduction,  a  com-  auires  the  head  of  the  department  to 
petitive  examination  is  not  required  nle  a  statement  of  his  reasons  for  a  re- 
for  the  retention  of  persons  in  office  moval  with  the  civil  service  commit- 
whose  term  has  expired,  at  all  events  sion  and  gives  that  commission  power 
after  such  persons  have  already  sub-  to  review  his  action  on  appeal  by  the 
mitted  to  an  examination  as  to  merit  removed  officer  and  to  approve  the 
and  fitness  under  previous  enactments,  removal  or  reinstate  the  officer  does 
People  V.  Knox,  45  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  537.  not  confer  on  the  civil  service  com- 
But  the  fact  that  a  person  was  eligible  mission  any  power  to  remove  on  its 
to  appointment  at  the  time  he  was  own  initiative.  Easson  v.  Seattle,  32 
placed  upon  tlie  eligible  list  does  not  Wash.  405.  Tlie  provision  of  the  lUi' 
entitle  him  to  appointment  if  by  stat-  nois  Civil  Service  Act  that  all  ftppli- 
ute  subsequently  enacted  he  becomes  cants  for  positions  in  the  classined 
ineligible  for  any  reason,  e.  g,,  age,  service  shall  be  subjected  to  examina- 
prior  to  an  actual  appointment.  Peo-  tion,  which  shall  be  free,  with  '^speci- 
ple  V,  Scannell,  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  244.  fied  limitations  as  to  residence,''  means 

*  People  V,  Cobb,  13  N.  Y.  App.  limitations  as  to  residence  imposed  by 
Div.  56.  See  also  Matter  of  Lazenby  the  rules  of  the  commission  and  not 
V.  Civil  Service  Com'rs,  116  N.  Y.  App.  limitations  as  to  residence  prescribed 
Div.  135.  by   statute   for   the   qualifications   of 

■  People  V,  Shea,  73  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  officers.  Powell  v.  People,  121  111.  App. 
232.  when  the  civil  service  commis-  474.  Fraudulent  substitution  of  ex- 
sion  is  authorized  by  statute  to  provide  amination  papers,  and  power  of  civil 
separate  registration  lists  for  the  labor  service  commission  to  reject  them, 
service  "for  each  district  or  locality,"  See  People  v.  Knox,  78  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
when  the  labor  service  of  any  depart-  344.  Indictment  of  civil  service  com- 
ment or  institution  "extends  to  sep-  mission  for  illegally  oertif^ring  eliffibil- 
arate  localities,"  the  localities  or  dis-  ity  of  applicant  for  position  without 
tricts  referred  to  are  some  political  competitive  examination.  Morrison  v. 
subdivision  of  the  State  created  and  People,  196  111.  454. 
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Without  express  statutory  authority,  the  civil  service  commissioners 
have  no  'power  of  supervision  over  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  an 
office.  Hence,  although  by  statute  it  is  provided  that  an  officer 
or  employee  shall  not  be  paid,  unless  the  pay-roll  or  account  for 
his  salary  shall  bear  the  certificate  of  the  civil  service  commission 
that  he  has  been  appointed  in  pursuance  of  law,  and  of  the  rules 
made  in  pursuance  of  law,  the  commission  cannot  withhold  its 
certificate  for  any  reason  connected  with  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  the  office  or  employment.*  When  expressly  authorized 
by  statute  to  classify  offices  and  positions  to  be  filled,  and  to  adopt 
rules  and  regtUaiions,  tide  classification  and  rules  made  by  a  civil 
service  board,  have  the  power  and  force  of  laws  and  are  binding 
upon  all  appointing  officers.^  But  the  rules  must  conform  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the  appointment  and  removal 
of  officers.  If  there  b  any  conffict,  the  statutory  requirements  will 
control.* 


*  Matter  of  Doyle  v.  Knox,  67  N.  Y.  salaries  at  smaller  amounts.    Powell  v. 

App.  Div.  231.     The  relator  was  ap-  York.  65  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  421.    See  also 

pointed  janitor  of  a  public  school  at  a  People  v.  Knox,  58  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  541 ; 

total  salary  for  all  janitorial  services  of  aff'a  167  N.  Y.  620.     But  the  court 

$1880  per  annum.     Persons  were  em-  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  the  rules 

ployed  Djr  the  relator  to  render  services  and    regulations  of   the   civil   service 

in   sweeping,  scrubbing,  and  cleaning  commissioners   of   a   city.    People   r. 

this  school.    There  was  a  position  in  Dalton,    46    N.    Y.    App.    Div.    261. 

the  clarified  civil  service  known  as  When   a   question   comes   before   the 

"cleaner."    The  civil  service  commit-  court  as  to  the  classification  of  a  posi- 

sion   refused  to   certify  the    pay-roll  tion  and  a  removal  therefrom  under 

containing  the  relator's  salary,  and  it  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  dyH 

was  held  that  whether  the  persons  em-  service  commission  of  a  cit^  the  pre- 

ployed  by  the  relator  to  sweep  and  sumption  is  that  the  classification  is 

clean  should  be  considered  as  occupy-  proper  when  the  rules  and  regulations 

ing  positions  in  violation  of  the  civil  are  not  brought  before  the  court  in 

service  law  or  not,  that  fact  did  not  competent  form.    People  v.  Dalton,  46 

afiFect  the  validity  of  the  relator's  ap-  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  264. 

pointment  or  deprive  him  of  his  office,  ■  People  v.  Keamj,  164  N.  Y.  64 ; 

and  that  he  was  entitled  to  mandamus  aff'g  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  125;  Matter  of 

directing  the  commission  to  certify  the  Murphy  v.  Keller,  61  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

pay-roll.    Matter  of  Doyle  v.  Knox,  67  145 ;  People  v.  Scannell,  62  N.  Y.  App. 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  231,  321.  Div.  249.    When,  by  statute,  removals 

'  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  145  Mass.  from  office  may  be  made  upon  giving 
587,  590;  Attorney-General  v.  Trehy,  an  opportunitv  to  explain  and  filing  and 
178  Mass.  186,  188.  Power  conferred  entering  on  the  records  of  the  depart- 
on  a  civil  service  commission  to  make  ment  a  statement  of  the  reasons  there- 
rules  for  the  classification  of  positions  for,  a  rule  of  the  civil  wrvice  commis- 
and  for  appointments  and  promotions  sion  requiring  a  statement  of  the 
therein,  cloes  not  authorize  the  com-  cause  of  removal  to  be  filed  with  the 
mission,  fix  or  regulate  the  salary  to  be  commission,  a  copy  thereof  furnished 
paid,  and  the  fact  that  the  commission  to  the  person  sought  to  be  removed, 
nas  graded  certain  positions  accord-  and  opportunity  anorded  to  explain  in 
ing  to  the  salary  paid  does  not  entitle  writing  is  invaud  as  prescribing  addi- 
the  persons  holding  these  positions  to  tional  limitations  on  the  statutoiy 
such  salary,  when  the  duly  authorized  authority  to  remove.  People  v.  Scan- 
municipal  authorities  have  fixed  their  nell,  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  249. 
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§  400.  Offices  within  the  Operation  of  Municipal  Oivil  Service 
Laws.  —  In  the  application  of  civil  service  laws,  and  other  statutes 
which  are  intended  to  regulate  municipal  offices  and  positions,  the 
question  may  arise  whether  the  office  is  held  under  the  State  or  under 
the  municipality.  This  is  particularly  true  of  the  clerks  and  other 
officers  to  whom  the  administration  of  the  police  courts  is  entrusted. 
It  is  probable  that  no  absolute  rule  can  be  stated  to  determine  the 
exact  status  of  these  and  other  offices  similarly  affected.  But  it  should 
always  be  kept  in  view  that  the  primary  purpose  of  these  statutes  is 
to  regulate  appointment  to  and  tenure  of  office,  and  the  manner  in 
which  these  matters  are  controlled  should,  as  a  general  rule,  deter- 
mine the  applicability  of  the  statute.  If  the  office  is  created  by  the 
charter  of  the  city,  if  it  is  filled  by  the  appointment  of  a  person  who 
derives  his  authority  from  the  electors  of  the  city  or  from  the  local 
authorities,  if  the  salary  is  fixed  by  the  common  council,  and  payable 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  city,  and  if  the  power  of  removal  is  vested  in 
the  council  or  a  local  officer,  then  the  office  should,  if  there  is  nothing 
in  the  legislation  or  essential  nature  of  the  duties  of  the  office  to  the 
contrary,  so  far  as  appointment  and  tenure  are  concerned,  ordinarily 
be  regarded  as  municipal,  although  the  duties  to  be  performed  may 
form  a  part  of  the  public  duty  of  the  State  rather  than  the  local  duty 
of  the  municipality.^  It  is,  however,  apparent  that  these  features  do 
not  furnish  an  absolute  criterion  to  determine  the  status  of  the  office, 
and  that  offices  may  be  held  under  the  State  and  not  under  the  city, 

'  These  seem  to  have  been  the  con-  take  him  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
trolling  elements  in  People  v.  Tobey,  provisions  of  the  statute  giving  him 
153  N.  Y.  381,  modifying  8  N.  Y.  App.  a  right  to  a  hearing  before  removal. 
Div.  468, 17  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  621,  where  People  v.  V^right,  150  N.  Y.  444,  aff'g 
it  was  held  that  when  the  ofjice  of  police  7  N.  Y.  App.  i3iv.  186.  The  East  River 
jtistice  is  created  by  the  charter  of  the  Bridge  between  New  York  and  Brook- 
city,  the  clerk  of  the  police  court  is  ap-  lyn  held  to  be  a  municipal,  and  not 
pomted  by  the  police  justice  and  the  a  State  w^ork;  and  commissioners  ap- 
salary  of  the  cleric  is  fixed  by  the  coin-  pointed  by  the  mayors  of  New  York 
mon  council  of  the  city  and  payable  and  Brooklyn  held  to  be  municipal, 
out  of  the  funds  thereof,  the  clerk  of  and  not  State  officers.  People  v.  Nixon, 
the  police  court  is  in  the  civil  service  158  N.  Y.  221,  aff'g  32  N.  Y.  App. 
of  the  city  and  is  not  in  the  civil  service  Div.  513.  Coroners  in  New  York  City 
of  the  State,  and  the  municipal  civil  held  to  be  borough,  and  not  county 
service  commission  or  the  mayor  of  the  officers ;  but  they  do  not  form  a  de- 
city,  if  authorized  by  statute,  has  power  partment  of  the  city  and  removal  of 
to  provide  that  the  office  shall  be  filled  clerks  and  employees  of  the  coroners 
by  a  person  certified  as  eligible  thereto  is  not  affected  by  the  charter  provisions 
by  the  civil  service  examiners  of  the  limiting  the  right  to  remove  clerks  in 
city.  the    city    departments.       People     v. 

Warden  of  city  prison  in  city  of  New  Scholer,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  282,  aff'd 

York,  held  to  be  a  "person  holding  a  179  N.  Y.  602.      See  also  People  v. 

position  by  appointment  in  any  city  or  Blair,  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  213,  aff'd 

county  of  this  State  .  .  .  receiving  a  154  N.  Y.  734 ;  People  v.  Cahill,  188 

salary  from  such  city  or  county,"  and  N.  Y.  489,  rev'g  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

not  a  State  officer  in  such  sense  as  to  885. 
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although  many  of  these  features  are  to  be  found  in  connection  with 
them.^  A  somewhat  similar  question  sometimes  arises  in  the  case  of 
branches  of  the  local  government,  which,  although  identified  with  the 
city,  have  been  given  a  separate  corporate  or  quasi  corporate  ex- 
istence and  powers.  Instances  of  this  nature  are  to  be  found  b  the 
case  of  boards  of  education  organized  for  the  purpose  of  managing 
the  school  affairs  of  cities,  which,  to  a  certain  extent,  have  been  made 
independent  corporations  with  independent  powers.  Of  these  cor- 
porate entities  it  would  seem  that,  as  they  are  organized  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  a  local  affair,  and  are  confined  in  their  operation  to 
the  limits  of  the  municipality,  offices,  and  positions  under  them  are 
governed  by  civil  service  laws  and  other  statutes  applicable  to  ap- 
pointment to  and  removal  from  offices  and  employments  in  the  city/ 

§  401.  Appointments  in  Evasion  of  Statatory  BaqniresufitB. — 
A  requirement  of  a  civil  service  law  that  only  those  persons  shall  be 
qualified  for  appointment  in  the  public  service  of  a  city  who  have 
passed  an  examination,  or  otherwise  been  examined  as  to  their  fit- 
ness, applies  not  only  to  the  individual  seeking  appointment,  hut  also 
to  the  city  itself.  The  city  cannot  employ  or  receive  into  its  service  a 
person  not  eligible  under  the  law.'    The  salutary  provisions  of  the 

'  OflSce  of  commissioner  of  jurors  giving  a  preference  to  veterans,  held  not 
held  to  be  no  part  of  the  legislative  or  to  apply  to  the  military  service  of  the 
executive  government  of  New  York  State,  although  su£5ciently  broad  in  its 
City,  to  have  no  relation  to  the  munici-  terms  to  include  eveiy  department  of 
pal  government  of  the  city,  and  to  be  the  State.  People  v.  Martin,  53  N.  Y. 
m  no  sense  a  department  of  the  city  App.  Div.  19. 

government,  although  the  incumbent  *  A  civil  service  law  applicable  to 
18  appointed  by  the  mayor,  and  clerks  ''all  offices  and  places  of  employment 
therein  are  not  protected  by  statutory  in  such  city"  held  to  apply  to  the 
provisions  restncting  removals  in  the  Board  of  Education  of  Chicago,  even  if 
citv  departments.  People  v.  Plimley,  it  be  assumed  that  the  effect  of  the 
1  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  458.  A  brid^  school  legiskition  relating  to  the  city 
tender  on  a  State  canal  performing  ms  was  to  confer  corporate  powers  on  the 
duties  under  the  direction  of  an  officer  board  of  education  or  to  make  it  a 
of  the  State  having  chaiige  of  the  canal,  State  agencv  for  certain  purpoaeK. 
is  in  the  service  of  the  State,  althoujgh  Brenan  v.  People,  176  111.  620.  In 
his  compensation  be  paid  by  the  city  New  York,  a  Union  Free  School 
within  which  the  bndge  is  situated.  District  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  an 
He  is  not  subject  to  examination  by  a  act  requiring  all  public  departments 
civil  service  board  having  statutory  of  the  State  and  of  cities,  counties, 
power  to  determine  the  qualifications  towns,  and  villages  to  prefer  honorably 
of  city  officers.  Walsh  v.  Albany,  32  discharged  veterans,  and  the  trustees 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  128.  Armorers  and  thereof  cannot  be  compelled  to  give 
janitors  ot  armories  of  the  National  preference  to  a  veteran  in  appointment. 
Guard,  although  their  compensation  People  v.  Haywood,  19  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
is  a  local  charge,  are  in  the  military  46 ;  People  v.  School  Board,  43  N.  Y. 
and  not  in  the  civil  service  of  the  State  App.  Div.  613. 

or  locality,  and  are  not  subject  to  civil        '  Peck  v.  Belknap,  130  N.  Y.  394 ; 
service  regulations.    Matter  of  Goedel  rev'g  55  Hun  (N.  Y.),  91 ;   People  f. 
».  Palmer,  152  N.  Y.  412,  416,  aflf'g  Kipley,  171  111.  44, 86. 
15    N.    Y.    App.    Div.    86.      Statute 
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statute  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  evaded  by  proceedings  and  agree- 
ments which  seek  to  give  the  employment  another  form.^  Thus,  if 
the  duties  of  the  person  who  is  taken  into  the  service  of  the  city  are  of 
a  character  which  naturally  comes  within  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  the  city  cannot,  under  the  guise  of  an  agreement  describing 
the  person  employed  cls  an  independent  contractor,  receive  the  benefit 
of  his  services  and  pay  him  compensation  therefor  without  a  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  of  the  statute.'  But  the  statute  was 
not  intended  to  prevent  the  employment  of  persons  necessary  to  the 
performance  of  a  public  duty,  and  temporary  and  provisional  emplay- 
meni  for  the  purpose,  made  in  an  emergency,  without  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  law,  is  not  unlawful,  and  a  person  so  appointed 
or  employed  is  entitled  to  recover  his  salary  or  compensation.' 


§  402.  Practicabilil^  of  Oompetitive  Examination  :  New  York 
Decidona.  —  By  the  constiiviional  provision  in  the  State  of  New 
York  all  appointments  and  promotions  in  the  civil  service  are  re- 
quired to  be  made  ''according  to  merit  and  fitness,  to  be  ascertained, 
so  far  as  practicable,  by  examinations,  which,  so  far  as  practicable, 
shall  be  competitive."  *  This  qualification  has,  of  necessity,  been 
carried  into  the  statute.^    And  although  the  statutes  and  the  rules 


>  Peck  V.  Belknap,  130  N.  Y.  394; 
rev'g  65  Hun  (N.  Y.),  91. 

»  Peck  V.  Belknap,  130  N.  Y.  394 ; 
rev'g  55  Hun  (N.  Y.),  91.  The  common 
council  of  a  city,  by  resolutions, 
authorized  the  employment  by  the 
lamp  committee  of  some  person  to 
whom  the  policemen  of  the  city  were 
to  be  required  to  report  the  number  of 
unlighted  street  lamps  and  who  should 
keep  a  record  thereof.  Pursuant  to 
this  resolution,  a  person  had  been 
employed  by  the  lamp  committee  at  a 
salary  of  S70  per  month.  Thereafter 
the  council  passed  another  resolution 
which  directed  the  mayor  to  enter  into 
a  contract  with  that  person  to  perform 
until  a  specified  date  the  duties  pro- 
vided in  the  resolution  before  referred 
to,  and  also  ''to  perform  such  other 
duties  as  may  be  connected  with  the 
public  street  lighting  system  of  the 
city,"  for  which  he  was  to  receive  as 
compensation  a  fixed  sum  payable  in 
equal  monthly  instalments.  This  res- 
olution was  repassed  over  the  veto  of 
the  mayor.  It  was  held  that  the  duties 
of  the  person  so  employed  were  merely 
clerical;  that  his  employment  fell 
within    the    provisions    of    the    civil 


service  law  and  the  regulations  and 
classification  adopted  thereunder ;  and 
that  his  admission  into  the  city  service 
was  illegal,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  resolutions  adopted  purported 
to  make  him  independent  contractor. 
Peck  V.  Belknap,  130  N.  Y.  394 ;  rev'g 
55  Hun  (N.Y.),91. 

»  Gallagher  v.  New  York,  115  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  662.  By  statute,  New  York 
City  was  charged  with  the  duty  of 
maintaining  an  asvlum  and  caring  for 
sick  children.  It  became  necessary  to 
appoint  a  nurse  therein  at  a  time  when 
tnere  was  no  civil  service  list  of  persons 
eligible  for  appointment.  Held  that, 
although  the  position  was  within  the 
competitive  class,  a  temporary  ap- 
pointment was  justified  by  the  emer- 
gencv,  and  that  the  appointee  was 
entitled  to  recover  her  salary.  Mc- 
Bride  V,  New  York,  56  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
520. 

*  N.  Y.  Const.,  1894,  art.  v.  §  9. 

'  ''The  competitive  class  shall  in- 
clude all  positions  for  which  it  is  prac- 
ticaUe  to  determine  the  merit  and 
fitness  of  applicants  by  competitive 
examination.'^  N.  Y.  Laws,  1899,  chapi 
370,  {  13. 
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promulgated  thereunder  have  defined  the  positions  for  which  a 
competitive  examination  should  be  had,  the  courts  r^arded  the 
question  of  pr(icticability  as  raising  a  question  of  law  for  judicial 
determination.^  It  was  said  that  in  order  to  determine  whether  the 
examination  of  a  candidate  for  an  office  is  practicable,  the  court 
must,  in  enforcing  the  constitutional  provision,  first  ascertain  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  duties  of  the  position ;  having  ascertained 
these,  the  question  of  exemption  from  examination  then  becomes  one 
of  law.^  This  rule  was  declared  in  terms  so  absolute  and  without 
qualification  that,  if  it  were  given  its  application  according  to  the 
language  used,  every  exercise  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  civil  ser- 
vice commission  in  classifying  positions  as  competitive  and  subject 
to  examination,  or  non-competitive  and  exempt  from  examination, 
must  have  been  subject  to  judicial  review.  But  the  statute  entrusted 
some  degree  of  judgment  and  discretion  to  the  commission  in  so 
classifying  positions,  and  the  court  was  obliged  to  recognize  that 
fact.  In  a  later  case  it  was  therefore  held  that  the  duty  which  the 
civil  service  commissioners  were  called  upon  to  perform  in  deter- 


»  Matter  of  Keymer,  148  N.  Y.  219 ; 
Chittenden  t;.  Wurater,  152  N.  Y.  345, 
8.  c.  153  N.  Y.  664,  rev'g  14  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  483;  People  v.  Lyman,  157  N.  Y. 
368,  381,  387,  afif'g  30N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
135.  See  also  People  v,  Dalton,  49 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  71,  afif'd  163  N.  Y.  556. 
In  Matter  of  Keymer,  148  N.  Y.  219, 
the  court  held  that  the  preferential  right 
of  veterans  to  employment  only  existed 
when  their  qualincations  had  been  as- 
certained by  competitive  examination 
when  such  examination  was  practicable, 
and  that  the  legislature  could  not  give 
an  absolute  preferment  to  veterans 
founded  merely  on  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation, e.  a.  that  the  compensation 
did  not  exceed  four  dollars  per  day,  sabr- 
ing :  "While  it  is  true  that  the  Consti- 
tution contemplates  that  it  may  not 
always  be  practicable  to  ascertain 
merit  and  fitness  by  examinations,  or 
to  have  these  examinations  competi- 
tive, yet  a  mere  arbitrary  declaration 
in  an  act  of  the  legislature  that  com- 
petitive examinations  of  veterans  are 
impracticable  in  cases  where  the  com- 
pensation does  not  exceed  four  dollars 
per  day,  is  in  plain  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  tne  Constitution  making 
competitive  examinations  necessary. 
It  needs  no  argument  to  demonstrate 
that  the  rate  of  compensation  is  no  test 
of  the  practicability  of  subjecting  the 


applicant  for  the  position  to  a  com- 
petitive examination."  In  New  York, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  civU  service 
commission  cannot  change  the  actual 
status  of  a  position  bv  dedaring  one 
which  is  actuaUy  confidential  not  to  he 
sOf  nor  can  it  practicallv  annul  or  repeal 
a  valid  statute  by  declaring  a  posiUon 
to  be  competitive  when  tne  law  has 
provided  otherwise,  and  the  position  is 
plainly  of  a  strictly  confidential  char- 
acter. People  V.  Lyman,  157  N.  Y. 
368,  aff'g  30  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  135. 

«  Chittenden  v,  Wurster,  152  N.  Y. 
345,  358;  People  v,  Knox,  45  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  518.  It  was  becsMise  the 
court  did  not  regard  the  merit  and  fit- 
ness of  persons  occupying  positions  in- 
volving confidential  relations  to  be 
capable  of  being  ascertained  by  com- 
petitive examination  that  it  sustained 
the  exemption  of  these  positions  in 
applying  the  provisions  of  the  civil 
service  law.  Chittenden  v,  Wurster, 
152  N.  Y.  345,  359.  Merit  and  fitness 
of  applicant  for  position  of  police  dtrk^n 
assistant  in  New  York  City,  held  to  be 
capable  of  being  determined  by  com- 
petitive examination,  especially  when 
It  appears  that  the  position  was  in  the 
competitive  class  under  former  rules. 
People  V,  Knox,  45  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
518. 
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mining  into  which  class  of  the  civil  service  positions  belonged  was 
quasi  judicial  in  its  character,  and  involved  the  exercise  of  judgment. 
The  statute  directed  them  to  classify ;  it  did  not  attempt  to  specify 
the  class  into  which  positions  should  be  placed.  That  duty  was  im- 
posed upon  the  commissioners.  If  they  failed  to  perform  it  at  all, 
the  courts  could  undoubtedly  issue  mandamus  to  compel  its  perform- 
ance ;  but  under  the  rule  that«a  writ  of  mandamus  cannot  control  the 
exercise  of  discretion,  they  could  not  be  compelled  by  the  issuance  of 
that  writ  to  revise  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  and  change  a  clas- 
sification already  made.^  Carried  to  its  logical  conclusion,  the  adop- 
tion of  this  principle,  without  qualification,  would  either  deprive 
the  courts  of  all  control  over  the  action  of  the  civil  service  commis- 
sioners, and  make  the  latter  the  final  arbiters  of  the  question  of  the 
practicability  of  competitive  examination  under  the  mandate  of  the 
Constitution,  or,  treating  the  action  of  the  commissioners  as  judicial 
in  its  nature,  would  subject  all  its  action  in  this  respect  to  review  by 
the  courts  at  the  instance  of  any  person  feeling  aggrieved.  In  an- 
other and  stUl  later  case,  the  Court  of  Appeals  reconsidered  its  de- 
termination, and  undertook  to  define  the  conditions  under  which  the 
courts  are  justified  in  interfering  with  and  controlling  the  action  of 
the  commissioners  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  violations  of  the 
constitutional   mandate.^    It   has    held   that  if  it  should   appear 


»  People  17.  CoUier,  175  N.  Y.  196, 
rev'e  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  636;  People 
V.  Hamilton,  98  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  59. 
See  also  Matter  of  Donovan  v.  Cantor, 
89  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  50. 

'  People  V.  ColUer,  175  N.  Y.  196, 
suprOf  was  an  appeal  from  orders  grant- 
ing writs  of  mandamus  requiring  the 
§tate  civil  service  commissions  to  place 
positions  held  bv  the  relators  in  the 
4?xempt  class.  The  court  held  that,  as 
the  action  of  the  commission  in  clajssi- 
fying  the  pnositions  of  the  relators  was 
quasi  judicial  in  its  character  and  in- 
volving the  exercise  of  judgment,  maiv- 
damus  was  not  the  appropriate  remedy 
to  correct  its  action.  This  ruling  of 
necessity  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
relator's  remedy,  if  any,  for  an  improper 
classification  wi^  by  writ  of  certiorari, 
—  a  writ  which  is  issued  only  to  bodies 
•exercising  judicial  functions.  But  in 
People  V,  McWilliams,  185  N.  Y.  92, 
supra,  where  a  writ  ot  certiorari  was 
awarded  to  review  the  proceedings 
of  the  civil  service  commission  of  the 
city  of  Buffalo,  in  classifying  the  posi- 
tion of  battalion  chief  in  the  fire  de- 
)[>artment  of  that  city  in  the  competi- 


tive class,  the  court  expressly  held  that 
the  writ  of  certiorari  was  not  the  proper 
remedy,  and  that  the  determination  of 
the  civil  service  commissioners  in  clas- 
sifying the  position  to  which  the  re- 
lator aspired  was  in  no  sense  judicial. 
CuUen,  C.  J.,  said:  "It  seems  to  me 
that  the  determination  of  the  civil  ser- 
vice commissioners  in  classifying  the 
position  to  which  the  relator  aspired 
was  in  no  sense  a  judicial  one.  .  .  . 
I  admit  that  the  propriety  of  classifying 
this  office  as  competitive  or  non-com- 
petitive involves  m  a  high  degree  the 
exercise  of  judgment,  but  the  judgment 
is  that  of  the  legislative  or  executive 
officer  rather  than  that  of  the  judge. 
Its  proper  determination  involves  con- 
siderations which  cannot  well  be  the 
subject  of  judicial  inquiry.  I  do  not 
assert  that  the  action  of  the  commis- 
sioners in  failing  to  so  place  offices 
which  should,  under  the  constitutional 
provision,  be  placed  in  the  competitive 
class,  is  not  subject  to  controL  •  .  . 
Yet,  if  the  action  of  the  civil  service 
commission  is  to  be  reviewed  by  cer- 
tiorari, there  seems  to  be  no  escape 
from  the  conclusion  that  ultimately 
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that  there  was  a  plain  violation  by  the  commission  of  its  duty  to 
classify  as  competitive  an  office  which  was  clearly  and  manifestly  so, 
there  should  be  a  remedy  in  the  courts.  But  there  is  necessarily  a 
large  debatable  field  as  to  cases  within  which  there  will  be  great 
differences  of  opinion,  even  among  the  most  intelligent  and  fair- 
minded  men,  and  as  to  this  field  the  judgment  of  a  court  should  not 
be  substituted  for  that  of  the  commissioners.  The  action  of  the  civil 
service  commission  is  subject  to  judicial  control ;  but  that  control  is  a 
limited  and  qualified  one  to  be  exercised  by  mandamus.  If  the  posi* 
tion  is  clearly  one  properly  subject  to  competitive  examination^  the 
commissioners  may  be  compelled  to  so  classify  it.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  position  be,  by  statute  or  from  its  nature,  exempt  from 
examination  and  the  action  of  the  conunission  be  palpably  illegal, 
the  commission  may  be  compelled  to  strike  the  position  from  the 
competitive  or  examination  class,  though  in  such  case  redress  by 
mandamiLS  would  often  be  unnecessary,  as  a  valid  appointment 
could  be  made  notwithstanding  the  classification.  But  where  the 
position  is  one  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  filling  which  there  is  fair  and 
reasonable  ground  for  difference  of  opinion  among  intelligent  and 
conscientious  officials,  the  action  of  the  commission  should  stand, 
even  though  the  courts  may  differ  from  the  commission  as  to  the 
wisdom  of  the  classification.  In  other  words,  if  the  classification 
of  the  commission  clearly  violates  the  Constitution  or  the  statute, 
mandamus  should  issue  to  correct  the  classification.    If  the  'action 


the  classification  of  every  officer  or  should  be  changed.    Should  the  action 

employee  in  the  service  of  the  State,  or  of  the  conunission  be  again  brought  be^ 

its  political  subdivisions,  must  be  de-  fore  us  for  review?    It  appears  that  in 

termined  by  this  court,  for  if  the  clas-  some  of  the  cities  of  the  state  stmilar 

sification  presents  a  question  of  law  offices  to  that  sought  by  the  relator  are 

reviewable  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  filled  by  competitive  examinations,  and 

question  survives  in  tnis  court.    Surely  in  others  not.     If  the  question  of  the 

such  a  result  was  never  contemplated  classification  b  aiwavs  a  judicial  one, 

by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution,  or  then  there  must  be  tne  same  classifica- 

by  the  l^islature  when  it  enacted  the  tion  everywhere,  for  there  must  be  at 

civil  service  laws.    It  would  cast  upon  least  some  degree  of  finality  in  judicial 

the  courts  a  burden  which  would  not  determinations.  ...   If  the  clasafica- 

only  be  difficult  for  them  to  bear,  but  tion  of  the  commission  clearly  vkilatep 

which  they  are  by  no  means  the  officers  the  Constitution  or  the  statute,  mando- 

best  qualified  to  discharge.    The  proper  mus  should  issue  to  correct  the  claasifi- 

cla^ncation  of  a  part  of  the  civil  ser-  cation.    If  the  action  of  the  <x>mmisioii 

vice  depends  in  no  small  degree  on  the  is  not  palpably  illegal,  the  court  should 

practical  operation  of  the  classification,  not  intervene.     The   foregmng  view» 

A  priori  arguments  must  often  yield  to  lead  to  a  retraction  of  those  expressed 

actual  experience.     Take  the  present  by  us  in  People,  ex  rH.  Sims,  v.  OoUier 

case.    If  we  should  affirm  the  action  of  (175  N.  Y.  196),  where  we  held  thai 

the   civil   service   commission   and   it  the  remedy  was  not  by  mondamtit,  but 

should  appear  in  the  future  that  the  by  certiorari."     See  Index,  CerUanri, 

classification  failed  to  secure  compe-  Mandamtis,  as  to  respective  fonetioos 

tent  officers,  surely  the  classification  of  these  imts. 


5  403  CONFIDENTIAL  POSITIONS  701 

of  the  commission  is  not  palpably  illegal,  the  court  should  not 
intervene.* 

}  403.  Oonfldential  PoiitlonB;  Bule  in  New  York.  —  Under  the 
view  that  as  the  constitutional  provision  of  the  State  of  New  York 
makes  competitive  examinations  mandatory  only  ''so  far  as  practi- 
cable," the  determination  of  the  question  whether  such  an  examina- 
tion is  practicable,  presents  a  question  of  law  for  the  determination 
of  the  courts,  it  was  further  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  that  com- 
petitive examination  is  not  practicable  as  to  the  class  of  positions 
which  may  fairly  be  designated  as  confidential.*  During  the  nine 
years  which  elapsed  between  the  time  of  this  decision  and  the  date 
of  the  later  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,'  holding  that  the  clas- 
sification of  positions  as  competitive  or  non-competitive  is  an  ad- 
ministrative function,  involving  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discre- 
tion by  the  commissioners  and  subject  to  judicial  control  only  in  case 
of  a  manifest  violation  of  the  constitutional  mandate,  the  court  has 
many  times  considered  what  are  to  be  deemed  confidential  positions, 
and  has  pointed  out  their  characteristics/  In  these  decisions  it  has 
been  declared  that  positions  in  the  exempt  confidential  class  are  not 
limited  to  those  which  are  strictly  secret.  Most  of  the  public  offices 
are  conducted  openly,  and  the  citizen  has  the  right  to  know  what 
transpires.  The  strictly  secret  positions  authorized  by  law  are  com- 
paratively few,  and  are  of  less  importance  than  those  in  which  the 
appointee  is  necessarily  entrusted  with  the  performance  of  some  of 
the  executive  functions  of  his  chief.^  If  the  duties  are  not  merely 
clerical,  and  are  such  as  especially  devolve  upon  the  head  of  the 
office,  which,  by  reason  of  his  numerous  duties,  he  is  compelled  to 
delegate  to  others,  and  which,  in  their  performance,  require  skill, 
jvdgment,  trust,  and  confidence,  and  involve  the  responsibility  of  the 

'  People  V,  McWilliams,  1S5  N.  Y.  relations  between  the  incumbent  and 

^,  rev'g  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.   176;  his  superior  to  be  filled  according  to  the 

Matter  of  Dill  v,  Wheeler,  185  N.  Y.  rules,  or  to  so  classify  them  that  they 

106,  aff'g  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  155;  will    be    free.      Attorney-General    v. 

People  V,  McAdoo,    113  N.  Y.  App.  Trehy,  178  lilass.  186,  193.    In /Hinow, 

Div.  770.  See  also  People  v.  Adam,  an    exception  from  the  operation  of 

116  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  613.  the  statute  of  "heads  of  departments" 

'  Chittenden  v,  Wurster,  152  N.  Y.  does  not  remove  from  the  operation  of  the 

345, 359,  rev'g  14  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  483.  adassietanta  and  deputies  of  the  heads 

'  People  V,  Mc Williams,  185  N.  Y.  of  departments,  although  they  may  oc- 

92,  rev'g  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.   176 ;  cupy  positions  of  trust  and  confidence, 

Matter  of  Dill  v.  Wheeler,  185  N.  Y.  and  may  be  charged  with  the  perform- 

106,  afiPg  100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  155.  ance    of   the    duties   of   their  chiefs. 

«  In     MaseackueeUs,     the     statute  People  v,  Kipley,  171  111.  44,  74,  89. 
ghres  to  the  civil  service  commissioners        '  Chittenden  v,  Wurster,  152  N.  Y. 

fnmtr  in  their  judgment  and  discretion  345,  360. 
to  require  offices  involving  confidential 
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officer  of  the  municipality  whom  he  represents,  the  position  should 
be  treated  as  confidential.*  But  this  rule  will  not  be  extended  to 
permit  the  exemption  from  examination  of  more  than  the  number  of 
appointees  actually  required  to  perform  duties  of  a  confidential  char- 
acter. The  work  of  an  office  would  have  to  be  great,  and  it  would 
have  to  distinctly  appear  that  one  could  not  discharge  the  duties  of 
the  position  in  order  to  justify  the  exemption  of  more  than  one? 

*  People  V.  Palmer,  152  N.  Y.  217,  preserving  papers  and  reoeiviDg  and 
220,  rev^g  9  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  58 ;  Chit-  pajdng  over  to  the  city  treaauier  all 
tenden  v.  Wurster,  152  N.  Y.  345,  360.  costs  and  fines,  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
In  Chittenden  v.  Wurster,  152  N.  Y.  police  court  is  not  a  confidential  offee, 
345,  359,  speaking  of  the  practicability  and,  hence,  is  not  exempt  from  dasdfi- 
of  competitive  examination  for  conn-  cation  in  the  competitive  schedule  of 
dential  positions.  Haighif  J.,  said:  municipal  civil  service  r^ulations,  or 
''We  have  carefully  read  the  evidence  from  the  constitutional  provisions giv- 
in  this  case,  and  not  a  word  have  we  ing  a  preference  to  veterans.  People 
found  tending  to  show  that  a  competi-  v.  Tobey,  153  N.  Y.  381,  modifying  8 
tive  examination  is  practicable  for  a  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  468,  17  N.  Y.  App. 
position  where  the  appointee  is  to  receive,   Div.  62 1 . 

open,  readf  and  answer  the  letters  of  his  *  Chittenden  v,  Wurster,  152  N.  Y. 
chief,  where  he  is  to  counsel  and  advise  345,  360.  The  (question  whether  a 
him  with  reference  to  the  conduct  and  position  is  confidential  in  its  nature  maj 
management  of  his  office,  sign  his  name  arise  not  onlv  under  the  provisons  of 
to  checks  and  toarrants,  coUect  and  pay  civil  service  laws,  for  the  classification 
out  his  money,  have  the  combination  of  of  offices  and  positions,  but  also  under 
his  safe,  and  the  custody  and  control  of  provisions  of  these  statutes,  and  of 
its  contents.  A  candidate  may  be  ever  veterajis*  Act  and  other  enactments 
so  competent  and  still  lack  many  of  the  excepting  confidential  positions  from 
necessary  elements  of  &  trustworthy  restnctions  upon  the  power  to  remove 
officer ;  ne  ma^  be  ever  so  learned  and  simimarily  and  without  motive.  Hiere 
still  lacking  in  judgment  and  discretion;  does  not  seem  to  be  any  substantial 
he  may  be  discreet  and  still  without  difference  in  the  rules  applied  m 
character;  he  may  be  honest  and  yet  determining  the  character  of  the 
meddlesome,  and  a  person  in  whom  you  position  under  the  different  statutes, 
could  not  confide.  To  our  minds  the  Confidential  positions.  The  foUov- 
framers  of  the  Constitution  or  of  the  ing  positions  have  been  held  to  be  eon- 
statutes  never  contemplated  or  in-  fiaential  in  their  nature  and  either 
tended  that  a  competitive  examination  exempt  from  competitive  examination, 
was  practicable  for  such  a  position."  or  protected  against  summary  remo%-al 
It  has  been  held  that  the  cjuestion  under  the  Veterans'  Acts,  and  other 
whether  a  position  is  confidential  is  to  statutes,  limiting  and  restricting  the 
be  determined  by  the  relation  of  the  power  of  removal:  Asostant  wamnU 
holder  to  his  immediate  superior  who  derk  in  the  office  of  the  comptroUer  of 
has  power  to  appoint  and  remove  him,  a  city,  who  was  entrusted  with  the 
and  not  to  the  head  of  the  department  care  of  bills  and  vouchers,  f^xamina- 
to  whom  such  superior,  e,  g.,  &  deputy,  tion  of  bills,  verification  of  audit,  and 
may  be  subordinate.  People  v,  Dalton,  delivery  of  warrants  to  the  oersons 
158  N.  Y.  204,  aff'g  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  entitled  thereto,  and  who  in  the 
6.  Where  the  duties  to  be  performed  absence  of  the  warrant  clerks  filled 
by  the  derk  of  the  police  court  of  a  city  out  the  warrants,  &c.  People  r. 
are  specified  in  detail  by  statutory  en-  Palmer,  152  N.  Y.  217,  rev'g  9  N.  Y. 
actments,  and  the  police  justice  has  no  App.  Div.  58.  Special  agent  in  the 
power  to  determine  these  duties,  and  excise  department  ot  the  State.  Pco|^ 
Lis  statutory  duties  consist  of  admin-  v.  Lyman,  157  N.  Y.  368,  aff'g30N.  V 
istering  oaths,  taking  depositions,  ad-  App.  Div.  135.  Subpcsna  eerver  in 
jouming  proceedings  in  the  absence  of  the  office  of  district  attorney.  People 
the  justice,  giving  a  bond  to  the  city  v,  Gardiner,  157  N.  Y.  520,  rev'g  3S 
for  faithful  performance,  keeping  a  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  204.  AsaiHani  {mer- 
record  of  the  proceedings,  filing  and   seer  of  poor  of  a  city.     Peopk  r.  Tracy. 
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Other  positions  in  which  competitive  examination  has  been  held 
to  be  impracticable  are  the  subordinates  of  an  officer  for  whose  errors 
or  violation  of  duty  the  officer  is  financially  responsiblcy  or  who  have 
personal  custody  of  public  moneys  or  public  securities  for  the  safe- 
keeping of  which  the  head  of  the  office  is  under  bond.  The  legis- 
lature may,  by  statute,  exempt  these  positions  from  competitive 
examination,  notwithstanding  a  constitutional  direction  that  such 
examinations  shall  be  required  so  far  as  practicable.^  If  the  civil 
service  commission,  which  is  given  authority  to  classify  positions 
subject  to  competitive  examination,  has  not  deemed  it  practicable 
to  determine  the  qualification  of  an  officer  by  competitive  examina- 
tion until  after  an  appointment  or  promotion  has  been  made,  an 
appointment  or  promotion  without  an  examination  is  valid,  although 


35  N.  Y.  App.  Djv.  266.  Secretary  of 
fire  department  in  New  York  City, 
naving  control  of  correspondence  of 
department,  charge  of  records,  dis- 
bursement  of  petty  office  expenses, 
management  of  office  and  general 
supervision  of  the  business  of  the 
department.  People  v.  Scannell,  51 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  360,  363.  County 
detective  appointed  by  the  district 
attorney,  whose  duties  are,  under 
direction  of  district  attorney,  to  pre- 
serve Older,  to  serve  papers  and  pro- 
cess, to  examine  bencti  warrants  and 
orders  of  arrest.  People  v.  Clarke,  54 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  588.  DejnUy  shenff, 
who  in  fact  acts  as  turnkey  or  deputy 
sherifiF  whenever  called  upon  to  do  so, 
though  he  may  be  assigned  to  take 
charge  of  the  neating  apparatus  in  a 
county  jaU.  Matter  of  Blust  v. 
Collier,  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  478. 
Assistant  seraeanl-atHirms  of  board  of 
aldermen  of  aew  York  City.  Matter 
of  Shaughnessy  v,  Fomes,  73  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  462,  aff'd  on  other  grounds 
172  N.  Y.  323.  DepiUy  collector  of 
asseesments  and  arrears.  People  v. 
McFadden,  75  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  264. 
Comparison  and  index  dirk  in  office  of 
register  of  deeds.  People  v.  Hamilton, 
98  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  59.  As  to  employees 
in  office  of  raster  of  deeds,  generally, 
see  People  v.  Collier,  78  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
620,  rev'd  on  other  grounds  175  N.  Y. 
196. 

Nonrconfdential  positions.  The  fol- 
lowing positions  have  been  held  not 
to  be  confidential  in  their  nature  under 
these  statutes :  Clerk  of  police  court  of 
Syracuse.  People  v.  Tobey,  153  N.  Y. 
381,  modifying  8  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  468, 


B.  c.  17  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  621.  Assist- 
ant to  derk  of  police  court  in  New  York 
City.  People  v.  Knox,  45  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  518.  Clerks  of  the  hoard  of  audit 
performing  services  wholly  of  a  public 
character  and  bearing  no  personal 
relations  to  any  member  of  the  board. 
People  V.  Sutton,  88  Hun  (N.  Y.),  173. 
Assistant  examiner  in  office  of  the 
commissioners  of  accounts  in  New 
York  aty.  People  v,  Hertle,  46  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  505.  Dock  master  entrusted 
b^  the  board  of  dock  commissioners 
with  the  collection  of  certain  moneys. 
People  V.  O'Brien,  9  N.  Y.  App.  D5v. 
428.  Collector  of  market  fees.  People 
V,  Coler,  31  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  523,  aff'd 
157  N.  Y.  676.  Water  registrar  whose 
duty  it  is  to  supervise  the  annual  rolls 
for  water  taxes,  &oi,  the  bills  for  the 
same,  and  the  receipt  and  collection  of 
moneys  paid.  People  v.  Dalton,  41 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  458,  aff'd  160  N.  Y. 
686. 

>*  Chittenden  v.  Wurster,  152  N.  Y. 
345,361.  See  also  People  V.  McFadden, 
76  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  264;  People  v. 
Coler,  31  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  623,  aff'd 
157  N.  Y.  676;  People  v.  Dalton,  41 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  458,  aff'd  160  N.  Y. 
686.  In  New  York,  it  has  also  been 
the  generally  accepted  doctrine  that 
as  to  ^  positions  of  laborers  and  day 
workmen  employed  in  ordinary  manual 
labor,  it  is  not  practicable  to  determine 
merit  and  fitness  by  competitive  ex- 
aminations, and  under  the  Constitution 
and  statutes  such  persons  are  pro{)erly 
classified  in  the  non-competitive 
schedules.  People  v.  Dalton,  49  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  71,  aff'd  163  N.  Y.  666. 
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thereafter  the  commission  has  determined  that  a  competitive  ex- 
amination is  practicable,  and  has  provided  for  the  examination  of 
candidates.^ 

§  404.  Exempt  Positions;  Heads  of  Departments,  Deputies, ete. — 
The  heads  of  departmeiUs^  and  also  in  some  cases  their  depu- 
ties, are,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  excepted  from 
the  operation  of  the  provisions  of  civil  service  and  other  laws 
regulating  the  appointment  to  and  removal  from  offices  and 
positions  in  the  municipal  service.'  Founded  upon  the  analogy 
of  the  State,  the  charters  of  cities  frequently  divide  the  principal 
departments  into  the  executive  (at  the  head  of  which  is  the  mayor) 
and  the  legislative  departments  (which  is  composed  of  the  common 
council  or  board  of  aldermen),  but  the  meaning  of  the  words  ''head 
of  any  principal  department  in  a  city''  when  used  in. a  statute  regi>- 
lating  appointment  to  or  removal  from  office  is  not  to  be  restricted 
to  this  primary  division  of  powers.'  Without  attempting  to  stale 
exhaustively  the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  it  may  be  said  to  denote 

'  Matter  of   Siigden  v.  Partridge,  lative  body  of  a  city  a  department? 

174  N.  Y.  87,  96,  rev'g  78  N.  Y.  App.  It  has  been  held  that  statutes  provid- 

Div.  644 ;   Chittenden  v.  Wurster,  152  ing  that  any  clerk  or  employee  of  any 

N.  Y.  345,  362.     See  also  People    v.  department  of  a  city  whose  poatkm  or 

Wilson,  12  N.  Y.  Misc.  174,  afird  146  employment  may  be  abolished  by  the 

N.  Y.  401 ;  People  v.  Roberts,  91  Hun  abolition  of  any  department  or  its  oon- 

(N.  Y.),  101,  afl'd  148  N.  Y.  360.  solidation  with  another,  shall  be  rein- 

'  Illinois.    An  exception   from  the  stated  in  the  same  or  similar  position 

operation  of  the  statute  of  ''heads  of  or  employment  in  another  department, 

departments"  does  not  remove  from  do  not  apply  to  the  legislative  body  of 

the  operation  of  the  act  oMt^tonte  and  a  city  having  power  to  elect  its  own 

deputies  of  the  heads  of  departments,  officers    and  attendants,  and  tbe  ap- 

although  they  may  occupy  positions  of  pointees  of  a  board  of    aldermen  to 

trust    and    conficience,    and    may    be  positions  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the 

charged  with  the  performance  of  the  board  of  aldermen  are  not  governed  by 

duties  of  their  chiefs.    People  v.  Kipley,  itsprovisions.    Matter  of  Shau^mesBV 

171  111.  44,  74,  89.    A  statute  in  New  v.  Fomes,  172  N.  Y.  323,  afiPg  73  N.  V. 

York  which  provides  that  aU  veterans  App.  Div.  462.    The  provision  of  the 

''now  in  the  service"  of  a  municipal  New  York  Civil  Service  Law  dividmg 

corporation  shall  be  retained  therein  the  civil  service  of  the  State  and  citiet 

ana  shall  not  be  removed  except  for  into    the    classified    and    unclassified 

cause,  is  limited  in  its  operation  to  service,    and    declaring  that  the  un- 

subordinate    positions,    and    does   not  classified   service  shall  compiiae  "til 

apply  to  the  heads  of  departments  who  legidative  officers  and  employees, "  in- 

are  directly  appointed  by  the  mayor,  eludes  in  its  operation  the  offieen  and 

People  V.  Morton,  148  N.  Y.  156,  162;  empkyyees  of  the  legislative  bodies  of 

People  V.  Van  Wyck,  157  N.  Y.  495,  cities,  t.  e.,  the  council  or  board  of 

affg  33  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  318:   People  aldermen,  and  the  position  of  derk  in 

V.  England,  16  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  97;  the  office  of  clerk  ot  the  board  of  akle^ 

People  V.  Trustees  of  Saratoga  Sprincs,  men  of  New  York  City  is  a  Imolative 

35  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  141,  aff'd  159  N.  Y.  position,  belonging  to  the  undaasified 

568;   Murray  v.  New  York,  60  N.  Y.  service,  and  may  be  filled  witboot  a 

App.  Div.  541.  competitive  examination.     People  «. 

*  Attorney-General  v.   Trehy,    178  Scully,  56  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  302. 
Mass.  186,  194.    Qumre,  Is  the  legis- 
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the  heads  of  the  departments  into  which,  either  by  express  pro- 
vision or  by  the  customary  and  general  and  long-continued 
method  of  transacting  the  business  of  the  municipality,  the  officers, 
employees,  and  agents  of  the  city  have  been  divided.^  The  idea  con- 
veyed by  the  term  is  that  the  head  of  the  department  is  not  sub- 
ordinate to  or  controlled  by  any  superior  officer,  except  possibly 
such  powers  of  general  supervision  and  control  as  may  be  vested 
in  and  exercised  by  the  mayor  and  council  as  the  heads  and  general 
representatives  of  the  city.' 


^  The  exception  of  ''heads  of  any 
piincioal  department"  contained  in 
the  lUinois  Civil  Service  Aci  refers  to 
the  chief  office  in  each  principal  de- 
partment as  such  office  existect  under 
city  ordinances  in  force  when  the  act 
was  passed.  Neither  under  this  ex- 
ception nor  imder  the  exception  of 
officers  "whose  appointment  is  subject 
to  confirmation  by  the  city  council" 
can  the  number  of  exemptions  be  in- 
creased by  ordinances  of  the  city  coun- 
cil. Deputies  in  control  dunns  the 
absence  of  the  chief,  and  having  chaise 
of  hiring  men  and  expending  pubUc 
money,  although  next  in  position  to 
the  chief  and  having  confidential  and 
business  relations  with  him,  are  not 
exempt.  People  v.  Kipley,  171  111.  44. 
It  has  been  said  that  the  term  ''de- 
partment" and  "head  of  department" 
m  the  provisions  of  the  New  York  City 
Charier  regulating  the  discharge  of 
regular  clerks,  &c.,  only  includes  the 
regular  administrative  departments  of 
the  city  as  enumerated  in  the  charter. 
Hence  the  coroners  of  the  respective 
boroughs  not  being  the  heads  of  *ad- 
ministrative  departments,  although 
now  borough  officers,  are  not  limited 
thereby  in  exercising  the  power  of  re- 
moving clerks  in  their  offices.  People 
V,  Scholer,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  282, 
aff'd  179  N.  Y.  602.  See  arUe,  chap.  i. 
§  26.  The  heads  of  departments  who 
are  within  such  statutory  provisions 
are  the  heads  of  city  departments,  and 
not  the  heads  of  offices  within  the  city 
chareed  with  the  performance  of  a  duty 
which  properly  belongs  to  the  State. 
Commissioner  of  jurors  in  New  York 
City  held  to  be  an  office  which  did  not 
relate  to  the  municipal  government  of 
the  city,  and  not  to  be  a  department 
of  the  city  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  regulating  removals  in  the  city 
departments.  People  v.  Plimley,  1 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  458. 


«  People  V,  Van  Wyck,  157  N.  Y. 
496,  606.  In  People  v.  Van  Wyck,  157 
N.  Y.  495,  504,  where  the  court  held 
that  a  member  of  the  board  of  assessors 
in  New  York  City  did  not  occupy  a  sub- 
ordinate position,  Parker,  C.  J.,  said: 
"The  incumbent  of  the  office  of  assessor 
is  inferior  in  rank  to  that  of  the  mayor 
by  whom  he  is  appointed,  but  he  is  not 
subject  to  the  direction  of  the  mayor, 
or  to  any  one  else,  in  the  discharge  of 
the  very  important  and  quasi  judicial 
duties  pertaming  to  his  office.  His 
duties  are  enjoined  by  statute,  and  are 
within  a  smaller  compass  than  those 
placed  upon  the  mayor  by  the  same 
act,  but,  within  the  limits  defined  by 
the  statute  for  each  officer,  the  one  is 
not  more  independent  in  the  dischaige 
of  his  duty  than  the  other."  After  re- 
ferring to  the  fact  that  another  board 
had  power  to  revise  the  assessments  as 
made  by  the  board  of  assessors,  the 
learned  chief  judge  proceeded;  "The 
test  by  which  to  determine  whether 
they  are  subordinates  is  not  whether 
a  review  of  such  of  their  determinations 
as  are  qucLsi  judicial  may  be  had,  but 
whether,  in  the  performance  of  their 
various  duties,  they  are  subject  to  the 
direction  and  control  of  a  superior 
officer,  or  are  independent  officers, 
subject  only  to  such  directions  as  the 
statute  gives." 

Members  of  the  board  of  health  of  a 
village  are  heads  of  department,  and 
not  subordinates,  and  are  not  protected 
from  summary  removal  by  the  New 
York  Veterans  Act.  People  v.  Trustees 
of  Saratoga  Springs,  35  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
141,  aff'd  169  N.  Y.  568.  Overseers  of 
poor  held  to  be  head  of  department,  and 
city  almoner  to  be  a  subordinate  under 
them  and  subject  to  classification  for 
appointment.  Attorney-General  «. 
Trehy,  178  Mass.  186.  Assistant  over- 
seer  of  the  poor  of  city  held  to  be  a 
deputy,  and  not  protected  from 
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§405.  Subordinate  Poaitioiui;  Laborers. — In  contradistinction 
to  the  heads  of  departments  ordinary  laborers  or  day  vxjrkmm 
are  not  required  to  pass  competitive  examinations.^  Similarij, 
statutes  which  prohibit  the  discharge  of  persons  holding  poniions 
by  apj)ointment  in  the  municipal  service,  except  for  cause  and  after 
notice  and  a  hearing  or  otherwise  restrict  the  power  of  removal, 
are  by  their  terms  usually  construed  to  have  no  applicability  or 
operation  upon  laborers  or  day  workmen.' 

maiy  removal  by  the  New  York  Veter-  labor  class  in  cities  shall  be  fiQed  by 

ans'  Act.     People  v.  Tracy,  35  N.  Y.  api)ointment '  from  lists  of  applicants 

App.  Div.  265.    The  position  of  bridge  re^tered  by  the  municipal  commiB- 

commiamoner  for  the  construction  of  a  sions.    Preference  in  employment  from 

bridge  over  the  East  River  is  not  a  sub-  such  list  shall  be  given  aooordine  to 

ordinate  position  contemplated  by  the  date  of  application.     There  shall  be 

New  York  Veterans'  Act,  and  therefore  separate  lists  of  applicants  for  different 

is  not  within  the  protection  of  that  kinds  of  labor  or  employment,  and  the 

act.    People  v,  Nixon,  158  N.  Y.  221,  commissions    may    establish   separate 

aff'g  32  N.  Y.  App.  IHv.  513.    Deputy  labor  lists  for  various  institutions  and 

Uix  commissioner  held  to  be  excepted  departments.    Where  the  labor  i 


from  operation  of  Veterans'  Act  by  pro-  in  any  department  or  institution  ex- 
vision  therein  declaring  that  it  should  tends  to  separate  localities  the  oom- 
not  be  construed  to  apply  to  the  posi-  missions  m^  provide  separate  re^ 
tion  of  private  secretary,  cashier,  or  tration  lists  for  each  district  or  locahty. 
deputy  of  any  official  or  department.  The  commission  shall  require  an  appb- 
Peopie  V,  Wells,  176' N.  Y.  462,  rev'g  cant  for  registration  for  the  labor  ier- 
87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  270.  vice  to  furnish  such  evidence  or  pass 
^  Under  the  mandate  of  the  New  such  examination  as  they  may  oeem 
York  Constitution  that  appointments  proper  with  respect  to  his  age,  residenee, 
and  promotions  in  the  civil  service  physical  condition,  ability  to  labor, 
should  be  made  according  to  merit  skul,  capacity,  and  experience  in  the 
and  fitness  to  be  ascertained  so  far  as  trade  or  employment  for  which  be 
practicable  by  competitive  examina-  applies."  The  civil  service  acts  are  not 
,  tions,  it  has  been  the  generally  accepted  intended  to  protect  and  continue  in 
doctrine  that  as  to  the  positions  of  employment  persons  who  are  engaged 
laborers  and  day  workmen,  perform-  temporarily  in  the  pNerformanoe  of  the 
ing  ordinary  manual  labor,  it  was  not  work  as  the  exigencies  <^  the  case  re- 
practicable  to  employ  competitive  ex-  quire  for  a  per  diem  compensatioD. 
aminaiion  in  order  to  determine  fitness,  Hoggett  v,  Mt.  Vernon,  36  N.  Y.  App. 
and  such  persons  have  usually  been  Div.  374.  Stream  cleaner  in  water 
classified  in  the  non-competitive  sched-  department  of  New  York  Qty  bdd  to 
ules.  People  v,  Dalton,  49  N.  Y.  App.  be  a  laborer  and  day  workman,  and 
Div.  71,  aff'd  163  N.  Y.  556.  By  the  as  such  not  subject  to  competitive 
New   York  Civil  Service  Law  (Laws,  examination.      People   v.    Dalton,  49 

1899,  chap.  370,  as  amended  by  Laws,  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  71,  aff'd  163  N.  Y. 

1900,  chaps.  6  and  675,  Laws,  1902,  556. 

chaps.  270  and  355,  and  Laws,  1904,        '  Uniformed  force  of  street-deaning 

chap.  697),  the  municipal  civil  service  department  of  New  York  City  held  not 

commission  of  each  city  is  given  power  to  occupy  "positions  by  appoinlment 

to  prescribe  and  enforce  rules  "for  the  receiving  a  salary"  withm  tne  mpaniTig 

registration  and  Section  of  laborers  for  of  the  New  York  Veterans'  Act.   Pm|^ 

employment  therein,  not  inconsistent  v.  Warine,  1  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  594.  aff'd 

with  the  Constitution  and  the  provi-  149  N.  Y.  621;  People  v.  McCartney, 

sions  of  this  act."     The  statute  also  28  N.  Y.   App  Div.    138;   People   r. 

provides  that  "The  labor  class  in  cities  McCartney,  36  N.  Y.  App.    Div.   39. 

shall   include   unskilled    laborers   and  Nor  is  a  person  enj^aged  by  the  depart- 

such  skilled  laborers  as  are  not  included  ment  of  public  highways  to  furnish  a 

it  the  competitive  class  or  the  non-  horse  and    wagon  and   to  drive  the 

competitive  class.     Vacancies  in  the  same  for  a  certain  sum  per  day,  a 
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Between  the  heads  of  department  on  the  one  hand  and  laborers 
employed  for  daily  wages  on  the  other,  is  to  be  found  the  class  of 
svbordinate  positions  to  which  civil  service  laws  and  statutes  limit- 
ing or  restricting  the  right  to  remove  at  pleasure  have  their  natural 
application.  It  is  impossible  to  examine  these  positions  in  detail, 
although  some  of  the  decisions  on  the  subject  will  be  found  in  the 
footnotes.^ 

§  406.  Probationary  Appointments.  —  A  constitiUumcU  provision 
that  appointments  and  promotions  in  the  civil  service  shall  be 
made  according  to  merit  and  fitness,  to  be  ascertained,  so  far  as 
practicable,  by  examinations,  which,  so  far  as  practicable,  shall 
be  competitive,  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  statute  which  provides  for 
appointments  for  a  probationary  period  only  before  any  absolute  ap- 

holder  of  such  a  position.     People  v.  Murray  v.  New  York,  60  N.  Y.  App. 

Redfield,  86  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  367.    An  Div.  541. 

inspector  of  regulating  and  grading  *' Regular  clerks  "  Since  1873,  there 
streets  does  not  hold  a  position  by  ap-  has  been  a  statutory  provision  pro- 
pointment.  Meyers  v.  Mayor,  £c.  of  hibiting  the  discharge  of  any  ''regu- 
New  York,  69  Hun,  291.  See  also  lar  clerk"  in  the  New  York  City  civil 
Matter  of  Wagner  v.  CoUis,  7  N.  Y.  App.  service,  except  for  cause  and  after  an 
Div.  203.  But  since  these  decisions  opportunity  to  make  an  explanation, 
were  rendered  the  New  York  Veterans  See  Laws  of  New  York,  1873,  chap.  335, 
Act  has  been  so  amended  as  to  ex-  §  28;  Laws  of  1882,  chap.  410,  §  48> 
pressly  include  within  its  operation  Laws  of  1897,  chap.  378,  §  1543 ;  Laws 
laborers  and  other  employees  receiving  of  1901,  chap.  466,  §  1543.  The  words 
a  per  diem  compensation.  People  v.  "regular  clerk"  as  used  in  this  statute 
Cram,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  313 ;  People  are  used  in  their  popular  sense  as  de- 
V.  Cruger,  12  N.  x.  App.  Div.  536.  noting  one  whose  auties  are  clerical, 
^  Subordinate  positions.  Fire  mar-  —  a  person  employed  in  an  office,  pi^ 
shal  in  Brooklyn  neld  to  occupy  a  sub-  lie  or  private,  for  keepinjg^  records  or 
ordinate  position  and  to  be  protected  accounts,  whose  business  is  to  write  or 
from  removal  by  Veterans  Act.  People  register  in  proper  form  the  transactions 
V,  Gray,  32  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  458.  of  the  tribunal  or  body  to  which  he 
Superintendent  of  outdoor  poor  of  a  belongs.  People  v.  Fire  Commissioners, 
borough  in  New  York  City  held  to  oc-  73  N.  Y.  437.  Supervisor  in  the  bureau 
cupy  a  subordinate  position  and  not  of  combustibles  and  assistant  to  the 
to  be  a  deputy  of  the  commissioner  of  fire  marshal  in  the  fire  department  of 
charities  within  the  meaning  of  a  pro-  New  York  City,  held  not  to  be  regular 
vision  excepting  deputies  from  the  pro-  clerks.  People  v.  Fire  Commissioners, 
tection  of  the  Veterans  Act.  People  v.  73  N.  Y.  437.  Superintendent  of  tele- 
Folks,  89  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  171.  aty  graph  of  fire  department  held  not  to 
almoner  held  to  be  subordinate  of  over^  be  a  regular  clerk  within  this  provi- 
seer  of  poor  and  subject  to  classifica-  sion.  People  v.  Board  of  Fire  Com'rs, 
tion  under  the  Massachusetts  civil  86  N.  Y.  149.  Property  clerk  in  de* 
service  law  for  purposes  of  appoint-  partment  of  parks  held  to  be  a  regu- 
ment  and  removal.  Attorney-General  lar  clerk  within  this  provision.  Van 
V.  Trehy,  178  Mass.  186.  Street  com-  Valkenburgh  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New 
missioner  of  a  village  held  to  occupy  a  York,  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  208.  In- 
subordinate  position,  the  board  of  spector  of  water  supply  to  shipping  in 
trustees  having  exclusive  control  and  tne  department  of  puolic  works,  held 
supervision  of  the  streets,  and  the  not  to  be  a  "re^lar  clerk."  People  v. 
commissioner  being  subject  to  the  Dalton,  34  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  302,  aflPd 
direction  and   control   of  the   board.  159  N.  Y.  235. 
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pointment  or  employment  shall  take  effect.  The  constitutional 
provision  plainly  implies  that  other  methods  and  tests  are  to  be 
employed  when  necessary  and  when  calculated  to  fully  ascertain 
the  merit  and  fitness  of  the  applicant.  If  a  probationary  term  or 
other  method  is  necessary  to  enable  an  appointing  officer  to  fully 
or  correctly  ascertain  the  merit  and  fitness  of  the  applicant,  the  in- 
tent of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  is  that  it  shall  be  employed.^ 
During  his  probationary  term  the  appointee  is  subject  to  the  same 
rules  as  if  he  had  been  appointed  to  a  permanent  position.  The 
statute  contemplates  a  probationary  term  or  period  of  probation 
for  a  definite  or  stated  length  of  duration  to  be  determined  in  ad- 
vance of  appointment.  The  probationary  appointee  is  to  be  secured 
an  experimental  trial  for  the  period  prescribed  by  the  law  or  rules 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  law,  and  he  is  not  to  be  condemned  before 
the  time  given  him  to  show  his  fitness  has  expired,  except  after  an 
opportunity  to  explain  and  a  hearing,  as  provided  in  the  case  of 
similar  permanent  employees.'  But  so  far  as  his  continuance  b 
office  or  employment  after  the  probationary  term  is  concerned,  he 
is  subject  to  a  discretion  vested  in  the  appointing  power  to  continue 
the  employment  or  appointment  or  not  as  he  deems  best  for  the  dtfs 
interests.  If  the  appointing  officer  determines,  in  good  faith,  that 
it  is  not  to  the  interest  of  the  city  that  the  term  of  the  probationer 
should  be  continued,  he  may,  at  the  expiration  of  the  probationarr 
term,  discharge  him  without  a  trial  or  hearing  upon  the  ground  that 
he  has  not  shown  the  requisite  fitness  for  public  employment* 

'  People  «.  Lyman,  157  N.  Y.  368,  after  six  months'  satirfactoiy  service, 

aff'g  30  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  135.  but  that  the  head  of  the  deparimeDt 

'  People  V.  Kearny,  164  N.  Y.  64,  may  complete  the  appointment  after 
aff 'e  49  N.  Y.  App.  Ehv.  125 ;  People  v,  two  months  by  certifying  such  com- 
Guilfoyle,  61  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  187.  But  pletion  to  the  commission.  Held,  that 
before  the  expiration  of  the  probation-  this  rule  did  not  delegate  to  the  bead 
ary  period,  the  probationer  may  be  noti-  of  the  department  the  power  to  fix  the 
fied  that  his  services  will  not  be  required  probationary  term.  Fish  v,  McGann, 
after  his  probationary  term.  People  206  111.  179,  afiT^  107  111.  App.  538. 
V.  Coler,  56  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  171.  In  When  the  probationer  is  a  miNe  em- 
New  York,  the  probation  period  is  ployee  of  tne  citjr,  and  not  a  public 
regarded  as  a  separate  and  distinct  officer,  his  probationaiy  term  begms, 
term ;  it  does  not  run  into  and  become  not  at  the  date  of  the  resohitian  or 
part  of  the  permanent  tenure,  and  is  order  appointing  him,  but  at  the  date 
not  included  in  considering  right  to  when  h^  accepts  the  emplojrment  by 
promotion.  Hence,  when  appointees  actually  entering  into  the  service  of  toe 
are  entitled  to  promotion  after  having  city.  Matter  <n  O'Grady  v.  Low,  74 
served  for  one  year,  this  mear  ^  service  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  246. 
for  one  year  from  the  time  when  the  •  Matter  of  Murray,  18  N.  Y,  Anx 
permanent  tenure  began.  People  v.  Div.  337,  affd  155  N.  Y.  628.  See  abo 
McAdoo,  110  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  740.  People  v.  Lyman,  30  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
aff' d  184  N.  Y.  575.  The  lUinoia  civil  135,  aff'd  on  other  grounds  157  N.  Y. 
service  rules  provided  that  the  appoint-  368.  In  New  York,  retention  in  aer 
ment  of  probationers  shall  be  complete  vice  after  the  end  of  the  i»obtttioiiaiy 
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§  407.  Promotioii8.  —  In  the  practical  working  of  the  civil 
service  laws,  vacancies  in  positions  which  are  subject  to  examina- 
tion are  ustuaUy  filed  by  promotion  from  a  lower  grade  in  the  same 
department,  the  candidates  for  promotion  being  frequently,  if  not 
generally,  required  to  pass  a  competitive  examination  open  to  all 
incumbents  and  employees  holding  positions  in  the  lower  grade.  ^ 


term  is  expressly  declared  to  be  equiva- 
lent  to  a  permanent  appointment. 
See  People  v.  De  Forest,  83  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  410.  In  lUinoU,  probationers  can 
only  be  disoussed  from  service  with 
the  consent  of  the  civil  service  com- 
missionerB.  Fish  v,  McGann,  205  111. 
179,  aff'g  107  III  App.  538.  Suspension 
of  the  officer  penaing  the  hearing  of 
char;^  against  him,  interrupts  thcw 
runmng  of  the  probationary  {>eriod, 
and  the  officer  mav  be  removed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  for  probationers, 
although  a  decision  b  not  rendered 
until  after  the  time  when  the  pro- 
bationary period  would  otherwise  have 
expired.  Blake  v,  Lindblom,  225  111. 
555.  A  charter  provision  conferring 
upon  ihs  mauor  an  absolute  power  of 
remowd  of  all  officers  appointed  by 
him  during  the  first  six  months  of  their 
respective  terms,  and  limiting  removals 
thereafter  to  cause  after  notice  and 
trial,  is  available  to  the  successor  of  the 
mayor  actually  making  the  appoint- 
ment. A  person  api>ointed  to  office  for 
a  second  term  is  subject  to  the  absolute 
power  of  removal  during  the  first  six 
months  thereof.  McLellan  v.  Marine, 
08  Bid.  53. 

'  Under  the  provision  of  the  New 
York  ConetUuHon  recfuinng  promotions 
to  be  made  according  to  merit  and 
fitness  to  be  ascertained  so  far  as 
practicable  by  competitive  examina- 
tionr  it  has  been  said  that  vacancies 
can  be  filled  by  promotions  from  those 
occupying  a  lower  grade  in  the  depart- 
ment, Bxxd  that  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  position  should  always  be  tnrown 
open  to  persons  not  in  the  service. 
Per  CuUen,  C.  J.,  in  Hale  v.  Worstell, 
185  N.  Y.  247,  255.  lUinms,  Under 
the  Civil  Service  Act  of  this  State, 
vacancies  in  the  higher  gnules  of  service 
are  required  to  be  filled  on  examination 
for  promotion  from  the  immediately 
lower  grade.  Such  vacancies  cannot 
be  filled  by  an  original  competitive 
examination  open  to  eveiy  one.  Ptacek 
V.  People,  194  lU.  125,  afPg  94  lU.  App. 
571.  In  New  York,  in  keeping  with 
the  principle  that  certification  by  the 


civil  service  commission  of  a  single 
person  as  eligible  for  appointment  in 
effect  deprives  the  local  authorities  of 
their  power  of  appointment  in  viola- 
tion or  the  Constitution  {ante,  chap,  iv, 
§  101 ;  People  v.  Moeher,  163  N.  Y732), 
the  local  authorities  cannot  be  compelled 
to  promote  the  person  certified  by  the 
commission  as  standing  highest  on  an 
examination.  People  v.  McAdoo,  110 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  432.  Although  there 
is  a  constitutional  provision  requiring 
promotions  to  be  nuule  "aocoraine  to 
merit  and  fitness  to  be  ascertained,  so 
far  as  practicable,  by  examination," 
the  civil  service  commission  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  adopting  a  rule  re<juiring 
service  for  at  least  six  months  in  the 
grade  immediately  below  that  to 
which  promotion  is  sought  as  a  condi- 
tion for  admission  to  an  examination 
for  promotion.  Matter  of  Ricketts,  111 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  669.  When  appointees 
are,  by  statute,  given  the  right  to  pro- 
motion after  one  year's  service,  this 
means  service  for  one  year  after  a 
permanent  appointment  and  not  for 
one  year  from  the  commencement  of 
the  probationaiy  term.  People  v. 
McAdoo,  110  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  740, 
aflPd  184  N.  Y.  575.  Duty  to  place 
holders  of  teacher's  certificate  of  a 
specified  mde  on  the  special  list  of 
those  eligible  for  promotion,  held  to 
be  mandatory  under  the  terms  of  the 
statute.  Matter  of  Brookljm  Teachers' 
Assoc.,  85  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  47,  aflTd 
176  N.  Y.  564. 

A  statute  which  declares  that 
roundemm,  and  patrolmen  detailed  to 
the  detective  bureau  of  the  police  force 
shall  be  known  as  detective  sergeants, 
and  that  they  shall  not  be  reduced  in 
rank  or  salary  except  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law  for  seigeants  and 
other  police  officers,  does  not  conflict 
with  a  constitutional  provision  re- 
(juiring  appointments  and  promotions 
in  the  civil  service  of  cities  to  be  made 
according  to  merit  and  fitness,  to  be 
ascertained  so  far  as  practicable  by 
competitive  examinations,  since  the 
statute  does  not  create  a  new  office  and 


710  MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS  §  407 

Constitutional  or  statutory  provisions  that  appointments  and  pro- 
motions in  the  civil  service  shall  be  made,  when  practicable^  upon 
competitive  examination,  do  not  supersede  or  annul  authority  con- 
ferred by  statute  upon  local  authorities  to  promote  officers  or  em- 
ployees, e.  g.,  members  of  the  police  force,  for  special  and  particular 
acts  of  heroism.  Such  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions  are 
not  intended  to  affect  or  modify  statutes  authorizing  the  appointing 
authorities  to  promote  officers  an^  employees  ks  a  reward  for  ex- 
ceptional heroism  and  bravery  in  the  performance  of  their  duties.' 
A  promotion  is  an  advancement  to  a  higher  position,  an  elevaticHi, 
a  preferment.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  New  York  Constitution 
promotions  under  the  guise  of  a  transfer  are  evasions  and  illegal;  if 
the  practical  working  of  the  civil  service  requires  a  transfer  of  one 
engaged  therein,  such  transfer  can  only  be  made  when  it  does  not 
in  fact  constitute  a  promotion.^ 

Change  of  grade,  and  not  a  mere  increase  in  the  salary  within  the 
limits  fixed  for  the  grade,  constitutes  a  promotion  within  the  meaning 
of  the  civil  service  law.  If  maximum  and  minimum  salaries  are 
prescribed  for  the  grade  to  which  the  officer  or  employee  is  appointed, 
the  head  of  the  department  may  grant  an  increase  of  salary  within 
the  prescribed  maximum  without  examination,  although  it  has  hap- 
pened that  the  salary  hitherto  received  is  that  prescribed  for  a  lower 
grade.'  But  an  increase  of  salary  beyond  the  limit  fixed  for  the 
grade  in  which  the  office  is  classified  by  the  civil  service  commission 
is  a  change  of  grade,  and  constitutes  a  promotion  which  can  only 
be  made  by  complying  with  the  requirements  of  the  civil  service 
law  and  rules  made  pursuant  thereto.^ 

then  fill  it,  but  only  applies  to  and  meaning  of  the  civil  service  law. 
defines  the  status  of  persons  holding  People  v.  Tully,  108  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
an  existing  office.    Matter  of  Sugden  v,   345. 

Partridge,  174  N.  Y.  87,  rev'g  78  N.  Y.  *  People  v.  Knox,  71 N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
App.  Div.  644 ;  Matter  of  Lahey  v.  306.  Permanent  assignment  of  patrol- 
Partridge,  174  N.  Y.  526,  rev'g  78  N.  Y.  man  to  duty  as  a  tel^raph  operator 
App.  Div.  199;  Matter  of  Fay  v.  — a  position  which  carries  toe  rank  and 
Partridge,  174  N.  Y.  526,  rev'g  78  N.  Y.  pay  of  a  police  seigeant  —  held  to  be  a 
App.  Div.  204.  promotion  which  could  only  be  made 

*  People  V.  Knox,  166  N.  Y.  444,  from  an  eligible  list  submitted  by  the 
rev'g  54  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  634  (over-  civil  service  commission  after  examinar 
ruling  People  v,  Kiiox,  54  N.  Y.  App.  tion  of  the  applicants  for  promotion. 
Div.  334) ;  People  v.  Knox,  48  N.  Y.  People  v.  Partndge,  89  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
App.  Div.  477.  497.  aff'd   179  N.  Y.  530.     See  also 

^  Hale  r.  Worstell,  185  N.  Y.  247,  People  v.  McAdoo,  108  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
aflf'g  107  App.  Div.  624.  1,  aff'd  185  N.  Y.  537.     A  temponry 

'  People  V.  Knox,  58  N.  Y.  App.  assignment  to  perform  the  duties  of  a 
Div.  541,  aff'd  167  N.  Y.  620.  Increase  higher  grade  does  not  constitute  a  pro- 
of salary  of  a  position  which  is  not  motion,  and  does  not  carry  with  it  the 
p:raded  and  for  which  no  limit  has  been  ruht  to  increased  salary.  Peqple  r. 
fixed  is  not  a  promotion  within  the   Knox,  57  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  155;  Mat- 
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§  408.  Preference  of  Honorably  Discharged  Veterans.  —  The 
civil  service  laws  of  many  States  contain  provisions  to  the  effect  that 
preference  of  appointment  shall  be  given  to  honorably  discharged 
soldiers  and  sailors  of  the  late  Civil  and  Spanish  Wars.  Thb  pref- 
erence has  in  New  York  been  guaranteed  by  constitutional  provi- 
sion.^ It  has  been  held  that  the  legislature  cannot  constUutionaUy 
enact  that  public  offices,  which  it  has  created,  shall  be  filled  by  veterans 
in  preferment  to  ail  other  persons,  whether  the  veterans  are  or  are  not 
found,  or  thought,  to  be  actually  qualified  to  perform  the  duties  of 
the  offices  by  an  impartial  and  competent  officer  or  board  charged 
with  a  public  duty  in  making  the  appointments.  The  fact  that  a 
person  is  a  veteran  has  usually  little  or  no  relevancy  in  determining 
his  fitness  for  employment  under  the  State  or  a  municipality,  and  it 
is  not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  confer  an  absolute  right 
upon  this  class  of  persons  to  a  preferential  appointment  to  office 
irrespective  of  the  qualifications  which  they  may  possess.'  But  the 
legislature  may  provide  that  if  veterans  pass  the  examinations  as 
to  qualifications  to  which  all  candidates  for  appointment  to  office 
are  subject,  they  shall  be  preferred  in  appointment  to  all  male  per- 
sons not  veterans.  The  principle  upon  which  this  decision  is  ren- 
dered is  that  when  the  qualifications  of  veterans  have  been  ascer- 
tained by  examination,  the  legislature  may,  by  virtue  of  its 
discretion  to  regulate  appointment  to  office,  provide  that  of  those 
whose  competency  for  the  office  has  been  ascertained,  a  veteran 
shall  be  preferred  in  appointment  to  the  office.* 

ter  of  Leach  v.  Woodbury,  75  N.  Y.  299,  304;  People  v.  Grout,  44  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  503.  See  also  People  v.  Misc.  526;  People  v.  Folks,  89  N.  Y. 
Roosevelt,  5  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  168,  169.  App.  Div.  171.  The  fact  that  by  stat- 
*  New  York  Const.,  1894,  art.  v.  {  9.  ute  a  veteran  can  only  be  removed  for 
'  Brown  v.  Russell,  166  Mass.  14.  cause  upon  notice  and  after  a  hearing 
See  also  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  145  while  non-veterans  may  be  removed 
Mass.  587.  Under  a  constituHonal  pro-  summarily  is  not  a  dental  of  th$  equal 
vision  requiring  competitive  examination  protection  of  the  laws  within  the  mean- 
so  far  as  practicable,  with  a  proviso  that  ing  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  The 
honorably  discharqed  veterans  shall  be  right  to  hold  office  is  merely  a  privilege 
preferred  in  appointment  without  re-  which  can  be  regulated  by  the  State  at 
gaitl  to  their  standing  on  any  list  from  its  pleasure.  People  v.  Folks,  89  N.  Y. 
which  such  appointment  may  be  naade,  App.  Div.  171.  When  the  Constitu- 
the  legislature  cannot  dispense  with  a  tion  provides  for  a  preference  of  vet- 
competitive  examination  of  veterans  erans  in  employment  and  promotions 
b^  enacting  that  as  to  them  competi-  in  the  civil  service  within  the  State, 
tive  examinations  shall  not  be  deemed  but  does  not  in  terms  or  otherwise  pro- 
practicable  or  necessary,  in  cases  where  vide  that  they  shall  be  continued  in  the 
the  compensation  or  other  emolument  public  service  in  preference  to  other 
of  the  office  does  not  exceed  four  dol-  employees,  the  legislature  may  enact  a 
lars  per  day.  Matter  of  Keymer,  148  statute  in  furtherance  of  the  purpose  of 
N.  Y.  219,  aff'g  89  Hun  (N.  Y.),  292.  the  constitutional  provision,  providing 
'  Matter  of  Sullivan,  55  Hun(N.  Y.),  that  veterans  shall  not  be  removed  with- 
285;  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  166  Mass.  out  stated  charges  for  incompetency  or 
589;    Ransom  v.  Boston,   192  Mass.  misconduct,  and  a  hearing  upon  due 
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When  the  provision  of  the  statute  and  G)nstitution  is  that  ap- 
pointments and  promotion  shall  be  made  according  to  merit  and 
fitness  to  be  ascertained,  as  far  as  practicable,  by  competitive  ex- 
aminations, with  a  proviso  that  honorably  discharged  soldiers  and 
sailors  of  the  late  Civil  War  shall  be  entitled  to  preference  in  ap- 
pointment and  promotion  without  regard  to  their  standing  on  any 
list  from  which  such  appointment  or  promotions  may  be  made, 
such  honorably  discharged  veterans  are  not  entitled  to  appointment 
without  taking  part  in  a  competitive  examination  held  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  but  when  as  a  result  of  examinatioDS  a 
list  of  persons  eligible  to  appointment  is  made  up  consisting  of  those 
whose  merit  and  fitness  have  been  duly  ascertained,  then  a  veieran 
appearing  upon  such  list  is  entitled  to  preference  in  appointment  with- 
out regard  to  his  standing  on  the  list'  If  the  incumbent  of  an  office 
is  appointed  for  a  definite  term,  the  Veterans  Act  does  not  at  At 
expiration  of  such  term  entitle  him  to  a  reappointment^ 

The  power  to  remove  a  veteran  is  also  usually  limited  by  statu- 
tory restrictions,  as  that  he  shall  only  be  removed  for  cause  upon 


notice.  Blatter  of  Stutzbach  v.  Coler, 
168  N.  Y.  416,  aff'g  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
219. 

»'  Matter  of  Keymer,  148  N.  Y.  249, 
aff'g  89  Hun  (N.  Y.),  292 ;  People  v.  Wil- 
son,  12  N.  Y.  Miac.  174,  aff'd  146  N.  Y. 
401;  Matter  of  Allaire  v,  Knox,  62 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  29,  aTd  168  N.  Y.  642 ; 
People  V.  Burch,  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
156;  People  v.  Adam,  116  N.  Y.*App. 
Div.  613.  See  also  Opinion  of  the  Ju»- 
tices,  145  Mass.  587.  When  the  statute 
authorizes  the  civil  service  commission 
to  determine  the  merit  and  fitness  of 
candidates  for  appointment  to  office, 
the  determination  of  the  commission 
as  to  the  merit  and  fitness  of  a  veteran 
is  final  and  conclusive  and  binding 
upon  the  appointing  power.  People  v. 
Stratton,  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  149,  aff'd 
174  N.  Y.  531.  But  if  there  m  mare 
than  one  veteran  on  the  list  of  persons 
eligible  for  appointment,  and  the  Con- 
stitution requires  a^ipointments  to  be 
made  b}r  the  local  auUiorities,  the  right 
to  appoint  cannot  be  confined  to  the 
veteran  who  is  graded  highest  on  the 
list  as  the  result  of  the  examination  by 
the  civU  service  commission,  although 
preference  of  appointment  of  veterans 
18  also  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution. 
The  appointing  power  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred from  the  local  authorities  to  the 
commission.  People  v.  Mosher,  163 
N.  Y.  32,  aff'g  45  N.  Y.  Ak>.  Div.  68; 


People  V.  Burch,  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
156.  When  the  statute  only  entttfei 
the  veteran  to  appointment  proviied 
he  possesses  ''the  business  capacity 
necessary  to  dischaige  the  duties  of  tne 
position  involved,"  the  discretion  and 
power  to  determine  the  yialifiration  of 
applicants  for  the  office  is  vested  in  the 
appointing  power,  and  if  the  appointing 
power  decides  in  good  faith  thai  the 
veteran  does  not  possess  the  capacity 
for  the  office,  its  decision  cannot  be 
overruled  by  the  court  on  irMtfulasntt. 
People  V.  Almsbouse  CommiasioDen, 
65  Hun  (N.  Y.),  169;  People  v.  Stua- 
toga  Springs,  54  Hun  (N.  Y.),  16;  Pto- 
ple  V.  Ballston  Spa,  19  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
567;  People  V.  Scanndl,  63  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  243;  People  v.  Wraddl,  67  Hub 
(N.  Y.),  362.  -       '         -      - 

ing  veterans  a  ^  -,- 
ment,  see  People  v.  New  Yofk"  Gty 
Qvil  Service  Board,  5  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
164.  It  has  been  held  that  injumdiom 
is  not  a  remedv  of  a  vetenm  for  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Veterans  Act,  sinee  he 
miffht  not  himself  have  been  ai^MNpled, 
altnou^h  the  person  actually  appamtod 
was  disQualined.  Thompson  «.  Eb- 
poria,  9  Kan.  App.  740. 

'  Matter  of  'Hffany,  179  N.  Y.  455, 
aff'g  88  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  620;  Ftople 
V.  Albion.  61  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  71;  Peo- 
ple V.  Dobbs  Ferry,  63  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
276. 


Application  of  rale  ^'- 
preferenoe  in  aafMant- 
ITorirGty 
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notice  and  a  hearing;  and  it  has  been  held  that  these  provisions, 
when  contained  in  a  statute,  general  in  its  nature,  and  applicable 
in  its  terms  to  all  positions  occupied  by  veterans,  operate  to  restrict 
the  power  of  removal^  even  though  authority  be  conferred  by  local 
law  to  remove  from  the  position  held  by  the  veteran  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  officer  exercising  the  authority.^  Notwithstanding  these 
statutory  restrictions  and  qualifications  of  the  power  to  remove,  a 
veteran,  holding  a  position  or  employment  under  a  city,  may  be  dis- 
charged without  notice  when  it  is  done  in  good  faith  and  because  of 
lack  of  work  for  him  to  do,  or  for  reasons  of  economy,  or  because 
the  office  or  position  has  been  abolished.'  But  if  there  are  a  number 
of  men  doing  substantially  the  same  work,  veterans  so  employed  are, 
by  virtue  of  their  statutory  preference,  entitled  to  be  retained  in 
service  as  against  those  who  are  not  veterans.  Hence  discharges 
for  reasons  of  economy  or  for  lack  of  work  can  only  be  made  from 
among  those  who  ar^  not  veterans  so  long  as  any  of  them  remain 
in  the  employment  of  the  city.' 


»  People  V.  Brady,  49  N.  Y. 
Div.  238 ;  People  v.  Constable,  65  N. 
App.  Div.  176;  People  v.  HoffmaD, 
IW  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  4 ;  People  v.  Cahill, 
188  N.  Y.  489,  rev'g  116  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  885.  See  also  People  v.  Dalton, 
158  N.  Y.  175;  People  v.  Dalton,  158 
N.  Y.  204.  In  New  Jersey,  the  Veterans 
Act  applies  to  peraons  holding  a  public 
office  or  position  "whose  term  of  office 
is  not  fixed  by  law."  Offices  held  at 
the  will  of  the  appointing  power  come 
within  this  statute.  Townsend  v. 
Booghner,  55  N.  J.  L.  380 ;  Cavenaugh 
V.  Essex  Countv,  58  N.  J.  L.  531.  See 
also  HacDonald  v.  Newark,  55  N.  J.  L. 
267;  Ingram  v.  Jersey  City,  63  N.  J. 
L.  542.  But  the  appointing  power  may 
limit  the  duration  of  the  incumbency 
by  making  the  appointment  for  a  fixed 
period,  thereby  taking  the  appointee 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
Horan  v.  Orange,  58  N.  J.  L.  533; 
Hardy  •.  Orange,  61  N.  J.  L.  620 ;  Jil- 
hool^  V.  Hudson  Ck>unty  (N.  J.),  43 
Atl.  Rep.  569.  The  janitor  of  a  county 
court  house  holds  a  position  protected 
by  the  Veterans  Act.  Peterson  v. 
Salem  Ck>unty,  63  N.  J.  L.  57;  Heavi- 
land  V.  Burlington  Ck>unty,'  64  N.  J.  L. 
176.  MassachumtU,  The  veterans  pro- 
vision of  the  civil  service  law  was  in- 
tended to  protect  a  veteran  appointed 
under  the  statute  and  rules  relating  to 
the  civil  service.  An  assessor  of  a  city 
whose  appointment  to  that  office  b  not 


governed  by  the  civil  service  law  is  not 
a  veteran  protected  by  its  provisions. 
Ayers  v.  Hatch,  175  Mass.  489.  The 
Veterans  Acts  do  not  apply  to  em- 
ployes in  public  offices  whose  salaries 
are  paid  out  of  the  private  funds  of 
the  incumbent  of  the  office,  t.  g., 
where  a  sheriff  is  not  salaried,  but  re- 
ceives his  compensation  by  way  of 
fees,  persons  employed  by  him  and 
paid  by  him  out  of  his  own  fxmds  are 
not  protected.  Sargent  v.  Gorman,  131 
N.  Y.  191. 

'  Evans  v.  Freeholders  of  Hudson, 
53  N.  J.  L.  585;  Sutherland  v.  Jersey 
City,  61  N.  J.  L.  436;  Caulfield  v.  Jer- 
sey City,  63  N.  J.  L.  148;  People  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  Brooklyn,  149  N.  YT  215 ; 
People  V,  Squier,  10  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
415;  People  v.  King,  13  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  400;    Matter  d  KeUy,  42  N.  Y. 


App.  Div.  283:  People  v. ,  __ 

N;  Y.  App.  Div.  445,  aflf'd  163  N.  Y. 
599 ;  People  v.  Keating,  49  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  123 ;  People  r.  Feitner,  58  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  594 ;  Eckeraon  v.  New  York, 
80  N.  Y,  App.  Div.  12,  aflf'd  176  N.  Y. 
609;  Matter  of  Jones  v.  Willoox,  80 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  167;  Dunne  v.  New 
York,  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div,  331. 

'  Ransom  v,  Boston,  192  Mass.  299; 
Matter  of  Stutzbach  v.  Coler,  168  N.  Y. 
416,  afiPg  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  219; 
Matter  of  Sullivan,  55  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
285 ;  Matter  of  McCkMskey  v.  Willis,  15 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  594;  Matter  of  Pratt 
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When,  by  statute,  it  is  provided  that  if  a  position  held  by  a  veteran 
shall  become  unnecessary,  or  be  abolished  for  reasons  of  economy, 
he  shall  not  be  discharged,  but  shall  be  transferred  to  anather 
branch  of  the  public  service  in  such  position  as  he  may  be  fitted  to 
fill,  receiving  the  same  compensation  therefor,  the  veteran,  upon 
abolition  of  the  office  held  by  him,  is  only  entitled  to  a  transfer  to 
another  position  when  there  is  a  vacancy  in  such  position.  He  is  not 
entitled  to  require  a  vacancy  to  be  created  for  him.'  But  under  such  a 
statute  the  position  held  by  a  veteran  cannot  be  abolished,  and  the 
veteran  discharged  and  immediately  thereafter  a  position  created  by 
another  name  the  incumbent  of  which  is  required  to  perform  the 
same  duties.*  But  a  veteran  who,  by  reason  thereof,  is  entitled  to  be 
retained  in  service  so  long  as  there  is  work  for  him  and  to  a  hearing 
before  his  discharge,  is  not  entitled  to  mandamus  to  compel  hb  re- 
instatement if  it  does  not  appear  that  the  city  authorities  had  notice 
of  his  standing  as  a  veteran,  and  of  his  right  to  a  hearing,  or,  if  they 
were  ignorant  of  his  standing,  that  before  appljring  for  mandamus 
he  demanded  reinstatement  and  a  hearing  upon  charges  preferred.' 

N.  y.  App.  Div.  12,  aTd  176  N.  Y.  609 ; 
Dunne  «.  New  York.  116  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  331.  When  the  highway  of  a  aty 
are  divided  into  sedions  or  oishietB  for 
convenience  of  repairs,  and  a  repair 
gang  is  assigned  to  each  district,  a 
veteran,  who  is  a  member  of  a  repair 
gang,  receives  aU  the  preference  in  em- 
ploynoent  which  the  statute  guarantees 
if  he  is  employed  at  aU  times  when  hk 
repair  gang  has  work  to  do.  He  is  not 
entitled  to  be  transferred  to  other  dis- 
tricts when  there  is  no  work  for  his 
gang  in  its  own  district.  Schuyler  «. 
New  York,  95  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  305. 

'  Matter  of  Breckenridge,  160  N.  Y. 
103;  PeopOe  v.  Lindenthai,  173  N.  Y. 
624,  rev'g  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  43.  See 
also  People  v.  Palmer,  9  N.  Y.  Aro. 
Div.  252.  If  a  reorganisation  of  the 
department  pursuant  to  statute  has  not 
been  completed  or  the  service  therem 
classified  by  the  civil  service  board,  an 
application  by  a  veteran  for  inaikdamug 
to  compel  his  transfer  from  an  aboHshfd 
position  is  premature.  People  w.  Voor- 
his,  63  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  249. 

'  People  V.  dcannell,  48  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  69 ;  People  v.  Clausen,  50  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  324;  Blatter  of  Jones  v.  WiD- 
cox,  80  N.  Y.  Anp.  Div.  167. 

•  People  «.  (}niger,  12  N.  Y.  Ana 
Div.  536;  People  v,  Clausen,  50  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  286,  8.  c.  163  N.  Y.  523; 
People  ».  White,  59  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  17; 


V.  Phelan,  67  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  349. 
When,  by  statute,  a  veteran  is  entitled 
to  preference  in  employment,  and  can- 
not be  removed  without  stated  chaii^ 
against  him  for  incompetency  or  mis- 
conduct, and  a  hearing  upon  due  notice, 
the  aummary  removal  of  the  veteran  in 
order  to  redfuce  the  expenses  of  the  de- 
partment in  which  he  is  employed  to 
the  amount  appropriated  therefor,^  is 
ille^,  when  other  persons  occupying 
similar  positions,  who  are  not  veterans, 
are  retained  in  the  municipal  service, 
although  the  veteran  may  be  the  least 
efficient  in  his  bureau  or  department. 
Matter  of  Stutzbach  v.  Coler,  168 
N.  Y.  416,  aff'g  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  219. 
If  a  veteran  is  emjdoyed  by  the  job  from 
time  to  time,  and  signs  a  written  appli- 
cation for  employment,  or  a  contract, 
recognising  the  temporar^r  nature  of  his 
employment,  he  is  not  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Veterans  Act,  and  may 
be  discharged  at  the  completion  of  the 
job  without  notice  or  a  hearing,  al- 
though non-veterans  i)erforming  other 
similar  work  are  retained  in  the  ser- 
vice. This  was  so  held  because  the 
statutes  do  not  forbid  this  kind  of  em- 
ployment, and  because  his  express  con- 
tract of  hire  by  the  job  is  a  waiver  of 
any  statutory  rights  and  binchng  on 
him  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  imposi- 
tion. Clark  V,  Boston,  179  Mass.  409. 
See  also  Eckerson  v.  New  York,  80 
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§  409  (217).  Duration  of  Official  Term;  Power  to  hold  over; 
IngUBh  Statutea  and  Decisiona.  —  It  was  a  settled  rule  of  law  re- 
specting the  old  corporations  in  England  that  the  office  of  the  mayor 
or  other  head  officer  was  anniud,  and  absolutely  expired  at  the  end 
of  the  year ;  and  that,  without  an  express  clause  in  the  charter,  he 
could  not  hold  over  until  his  successor  was  provided.  The  right, 
in  such  case,  to  hold  over  did  not  exist  by  implication,  and  was  not  an 
incident  to  the  office.*  In  some  charters,  however,  it  was  in  terms 
provided  that  the  mayor  or  other  chief  officer,  though  elected  for  a 
year,  should  hold  until  his  successor  was  chosen.'    When  this  right 

People  V.  Simonson,  64  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  therefor  to  recover  damagea.  Under 
312.  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  in. a  this  statute,  the  action  for  damages 
case  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  remov-  does  not  lie  until  the  veteran  has  re- 
ing  power  had  knowledge  that  the  offi-  sorted  to  mandamus  to  compel  restora- 
'oer  was  a  veteran,  and  made  the  re-  tion  of  his  salary  or  to  enforce  his  right 
moval  solely  for  the  purpose  of  per-  to  the  preference.  Hilton  v.  Cram,  112 
mitting  the  appointment  of  some  other  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  35.  But  if  after  his 
person  in  the  veteran's  place.  People  wron^uf  discharge  his  reinstatement 
V.  Clausen,  50  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  324.  has  become  impossible  because  the 
Or  where  he  has,  immediately  on  re-  office  has  been  abolished  by  the.trans- 
moval,  given  notice  of  his  standing  as  a  fer  of  the  control  and  management  of 
veteran  and  demanded  reinstatement,  the  municipal  institution  where  he  was 
Matter  of  Stutzbach  v.  Coler,  168  N.  Y.  employed  to  an  incorporated  society, 
416,  aflfg  62  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  219.  The  his  remedy  by  mandamus  is  unavailing, 
status  and  rights  of  a  veteran  ille-  and  he  can  maintain  an  action  for  dam- 
gaily  removed  from  his  position  are  a^es,  without  attempting  to  enforce 
determined  by  the  act  in  force  at  the  his  reinstatement.  Bean  v.  Clausem, 
time  of  removal,  and  are  not  affected  113  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  129.  An  action 
by  subseauent  statutes.  People  v.  brought  under  this  statute  does  not 
Brady,  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  238.  Under  abate  by  the  death  of  the  veteran,, 
the  provision  of  the  New  York  Constv-  and  it  may  be  continued  by  his  repre- 
tution  relating  to  the  civil  service  that  sentative.  Burke  v.  Holtzmann,  117 
veterans  shall  be  preferred  in  appoint-  N.  Y.  App.  Qiv.  292.  The  fact  that  the 
ment  **  without  regard  to  their  standing  defendant  in  such  action  promised  to 
on  any  list  from  which  such  appoint-  again  give  the  veteran  work  on  the  city 
ment  may  be  made,"  and  of  the  dvU  streets  excuses  him  from  seeking  other 
«ertrice  tow  that  they  shall  have  ajsimilar  employment,  and  his  failure  to  do  so 
preference  "provided  their  qualificar  does  not  affect  the  measure  of  his 
tions  and  fitness  shall  have  been  as-  recovery.  Burke  v,  Holtzmann,  117 
certained  as  provided  in  this  act,  and  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  292.  Counsel  fees 
the  rules  and  regulations  in  pursuance  expended  by  a  veteran  in  procuring 
thereof,"  a  veteran  is  not  entitled  to  his  reinstatement  after  a  wrongful  dis- 
mandamus  to  compel  his  appointment  charge  are  not  recoverable  by  him  "as 
or  employment  as  a  laborer,  —  a  posi-  damages  as  for  an  act  wrongfully  done  " 
tion  to  which  the  requirements  ot  the  under  the  express  provisions  of  a  stat- 
civil  service  law  are  not  applicable,  and  ute,  giving  a  cause  of  action  therefor 
for  which  his  qualifications  and  fitness  against  the  person  wrongfully  remov- 
have  not  been  ascertained  pursuant  ing  him.  Fallon  v,  Wright,  82  N.  Y. 
thereto.    Sweet  v.  Partridge,  66  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  193. 

App.  Div.  309.  »  Rex  v.  Atkins,  3  Mod.  3,  12;  Rex 

In  New  York,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  v.  Hearle,  1  Str.  627 ;    Mayor  of  Dur- 

that  a  refusal  to  aHaw  the   preference  ham's  Case,  1  Sid.  33 ;  Rex  v.  Thornton 

provided  to  any  honorably  discharged  4  East,  308 ;  Foot  v,  Prowse,  1  Str.  625 ; 

veteran,  or  a   reduction  of  his  com-  s.  c.  3  Bro.  P.  C.   169;    Willc.  293; 

pensation  intended  to  brins  about  his  Glover,  173. 
resignation,  shall  give  a  right  of  action        '  lb. ;  Rex  v.  Phillips,  1  Str.  394 
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existed,  it  was  frequently  abused,  by  neglecting  to  hold  an  election  on 
the  charter  day,  by  which  means  the  officer  continued  his  term.  It 
was  this  abuse  that  gave  rise  to  the  Statute  of  Anne,  which  enacted 
"that  no  person  in  such  annual  office  for  one  whole  year  should  be 
capable  of  being  chosen  into  the  same  office  for  the  year  immediately 
ensuing,''  and  imposed  a  fine  upon  every  such  officer  who  "should 
voluntarily  and  unlawfully  obstruct  and  prevent  the  choosing  of 
another  person  to  succeed  into  such  office  at  the  time  appointed  for 
making  another  choice."  *  Under  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
the  provision  is  that  the  mayor  shall  be  elected  each  year,  at  the  meet- 
ing fixed  for  the  ninth  of  November,  and  shall  "continue  in  his  office 
for  one  whole  year,"  '  and  by  an  amendment,  until  his  successor  shall 
have  accepted  the  office  of  mayor,  and  made  and  subscribed  the 
requisite  oath ;  ^  and  subsequently  the  Statute  of  Anne  above  men- 
tioned was  repealed,  as  being  no  longer  necessary.* 

§  410  (218).  Same  Subject.  —  At  common  law,  the  office  of  an 
alderman,  jurat,  capital  burgess,  or  other  member  of  a  select  body, 
is  a  franchise  for  life,  though  by  prescription  or  charter  it  may  be 
limited  to  a  definite  period,  but  the  office  was  so  much  in  the  nature 
of  a  freehold  that  there  was  an  implied  right  to  hold  over,  unless  it 
was  otherwise  provided.^  So  with  respect  to  recorder,  town  clerk, 
and  the  like  officers,  the  duration  of  die  office  depended  upon  the 
particular  charter,  but  presumptively  it  was  not  limited,  and  their 
offices  were  so  much  in  the  nature  of  a  freehold  that  if  th^  were 
"eligible  for  a  year,"  and  were  constituted  in  general  terms,  tbey  did 
not  expire  with  the  year,  but  the  possessors  were  entitled  to  hold 
over  until  others  were  elected.  But  it  was  considered  that  if  they 
were  "eligible  for  a  year  only,"  the  office  ipso  facto  determiiied  on 
the  expiration  of  a  year.* 

§  411  (219).  American  Doctrine;  Bight  to  hold  over.  — In  Iftit 
country,  however,  a  public  office  is  not  considered  as  being  in  the 
nature  of  a  grant  or  cofntract,  and  the  officer,  as  against  the  pablic, 
has  no  freehold  or  property  of  that  nature  in  the  office,  althov^  he 
may  have  a  l^al  right  to  execute  its  duties  and  to  its  emohiments; 
and  it  is  almost  an  invariable  provision  of  law  that  all  officers  shall 

*  9  Anne,  cha^).  xx.  {  8.  *  Rex  v.  Doncaster,  2  Ld.  R^rn. 
'  6  and  6  Wm.  IV.  chap.  Ixxvi.  $  49 ;    1564 ;  Foot  v.  Prowse,  1  Str.  625. 

ofife,  I  53, and  notes;  Rqg.  v.  McOowan,        *  Willc.  296,  pL  766;   Reg.  *.  Dur- 

llAd.  &E.  869.  ham,   10  Hod.    146,   147 ;    Dig^ioo's 

*  6  and  7  Wm,  IV.  chap.  cv.  {  4.  Case,  I  Vent.  82. 

*  3  and  4  Vict.  chap,  xlvii. 
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be  elected  or  appointed  for  a  fixed  and  definite  period.  To  guard 
against  lapses,  sometimes  unavoidable,  the  provision  is  almost  al- 
ways made  in  terms  that  the  officer  shall  hdd  until  his  mcceasor  is 
elected  and  qualified.  But  even  without  such  a  provision,  the  Ameri- 
can courts  have  not  adopted  the  strict  rule  of  the  English  corporations 
which  disables  the  mayor  or  chief  officer  from  holding  beyond  the 
charter  or  election  day,  but  rather  the  analogy  of  the  other  corporate 
officers  who  hold  over  until  their  successors  are  elected,  unless  the 
legislative  intent  to  the  contrary  be  manifested.*    Thus  in  Vermont 

*  People  V,  Runkel,  9  Johns.  TN.  Y.)  capable   of   posaession,   and   the   law 

147;   Slee  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch.  366,  affords    adequate    redress    when    the 

378;   2    Kent    Com.    238;    Kelsey  v,  enjoyment    of   it   is    wrongfully    pre- 

Wright,  1  Root  (Conn.),  83;  Smith  v.  vented.    3  Kent,  362^  454;  2  Ala.  31. 

Natchez  Steamboat  Co.,  1  How.  (Miss.)  The  same   doctrine  is   recognized   in 

479;  Lynchv.Lafland,4Coldw.(Tenn.)  Dodd  v.  Weaver,  2  Sneed,  363.     But 

96;    South  Bay,  &c.  Co.  v.  Grav,  30  the  right  to  the  office  does  not  entitle 

Me.  547;   Elmendorf  v.  Mayor,  £c.  of  the    officer   to    the    compensation    as 

New  York,  25  Wend.    (N.  Y.)  693 ;  under  a  contract ;    he  takes  it  subject 

State  V,  Wilson,  12  Lea  (Tenn.),  246,  to  the  authority  of  the  creating  power 

and  other  Tennessee  cases  cited  infra;  to    modify    the    compensation    or    to 

People  V.  Oulton,  28  Cal.  44 ;  People  v.  discontinue    the    office.      Haynes    v. 

Blair,  82  111.  App.  570;  State  v.  Harri-  The  State,  3  Humph.  480;    Hoke  v. 

son,   113  Ind.  434,  440,  citing  text;  Henderson,  4  De v.  1.    With  this  quali- 

State  V.  Menaugh,  151  Ind.  260,  273;  fication  the  officer  is  entitled  to  the 

Bunker  v.  Goul£iboro,  81  Me.  188,  194,  office,  and  to  its  emoluments,  and  to 

citing  text;   Thomas  v.  Owens,  4  Md.  redress   for   interference   with   it  iiis 

189,221;  Robb  V.  Carter,  65  Md.  321 ;  rights.  .  .  .'     In  Maloney    %.   Collier, 

Lynn  v.  Cumberland,  77  Md.  449,  454 ;  112  Tenn.  100.  it  itf  said :   'An  office  is 

Ajsh  V.  McVey,  85  Md.  119,  130;  Ijams  an  incorporeal  right,  and  consists  in 

V.  Duvall,  85  Md.  252,  262;    State  v.  the  right  to  execute  a  public  trust,  and 

Perkins,  139  Mo.  106,  115,  citing  text;  to  take  the  emoluments  belonging  to 

State  V.  Lund,  167  Mo.  228,  234,  citing  it,  and  an  injury  to  this  right  is  an  in- 

text ;    Pratt  v.  Swan,   16  Utah,  483 ;  jury  to  a  private  right,  for  which  there 

State  V.  Daggett,  28  Wash.  1,  16.     See  ought  to  be  a  remedy.'     In  Hoke  v. 

also  State  v/Seav,  64  Mo.  89 ;  Territory  Henderson,  4  Dev.  1,  cited  in  the  case 

V.  Stokes,  2  N.  Mex.  63.  of  Memphis  v.  Woodwaid,  aupra,  after 

In  Malone  v,  Williams,  118  Tenn.  admitting  that  the  legislature  might 

390,  103  S.  W.  Rep.  798,  the  Supreme  abolish  offices  or  reduce  emoluments, 

Coiirt  of  Tennessee,  in  holding  that  the  the  court  continued :   '  Yet  it  is  quite 

legislature  could  not  remove  officers  of  a  a  different  proposition  that,  although 

city  without  abolishing  their  offices,  the  office  be  continued,  the  officer  may 

referring    to    previous    cases    in    the  be    discharged    at   pleasure,    and    his 

same  State  and  elsewhere  as  to  the  office  given  to  another.    The  office  may 

nature  of  public  offices  and  the  rights  be  so  abolished,  because  the  legislature 

of  officers,  says :  "  In  Memphis  v.  Wood-  esteem  it  unnecessary.    The  common 

ward,    12    Heisk.    499,    the   following  weal   is   promoted   by   that   law;    at 

excerpt  from  Wammack  v.  Holloway,  least,  it  is  the  apparent  object,  and 

2    Ala.    31,     was    cited    approvingly  must  be  deemed  to  be  the  real  one. 

(12  Heisk.  501) :  'An  office  is  as  much  But  while  the  office  remains,  it  is  not 

a    species    of    property    as    anything  possible  that  the  public  interest  can 

which  is  capable  of  being  held  or  ownea^  be  concerned  in  the  question  who  per- 

and  to  deprive  one  of ,  or  uniustly  with-  forms   the   services   incidental   to   it. 

bold,  is  an  injury  which  the  law  can  The  sole  concern  of  the  community  is 

redress,  in  a  manner  as  ample  as  it  can  that  they  should  be  performed,  and 

any  other  wrong.'     In  the  same  case  well  performed,  by  somebody;    that 

the  C/bief  Justice  said:    'The  right  to  they  should  be  done  by  one  particular 

exeroise  a  public  office  is  a  species  of  person  more  than  by  another  is  not 

property,  equally  with  any  other  thing  therefore  a  matter  of  expediency,  ia 
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it  is  held  —  there  being  no  statute  to  the  contrary,  and  such  having 
been  the  practice  —  that  school  oflScers  elected  at  the  annual  meet- 
ing hold  over  until  others  are  elected  at  another  annual  meeting, 
whether  more  or  less  than  a  year  from  the  time  of  their  election.' 


any  sense ;  and  hence  it  cannot  be  the 
subject  of  legjislation  that  one  man, 
who  has  the  faith  of  the  public  pledged 
to  him  that  he  should  have  the 
employment  for  a  certain  term,  and 
who  has,  upon  that  faith,  entered  upon 
the  employment  and  fsuthfuUy  exe- 
cuted, should  be  deprived  of  it,  and 
supplanted  by  another  man,  who  is  to 
do  and  can  do  the  community  no  other 
services  than  those  already  in  the 
course  of  performance  by  the  former.' 
The  conclusion  that  an  office  could  not 
be  taken  from  one  man  and  the  same 
office  given  to  another  by  legislation, 
was  based  upon  the  ground  that  this 
would  be  a  judicial  determination." 
8.  p.  Dodd  V,  Weaver,  2  Sneed  (Tenn.), 
353;  Moore  v.  Sharp,  98  Tenn.  65; 
Nelson  v.  Sneed,  112  Tenn.  48.  As  to 
power  of  legislature  over  offices  and 
officers,  see  ante,  chap.  iv. ;  Index,  Office 
and  Officers;  Ordinances. 

In  New  Yorkf  it  has  been  questioned 
whether  the  rule  stated  in  the  text  as 
to  holding  over  is  of  universal  and 
general  application  to  all  officers.  In 
People  V.  Bull,  46  N.  Y.  57,  65, 
Foher,  J.,  said :  "The  case  of  People  v. 
Outton,  28  Cal.  44,  is  cited  to  us  to 
show  that  thoueh  the  defendant  might 
not  hdld  the  office  by  virtue  of  the  act 
of  1866,  he  still  was  lawfully  an  incum- 
bent of  it  as  holding  over  until  a  suc- 
cessor should  be  duly  elected  and 
qualified.  That  was  the  case  of  a 
person  claiming  the  office  of  State 
librarian,  a  ministerial  office,  to  which 
he  was,  in  the  first  instance,  appointed 
for  the  term  of  four  years.  It  is  there 
claimed  to  be  a  rule  of  the  common 
law  that  such  an  officer,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term,  may  hold  over  until  a 
successor  is  duly  appointed  and  has 
qualified.  We  are  not  prepared  to 
assent  to  the  conclusion  ttiere  arrived 
at  as  one  of  universal  application.  The 
authorities  cited  to  sustain  it  do  not 
fully  bear  it  out.  It  is  to  be  questioned 
whether  they  go  further  than  that  one 
holding  an  office  the  incumbent  of 
which  IS,  by  its  tenure,  to  be  annuallv 
or  periodically  appointed  or  elected, 
and,  with  no  restnctive  provision  as  to 
the  term,  may  hold  over  as  stated. 
In  Philips  V,  Wickham,  1  Paige,  590, 


594,  the  chancellor  says:  'There  are 
undoubtedly  some  common-law  of- 
ficers who  are  to  be  elected  or  appointed 
periodically,  but  who,  from  the  neces- 
sity of  the  case,  continue  to  exercise 
their  functions  until  others  are  elected 
or  appointed  to  fill  their  places.  I  am 
not  aware,'  he  continues,  'of  any 
general  principle  of  the  common  law 
which  authorizes  all  civil  or  corporate 
officers  to  hold  over  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  for  which  they  were 
elected  until  their  places  are  supplied 
by  others.'  These  remarica  of  his  were, 
to  be  sure,  not  upon  a  point  which  he 
considered  necessary  to  be  passed  upon 
in  the  disposition  of  the  case  before  him. 
But  they  induce  hesitation  in  adopting 
the  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the  case 
cited  to  us.  The  more  especially  as  the 
court  there  (28  Cal.  44)  expressly 
declines  to  be  understood  as  boldine 
that  such  a  rule  extends  to  judicial 
officers."  When  a  statute  provides 
that  the  term  of  a  police  officer  shall  be 
four  years,  and  that  at  the  expiration 
thereof,  he  shall  if  otherwise  qualified, 
"be  preferred  by  the  board  in  making 
new  appointments,  his  right  to  a 
reappointment  is  not  absolute,  but 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  board,  and 
that  discretion  is  not  su^ect  to  review 
by  the  courts."  State  v,  Hawes,  177  Ho. 
360. 

'  Chandler  v.  Bradish,  23  Vi.  416. 

"The  better  opinion,"  says  Shaw, 
C.  J.,  arguendo,  in  Overseers  c^Poor,  Ac 
of  Boston  V.  Sears,  22  Pick.  Mass.  122, 
130,  "is  that  town  officers  annueHy 
chosen  hold  their  offices  until  others  are 
chosen  and  qualified  in  th^r  place.'* 
School  District  in  Stoughton  v.  Ather- 
ton,  12  Met.  (Mass.)  105;  Dow  v.  Bol- 
lock, 13  Gray  (Mass.),  136.  So  in 
Illinois.  People  v.  Fairbury  Tro.,  51 
III.  149.  So  m  Connecticut f  an  officer 
elected  for  "the  year  ensuing"  is,  in 
the  absence  of  any  other  restrictive 
provision,  entitled  to  hold  beyond  the 
year,  and  until  he  is  superseded  by  the 
election  of  another  person  in  his  place- 
McC^l  V.  By  ram  Manuf.  Co.,  6  Coon. 
428,  where  the  authorities  are  reviewed 
and  commented  on  by  Hosmer^  C.  J.; 
s.  p.  Cong.  Soc.  of  Bethany  &c.  v.  Sperry. 
10  0>nn.  200 ;  State  v.  Pagan,  42  Omul 
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§  412  (220).  Holding  over.  —  The  law  on  the  svbject  of  holding 
over  by  corporate  officers  has  been  thus  stated  by  a  learned  Ameri- 
can judge:  "Where,  in  the  charter  or  organic  law  of  a  corporation, 
there  is  an  express  or  implied  restriction  upon  the  time  of  holding 
office,  as  that  the  officers  shall  be  annually  elected  on  a  particular 
day,  and  that  they  shall  hold  from  one  charter  (election)  day  until 
the  next,  or  that  they  shall  be  elected  'for  the  year  ensuing  only,'  in 
such  case  they  cannot  hold  over  beyond  the  next  election  day  or  the 
end  of  the  year."  ^  "But  where,  by  the  Constitution  of  the  corpora- 
tion, the  officers  are  elected  for  a  term,  and  until  their  successors  are 
elected  and  qualified,  or  where  they  are  elected  *  for  the  year  ensuing,' 

council  bv  providing  that  they  should 
be  elected  for  a  specified  term,  **and  no 
longer"  and  that  their  seats  should  be 
vacated  at  the  end  of  such  term,  they 
cannot  hold  over,  and  their  action,  after 
the  time  thus  fixed,  is  void,  and  does 
not  bind  the  corporation.  Louisville  v. 
Higdon,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  526,  When  the 
law  is  silent  as  to  the  term,  but  requires 
an  election  to  be  held  every  two  years, 
an  officer  holds  over  until  his  successor 
is  provided.  Cordiell  v.  Frizzell,  1  Nev. 
130.  A  statutory  provision  that  officers 
should  hold  their  offices  "for  two  years, 
unless  sooner  removed,"  held  to  be 
equivalent  to  providing  that  they 
should  hold  for  two  years  only,  and  to 
preclude  any  right  to  hold  over.  State  v. 
Lund,  167  Mo.  228 ;  State  v.  Beardsley, 
13  Utah,  502. 

When  the  ConetUution^^xes  the  term 
of  office  at  "  not  exceeding  three  years," 
the  term  cannot  be  extended  b^ond 
the  fixed  and  limited  duration  bv  a 
etatutory  provision  that  officers  snail 
continue  in  office  until  their  successors 
are  elected  or  appointed  and  qualified. 
State  V.  Brewster,  44  Ohio  St.  589.  In 
People  V.  Campbell,  138  Cal.  11,  where 
the  Constitution  fixed  the  term  of 
judges  at  ''six  years  from  and  after 
the  first  Monday  of  January  next  suc- 
ceeding their  election,"  the  court  held 
that  this  language  necessarily  implied 
a  fixed  and  defimte  term  of  six  years, 
that  it  was  not  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  change  the  term;  and 
that  a.  statute  requiring  officers  to  con- 
tinue to  hold  their  offices  until  their 
successors  should  qualify,  if  construed 


32;  Wier  v.  Bush,  4  Litt.  (Ky.)  429, 
433.  Where,  by  statute,  an  officer  holds 
for  a  given  term,  and  ''until  his  suc- 
cessor is  elected  and.  qualified,"  he 
continues  in  office  until  his  successor  is 
duly  elected  and  qualified,  though  this 
(from  failure  to  elect,  or  from  other 
causes)  be  after  the  expiration  of  the 
term.  Stewart  v.  State,  4  Ind.  396; 
Tuley  V,  State,  1  Ind.  500,  515 ;  Law- 
home,  In  re,  18  Gratt.  (Va.)  85; 
Commonwealth  v.  Hanley,  9  Pa.  St. 
513;  Ck)mmonwealth  v.  O'Neal,  203 
Pa.  132;  State  v.  Harrison,  113  Ind. 
434;  People  r.  Fairbuiy,  51  III.  149. 
For  the  rule  when  officers  resign  to 
avoid  service  of  process,  see  post, 
chapter  on  Mandamus  ({§  861c,  861d 
of  4th  ed.).  In  Missouri,  it  has  been 
declared  that  an  officer  who  has  served 
his  full  term  and  holds  over  thereafter 
is  a  mere  locum  tenens,  a  tenant  at  ^iU, 
who  can  be  removed  without  notice 
and  without  charges  preferred,  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  executive,  and  the 
appointment  of  a  successor  accom- 
plishes his  removal.  State  v.  Stone- 
street,  99  Mo.  361, 376 ;  State  v.  Hawes, 
177  Mo.  360,  378. 

»  Tuley  v.  State,  1  Ind.  (Cart.)  500, 
502,  per  Perkins,  J. ;  King  v.  Mayor,  &c. 
of  London,  6  Vin.  Abr.  296;  Corpo- 
ration of  Banbury,  10  Mod.  346 ;  Rex  v. 
Pasmore,  3  Term  R.  241 ;  6  Petersd. 
Abr.  738.  But  whether  a  provision 
merelv  that  an  officer  shall  "  oe  annu- 
ally elected  on  a  particular  day  "  is  an 
implied  restriction  that  he  snail  not 
hold  over,  see  the  cases  in  Vermont, 
Massachusetts,  New  York,  Illinois,  and 
Connecticut,  above  cited.  The  weight 
of  authority  in  this  country  is  the  other 
way.  Where  a  city  charter  gave  the 
mayor  power  to  hold  until  his  successor 
was  elected  and  qualified,  but  denied 
this  power  to  the  members  of  the  city 


to  apply  to  the  juaicial  offices  in  ques- 
tion, added  an  additional,  contingent, 
and  defeasible  term  to  the  original 
fixed  term,  and  therefore  had  no 
application. 
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and  the  charter  or  organic  law  contains  no  restrictive  clause,  the  offi- 
cers may  continue  to  hold  and  exercise  their  offices,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  year,  until  they  are  superseded  by  the  election  of  other 
persons  in  their  places."  ' 

§  413  (221 ).  Bight  to  hold  oyer  m  acrainst  tiie  State.  —  As  against 
the  public,  however,  officers  cannot  found  a  valid  title  or  right  to 
hold  over  upon  their  own  neglect  of  duty.  Therefore,  where  the  char- 
ter made  it  the  express  duty  of  the  trustees  in  office  to  give  ndHoe 
of,  and  themselves  to  hxdd,  the  annual  elections,  it  was  held  that  if 
they  omitted  to  discharge  this  duty,  though  inadvertently,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  omission  there  was  and  could  be  no  election,  they 
were  not  entitled  to  hold  over,  although  by  the  charter  it  was  provided 
that  they  should  continue  in  office  until  a  new  election  should  be 
made  and  their  successors  should  qualify.^ 


»  Per  Perkins,  J.,  Tuley  v.  State,  1 
Ind.  (Cart.)  500,  502  (action  on  offi- 
cial bond  against  sureties) ;  Queen  v. 
Owens,  2  E.  &  E.  86;  Frost  v.  Chester, 
5  E.  &  B.  531 ;  Foot  v.  Prowse,  Str.  625 ; 
Queen  v.  Durham,  10  Mod.  146 ;  King 
V.  Lisle,  Andrews,  163 ;  McCall  v.  By- 
ram  Manufacturing  Co.,  6  Conn.  428; 
9  Conn.  536;  10  Conn.  200;  17  CJonn. 
588;  Kelsey  v.  Wright,  1  Root  (Conn.), 
83;  Wier  v.  Bush,  4  Litt.  (Ky.)  433; 
Wheeling  v.  Black,  25  W.  Va.  266 ;  Peo- 
pie  V.  Runkle,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  147; 
Vernon  Society  v.  Hills,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
23 ;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
366;  People  v.  Blair,  82  111.  App.  570, 
citing  text ;  State  v.  Howe,  25  Ohio  St. 
588;  State  v.  McCracken,  51  Ohio  St. 
123;  Pender  v.  King,  6  Vin.  Abr.  296; 
2  Kent  Com.  295,  note  6;  Hicks  v. 
Launcelot,  1  Rol.  Abr.  513 ;  Nashville 
Bank  v.  Petway,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
522 ;  Stewart  v.  State,  4  Ind.  396 ;  Rex 
V.  Poole,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  23,  and 
Phillips  V.  Wickham,  1  Paige  Ch.  590, 
were  considered  to  have  a  contrary 
bearing. 

It  was  decided,  in  Beck  v.  Hanscom, 
29  N.  H.  213,  222,  that  where  the 
charter  or  incorporatinjs  act  made  no 
provision  for  the  continuance  of  coi^ 
porate  officers  in  office  after  the  expirar 
tion  of  the  term  for  which  they  were 
elected,  thev  could  not  hold  over  until 
others  should  be  chosen  and  Qualified ; 
citing  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Wal- 
worthy  in  Phillips  v.  Wickham,  1  Paige, 
590;  but  admitting  that  People  v. 
Runkel,   9  Johns.    (N.  Y.)   147,  and 


Trustees  of  Vernon  Soc.  v.  Hills,  6  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  23,  held  a  different  view.  In 
People  V.  Tieman,  8  Abb.  Pr.  359; 
a.  c.  30  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  193,  the  Supreme 
Court,  at  special  term,  denied  that  the 
officer  himself  could  hold  over  unless 
authorized  by  statute,  though  to  pro- 
tect the  public  his  acts  are  sustained. 
See  Cocke  v,  Halsejr,  16  Pet.  (U.  S.^  71. 
One  holding  a  municipal  office,  under  a 
valid  ap]M>intment,  is  not  precluded 
from  continuing  to  act  thereunder  until 
his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified,  bv 
the  mere  fact  that  he  has  taken  an  oath 
and  filed  an  official  bond  under  an  ille- 
gal  election.  Forristal  v.  People,  3  lU. 
App.  470.  Under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  Virginia^  officers  must  qualify 
before  the  day  on  which  their  terms  be- 
gin, and  on  failure  to  do  so  the  offices 
are  vacant.  In  such  case  the  incum- 
bents continue  to  perform  the  duties 
of  the  office  after  the  expiration  of  their 
own  terms  until  their  successors  are 
qualified.  Johnson  v.  lAaon,  77  Va 
265 ;  see  nipra,  {  394,  note.  When,  by 
statute,  a  oertifidite  of  eiecHon  ia  a  neces- 
sary element  in  the  qualification  of  a 
candidate  for  office,  and  the  oertificale 
is  withheld  pending  the  determination 
of  a  statutory  contest,  the  present  ta- 
cumbent  holds  over  until  it  is  issued 
under  a  statute  expressly  aiithoriiing 
him  to  do  so  until  his  suooessor  is 
elected  and  qualified.  Scales  v.  Faulk- 
ner, 118  Ga.  152. 

•  People  V.  Bartlett,  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
422 ;  R^htmire  v.  Camden,  50  N.  J.  L. 
43,  48,  citing  text.    In  such  a  case^ 
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§  414  (222).  Vacancies  in  Municipal  Offices,  when  flUed.  —  At 
common  law  there  must  be  a  vacancy  in  the  office  existing  ai  the  time 
of  the  election;  "for  one  cannot/'  says  Mr.  Willcock,  "be  elected  to 
a  corporate  office  in  reversion."  ^  The  same  doctrine  has  been  recog- 
nized in  this  country,  and  a  vacancy  must  exist  before  an  election  to 
fill  it  can  be  ordered,^  and  an  election  to  fill  an  anticipated  vacancy 
is  not  valid  unless  expressly  authorized  by  the  charter  or  statute.' 
Elections,  however,  in  advance  of  the  expiration  of  the  regular  term 
of  the  incumbent  of  an  office,  are  always  provided  for  and  held,  but 
such  casesare  not  elections  to  vacancies  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule 
under  consideration.  Provision  is  usually  made  for  the  exercise  by 
some  executive  officer  of  power  to  fill  an  office  temporarily  upon  a 
vacancy  occurring.  The  vacancies  which  are  intended  to  be  pro- 
vided for  by  such  statutory  provisions  are  those  which  arise  from 
death,  resignation,  abandonment  of  office,  or  other  circumstances  of  a 
fortuitous  nature.  When  the  statute  provides  that  the  person  holding 
an  office  shall  hold  over  until  his  successor  is  elected  or  appointed  and 
qualified,  there  is  no  vacancy  in  such  sense  as  to  authorize  an  execu- 
tive officer  to  exercise  his  statutory  power  to  make  a  temporary  ap- 
pointment to  fill  a  vacancy/ 


being  trustees  de  factOf  their  acts  would 
be  good.  And  their  title  would  also  be 
good  except  when  called  in  question  by 
quo  warranto.  People  v,  Bartlett,  6 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  422 ;  Lynch  v.  Laffland, 
4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  96.  Validity  of  acts 
of  officers  de  facto,  see  ante,  {§  395,  note. 
396,  note;  People  v.  Stevens,  5  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  616,  per  Bronson,  J. ;  People 
V,  Runkie,  9  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  147;  Trus- 
tees V,  Hill,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  23;  Ply- 
mouth V,  Painter,  17  Conn.  585 ;  Smith 
V.  State,  19  Conn.  493 ;  People  v.  Bart- 
lett,  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  422;  State  v. 
Jacobs,  17  Ohio,  143 ;  Hinton  v,  Lind- 
say, 20  Ga.  746;  Butler  v.  Walker,  98 
Ala.  358;  post,  §  1554.  The  uncondi- 
tional  repeal  of  a  municipal  charter 
abolishes  all  the  offices  under  it;  so  also 
does  the  substitution  of  a  new  charter 
having  inconsistent  provisions,  and 
not  providing  for  the  rights  of  officers 
imder  the  old  charter.  Crook  v.  People, 
106  111.  237.  See  this  case  also  as  to 
who  are  "the  city  officers  then  in 
office,"  as  used  in  the  Incorporation 
Law  of  Illinois.  See  Malone  v,  Williams, 
118  Tenn.  390;  103  S.  W.  Rep.  798. 

>  Willc.  Goto.  207,  pi.  526;  Hob. 
160;  Skin.  45;  Glover,  216. 

>  lindsey  v.  Luckett,  20  Tex.  516; 
Biddle  v.  Willard,  10  Ind.  63;  People  v. 


Witherell,  14  Mich.  48;  State  v.  Link- 
hauer,  142  Ind.  94;  Kimberlin  v.  State, 
130  Ind.  120. 

•  Biddle  t;.  Willard,  10  Ind.  63.  In 
this  case  it  was  said  that  a  resignation 
to  take  effect  at  a  fixed  future  time 
mav,  if  no  new  rights  have  attached,  be 
withdrawn,  even  after  acceptance,  by 
the  consent  of  the  party  accejpting; 
and  under  the  laws  of  that  State  it  was 
held  that  such  a  resignation  did  not 
create  a  vacancy  which  would  author- 
ize an  election  at  a  period  prior  to  the 
taking  effect  of  the  resignation.  See 
infra,  {§417,  note,  418,  note. 

There  is  no  technical  or  peculiar 
meaning  to  the  word  "vacant,"  as  used 
in  the  Constitution.  It  means  empt^, 
unoccupied,  as  applied  to  an  office  witn- 
out  an  incumbent.  There  is  no  basis  for 
the  distinction  urged  that  it  applies 
only  to  offices  vacated  by  death,  res- 
ignation, or  otherwise.  An  existing 
office  without  an  incumbent  is  vacant, 
whether  it  be  a  new  or  an  old  one.  Per 
Stuart,  J.,  Stocking;  v.  State  (vacancy 
in  new  judicial  circuit),  7  Ind.  326; 
followed,  Collins  v.  State,  8  Ind.  344. 

*  People  V,  Tilton,  37  Cal.  614 ;  Peo- 
ple V.  Tyrrell,  87  Cal.  475;  People  ». 
Edwards,  93  Cal.  153;  Gosman  v. 
State,  106  Ind.  203,  206;  State  v.  Har- 
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§  415  (223).  Befnsal  to  serre  in  Office.  —  It  is  an  established 
commcmAaw  'principle  in  England,  that  since  a  municipal  corporation 
is  entitled  to  the  official  service  of  its  eligible  members,  it  may,  by 
virtue  of  its  inherent  or  incidental  power,  pass  a  by-law  imposing  a 
pecuniary  penalty  upon  such  as  refuse,  without  legal  excuse,  an  ofpu 
to  which  they  have  been  duly  elected.'  The  ground  of  this  doctrine 
is  clearly  set  forth  by  Lord  Holt  in  Vanacker's  Case,  and  although 
all  of  his  reasoning  is  not  applicable  to  our  American  municipal  cor- 
porations, still  it  is  believed  that  under  the  usual  general  welfare 
clause  or  under  their  incidental  power  to  pass  reasonable  and  neces- 
sary by-laws,  they  would  be  authorized,  where  such  an  ordinance  did 
not  contravene  the  charter  or  statute,  or  public  legislative  policy 


rison,  113  Ind.  434,  441 ;  Kimberlin  v. 
State,  130  Ind.  120;  Koemer  v.  State, 
148  Ind.  158,  167;  Smoot  v.  Somer- 
ville,  59  Md.  84 ;  State  v.  Smith,  152 
Mo.  512 ;  Richards  v.  McMillin,  36  Neb. 
352;  State  v.  Hadley,  64  N.  H.  473; 
Stilsing  V,  Davis,  45  N.  J.  L.  390;  Peo- 
ple V.  Fitchie,  76  Hun  (N.  Y.),  80; 
State  V.  Boucher,  3  N.  Dak.  389 ;  State 
V.  Howe,  25  Ohio  St.  588 ;  State  v.  Bry- 
son,  44  Ohio  St.  457;  State  v.  Wright, 
56  Ohio  St.  540;  State  v,  Simon,  20 
Oreg.  365 ;  State  v.  Henderson,  4  Wyo. 
535.  See  also  People  v.  Stratton,  28 
Cal.  382.  But  compare  State  v.  Mur- 
phy, 32  Fla.  138.  But  where  the  incum- 
bent who  is  entitled  to  hold  over  until 
his  successor  has  qualified,  surrenders 
the  office,  and  thereafter  the  successor 
is  declared  by  the  courts  to  be  ineli- 
^ble  for  election  or  appointment,  Ihert 
X8  a  vacancy  which  justifies  the  exei^ 
cise  of  a  power  to  fill  a  vacancy.  The 
surrender  of  the  office  by  the  person 
entitled  to  hold  over,  and  the  subse- 
quent judgment  of  the  court  declaring 
the  election  of  his  successor  void, 
operate  to  create  a  vacancy.  People 
V.  Rodgers,  118  Cal.  393.  If  an  officer 
is  elected  to  a  new  term,  to  succeed  him- 
self, but  dies  before  entering  on  such  new 
term,  the  vacancy  is  created  in  the 
term  which  he  was  serving,  and  not  in 
that  which  had  not  b^un  when  he 
died;  and  a  person  appointed  to  fill 
this  vacancy  will  hola  over  under  a 
statutory  provision  until  his  successor 
is  elected  and  qualified.  State  v, 
Speidel,  62  Ohio  St.  156. 

*  aty  of  London  v.  Vanacker,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  496;  s.  c.  Garth.  482;  s.  c.  12 
Mod.  270,  272;'  1  Salk.  142;  Rex  v. 
Bower,  2  Dowl.  k.  R.  761,  842 ;  s.  c.  1 


Bam.  &  Cress.  492,585,587;  YintDen' 
Co.  r.  Passey,  1  Burr.  237,  239 ;  WiUc 
230;  Glover,  181;  Grant,  211.  See 
also  United  States  v.  Justices,  10  Fed. 
Rep.  460,  464 ;  London  v.  Headen,  76 
N.  Car.  72.  If  of  a  public  and  ma^ 
terial  nature,  the  penalty  for  refuaal 
may  be  imposed,  though  the  person  be 
also  liable  to  be  punished  by  indict- 
ment, or,  in  the  discretion  ci  the  court, 
by  criminal  information.  London  v. 
Vanacker,  1  Ld.  Raym.  499;  Rex  v. 
Grosvenor,  2  Str.  1 193 ;  Rex  v.  Hunger- 
ford,  11  Mod.  132,  142;  Rex  v.  Wood- 
row,  2  Term  R.  732 ;  Rex  v.  WbitweQ, 
5TermR.  86;  Rex  v.  Leyland,  3  M.  4 
S.  184.  The  Municipal  CorporatioDs 
Act  (5  and  6  Wm.  IV.  chap.  bcxvL  {  51. 
Munic.  Corp.  Act,  1882,  \  34)  requiiM 
eveiy  qualified  person  elected  to  the 
office  of  alderman,  councillor,  auditor, 
or  assessor,  or  mayor,  to  acoenpi  the 
c^ce  or  pav  a  fine  to  the  borough  fund. 
The  refusal  to  take  the  requiate  oaths 
is  a  refusal  of  the  office.  Exeter  v. 
Starre,  2  Show.  158,  159.  As  there  is 
a  common  law  duty  to  serve  in  an 
office  to  which  a  person  has  been  duly 
elected,  this  duty  may,  if  the  offiee  be 
sufficiently  important,  be  enforced  by 
mandamut,  and  the  payment  of  the 
fine  is  not  in  lieu  of  service,  unless  the 
statute  or  by-law  release  him  from 
service  by  treating  the  penalty  as  com- 
pensation. Rex  r.  Bower,  1  Bam.  A 
Cress.  585;  s.  c.  2  Do^  &  R.  761: 
Rex  V.  Leyland,  3  Maule  A  SeL  184; 
Rex  V.  Woodrow,  2  Term  R.  732;  foti, 
§  1486.  By  the  above-mentioned  pro- 
vision of  tne  Municipal  CorpotatioDs 
Act  of  5  and  6  Wm.  IV.,  the  fine  is  in 
lieu  of  the  acceptance  of  the  office. 
Grant  on  Corp.  222. 
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respecting  offices,  to  impose  a  reasonable  fine  for  refusing  corporate 
offices.  In  this  country,  however,  offices  have  not  usually  been  re- 
garded as  burdens  to  be  avoided,  but  rather  as  distinctions  to  be 
coveted,  and  hence  there  has  been  little  occasion  to  call  into  exercise 
the  power  of  the  courts,  or  to  test  the  authority  of  the  corporations  to 
enforce  the  undertaking  of  their  offices.  If,  however,  under  the  char- 
ter or  statute,  or  the  law  or  policy  of  the  State,  an  officer  has  the  rigki 
to  resign  or  lay  down  his  office  at  pleasiu'e,  as  is  usually  the  case  with 
us,  the  authority  to  impose  a  fine  for  refusing  to  serve  would  prob- 
ably not  exist.^ 

§  416  (224).  Bedgnation  of  Munieipal  Offices.  —  An  office  mtui 
be  resigned  either  (first)  expressly,  or  (second)  by  implication.^  If 
the  charter  prescribes  the  mode  in  which  the  resignation  is  to  be  made, 
that  mode  should  of  course  be  complied  with.^  Acceptance  by  the 
corporation  is,  at  common  law,  necessary  to  a  consummation  of  the 
resignation,  and  until  acceptance  by  proper  authority,  the  tender  or 
offer  to  resign  is  revocable.^    But  if  the  statute  provides  that  an 


'  See  WiUc.  133,  pi.  308;    Grant, 

221,  222;  post^  §  418  note;  Gates  v. 
Delaware  County,  12  Iowa,  405; 
United  States  v.  Wright,  1  McLean. 
609;  State  v,  Fei^guson,  31  N.  J.  L. 
107.  Statute  prescribing  penalty  for  re- 
fusing  to  qualify  as  town  constable 
after  election  or  api)ointment  held  not 
to  violate  the  provision  of  the  North 
Carolina  Constitution  against  depriva- 
tion of  life,  liberty,  or  property  other- 
wise than  by  the  law  of  the  land.  Lon- 
don V.  Headen,  76  N.  Car.  72. 

'  Regents  of  University  v.  Williams, 
0  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  365,  422;  WiUc.  132, 
238;  Grant,  268,  246,  note  e;  lb,  221, 

222.  In  State  v,  Blakemore,  104  Mo. 
340,  345,  it  is  said  that  there  never  has 
been  any  question  in  this  country  as  to 
the  right  of  a  civil  officer  to  resign  hb 
office. 

'  Willc.  239;  Rex  v.  Hughes,  5 
Bam.  &  Cress.  886,  896 ;  Rex  v.  Mayor 
of  Ripon,  1  Ld.  Raym.  563;  Rex  v. 
Payne,  2  Chitty,  366;  Reg.  v.  Morton, 
4  Q.  B.  146.  The  statute  may  provide 
that  the  officer  shall  continue  until  his 
successor  is  elected  and  quaUfied,  and 
in  such  case  he  will  not  cease  to  be  an 
officer  merely  by  resigning  so  as  to  be 
relieved  from  the  discharge  of  hie  duties 
as  such  officer.  Badger  v.  United 
States,  93  U.  S.  599  (mandamus) ;  Amy 
V.   Watertown,    130   U.   S.   301.     See 


further  on  this  point,  post,  chapter  on 
Mandamus,  {{ 1520-1522. 

*  Reg.  V.  Lane,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1304 ; 
Rex  V.  Ripon,  supra;  Hazard's  Case,  2 
RoL  11 ;  Jenning's  Case,  12  Mod.  402; 
Rex  V.  Patteson,  4  B.  A  Ad.  9;  1  Nev. 
&  Mann.  612;  Edwards  v.  United 
States,  103  U.  S.  471;  Whitney  v. 
Van  Buskirk,  40  N.  J.  L.  463 ;  Greene 
V.  Freeholders  of  Essex,  44  N.  J.  L.  388 ; 
Bird  V.  Johnson,  59  N.  J.  L.  59,  61 ; 
Fryer  v.  Norton.  67  N.  J.  L.  537.  The 
acceptance  may  be  by  entiy  in  books, 
by  vote,  or  resolution,  or  by  treating 
the  place  as  vacant  and  electing  an- 
other to  fill  it,  or  ordering  an  election 
if  to  be  filled  by  a  popular  vote.  Van 
Orsdall  v.  Hazard,  3  HiU  (N.  Y.),  243; 
State  V.  Ancker,  2  Rich.  (S.  Car.)  245. 
One  elected  to  an  office  cannot  rest^  it 
before  he  has  qualified  and  become  an 
incumbent  of  it.  Miller  v.  Supervisors 
of  Sacramento  County,  25  Cal.  93; 
Willc.  236.  Where  acceptance  has 
been  refused  by  the  council,  the  incum- 
bent remains  in  office.  Fryer  v,  Norton, 
67  N.  J.  L.  537,  but  on  the  right  to 
refuse  to  accept  resignation  see  cases 
cited  infra.  Provision  of  Tennessee 
Constitution  that  every  officer  shall 
hold  his  office  until  his  successor  is 
elected  or  appointed  and  qualified,  held 
to  apply  to  resi^ine  officers,  and  to 
restnct  and  quahfy  the  right  to  refdgn 
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officer  may  resign  at  pleasure  and  that  his  resignation  shall  take 
effect  when  filed,  the  principle  just  stated  does  not  apply,  and  when 
his  resignation  is  filed,  he  ceases  to  be  an  officer.^  The  right  to  accept 
a  resignation  is  a  power  incidental  to  every  corporation.'  It  is  also 
a  common-law  principle  that  the  right  to  accept  the  resigruxtion  of  an 
officer  is  incidental  to  the  power  of  appointing  him.'  If  no  partiadar 
mode  is  prescribed,  neither  the  resignation  nor  acceptance  thereof 
need  be  in  writing,  or  in  any  special  form  of  words.^ 


United  States  v.  Justices,  10  Fed.  Rep. 
460.  But  the  contrary  view  has  been 
adopted  in  New  York  in  applying  a 
statutory  provision  in  similar  terms. 
Olmsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N.  Y.  378,  387; 
GUbert  v.  Luce,  U  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  91. 
The  provision  of  the  Federal  Revised 
Statutes,  i  5145,  that  directors  of  na- 
tional banks  shall  hold  office  for  one 
year  and  until  their  successors  have 
been  elected  and  qualified,  does  not 
prohibit  or  affect  resignations.  Briggs 
V.  Spaulding,  141  U.  S.  132,  154.  It 
has  been  held  in  this  country,  however, 
that  an  incumbent  of  a  public  office 
may  lay  it  doum  at  his  pleasure^  and  that 
the  officer  to  whom  tne  resignation,  by 
law,  is  to  be  made  cannot  forbid  it  or 
refuse  it;  and  that  when  received  by 
such  officer  it  operates  to  vacate  the 
office  resigned.  Gates  v.  Delaware 
County.  12  Iowa,  405;  United  States 
V.  Wright,  1  McLean,  509.  The  delivery 
by  a  city  engineer,  whose  office  was 
elective,  of  a  written  resignation  to  the 
mayor  and  coimcil,  takes  effect  without 
any  acceptance.  State  v.  Mayor  of 
Lincoln,  4  Neb.  260.  Lake,  C.  J.,  says: 
"  In  absence  of  statute,  there  is  no  rule 
requiring  acceptance  of  resignation  to 
make  it  effective.  The  refusal  of  the 
municipal  authorities  to  accept  it  will 
not  comi)el  the  officer  to  retain  the 
office  against  his  will."  76.  Compare 
State  r.  Ferguson,  31  N.  J.  L.  107,  129 ; 
Lewis  V.  Oliver,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  121 ; 
People  V.  Porter,  6  Cal.  26.  Denying 
right  under  statute  to  withdraw  resig- 
nation after  delivering  it.  State  v. 
Hauss  (sheriff),  43  Ind.  105. 

»  Amy  V.  Watertown  (No.  1),  130 
U.  S.  301,  302,  distinguishing  Badger 
V.  United  States.  93  IT.  S.  599;  post, 
§§  1520,  1521;  United  States  v.  Jus- 
tices, 10  Fed.  Rep.  460,  463,  citing 
text;  State  v.  Hauss,  43  Ind.  105; 
McGee  v.  Axtell,  103  Ind.  444. 

«  Rex  V,  Tidderly,  1  Sid.  14 ;  Haz- 
ard's Case,  2  Rol.  11,  supra.  The 
"common  council"  may  regulate  resig- 


nations by  by-laws,  and  it  oiay  aeoepi 
resignations,  as  it  represents  the  eor- 
poration  at  large.  Rawlinson  (5th  ed.), 
317,  note;  Staniland  v.  Hopkiii%  9 
M.  &  W.  178;  Willc.  240,  pL  615. 

'  Van  Orsdall  v.  Hazard,  3  Hm 
(N.  Y.),  243 ;  asserting,  arguendo,  the 
incidental  power  of  municipal  eorpoi»- 
tions,  as  such,  to  accept  resienatiooB, 
and  approving  the  opimon  of  mi.  WID- 
cock  (Munic.  Corp.  240),  who  oboerves, 
respecting  the  cases  on  this  subject:  "I 
presume  that  a  ri^ht  to  accept  a  Knag- 
nation  passes  incidentally  with  a  right 
to  elect."  See  also  Rex  v.  Udderiy,  1 
Sid.  14,  per  Hale,  Ch.  B. ;  Jemupg's 
Cbse,  12  Mod.  402;  Tayk)!"*  €bae. 
Poph.  133;  State  v,  Popejoj,  165  Ind. 
177,  179;  Ohnsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N.  Y. 
378,  386;  Gilbert  v.  Luce,  11  Baifo. 
(N.Y.)91:  State  V.Augustine,  113  Mo. 
21,  24,  dting  text;  Fryer  v.  NoitoD,67 
N.J.L.537;  Vaughn  v.  School  Disk,  27 
Oreg.  57.  The  E^lish  Municipal  O^- 
porations  Act,  1882,  §  36,  provides  that 
any  "  person  elected  to  a  corporate  office 
may  at  anv  time  by  writing  sigiied  by 
him,  and  delivered  to  the  toiwii-eleik. 
resign  the  office,  on  payment  of  the  fine 
provided  for  non-acceptanoe  thcareof." 

*  Same  authorities;  and  see  also 
Rex  V,  Ripon,  1  Ld.  Raym.  563: 
Regina  v.  Lane,  1  Ld.  Raym.  1304; 
Jenning's  Case,  12  Mod.  402 ;  Reena 
V.  Gloucester,  Holt  R.  450;  Van  On- 
dall  V.  Hazard,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  243, 248; 
State  V.  Allen,  21  Ind.  516;  Pe(x>fe  v. 
Police  Board,  26  N.  Y.  39;  MeOum's 
Case,  19N.Y.  188,distinguidied.  Stat- 
utory limitation  on  the  right  to  resign 
before  successor  is  chosen  and  qualified. 
Badger  v.  United  States,  93  U.  a  599; 
People  17.  Brooklyn  Commoa  Oouncil, 
77  N.  Y.  503,  approving  text  A  reog- 
nation  made  to  the  officer  wbo  makei 
the  appointment  vacates  the  office  as 
soon  as  it  is  received ;  there  is  no  ac- 
ceptance necessary.  Gilberts.  Looe,  11 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  91;  Olmated  «.  Deniw, 
77  N.  Y.  378. 
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§  417  (225).  Implied  Bedgiuition  ;  Incompatible  Office.  —  An 
office  may  be  impliediy  resigned  or  vacated  by  the  incumbent  being 
elected  to  and  accepting  an  incompatible  office,^  The  rule,  says 
Parke,  J.,  in  a  leading  English  case  on  this  subject,  that  where  two 
offices  are  incompatible  they  cannot  be  held  together,  is  founded 
on  the  plainest  principles  of  public  policy,  and  has  obtained  from 
very  early  times.'  The  principle  applies  not  only  where  the  second 
office  is  the  superior  and  more  important  one,  but  also  where  it  is 
not'  The  rule  has  been  generally  stated  in  broad  and  unqualified 
terms,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  incompatible  office,  by  whomsoever 


'  Per  Parke,  J,,  Rex  v,  Patteaon,  4 
Bam.  &  Adol.  9 ;  1  Nev.  &  Mann.  612  ; 
Regents  of  the  University  v.  Williams, 
9  GiU  &  Johns.  (Md.)  365 ;  1  Kyd.  369- 
375 :  State  v.  Butz,  9  S.  Car.  156 ;  People 
V,  Hanifan,  96  111.  420;  Packingham  v. 
H[arper,  66  111.  App.  98,  100;  Foltz  v, 
Kerlin,  105  Ind.  221,  225;  Stubbs  v. 
Lee,  64  Me.  195;  Pooler  v.  Reed,  73 
Me.  129;  Attorney-General  v.  Detroit 
Common  Council,  112  Mich.  145,  168; 
Attomey<^eneral  v.  Oakman,  126 
Mich.  717;  Cotton  v,  Phillips,  56  N.  H. 
220;  State  v,  Thompson,  20  N.  J.  L. 
689;  State  v.  Goff,  15  R.  I.  505;  State 
V.  Brinkerhoff,  66  Tex.  45.  In  Queen 
V.  Bangor,  L.  R.,  18  Q.  B.  Div.  349, 
361,  I^d  Esher,  M.  R.,  summarized 
the  law  on  the  subject  as  follows: 
"There  is  no  express  enactment  that 
an  alderman  cannot  be  elected  a  coun- 
cillor, but  it  has  been  suggested  that 
there  is  a  necessary  implication  that 
he  cannot  be.  It  has  been  said  that  the 
two  offices  are  incompatible,  and  that 
two  incompatible  offices  cannot  be  held 
by  the  same  person  at  the  same  time.  The 
latter  proposition  is  true  with  respect  to 
the  offices  oralderman  and  councillor, 
not  on  the  ground  that  they  are  offices 
of  profit,  but  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  so  incompatible  that  the  legisla- 
ture cannot  have  intended  they  should 
be  held  by  the  same  person  at  the  same 
time,  what  is  the  consequence  of  this 
doctrine?  A  long  series  of  authorities 
has  upheld  the  proposition  that,  when 
two  offices  are  incompatible,  and  the 
suggested  ineligibility  of  the  candidate 
for  one  of  them  only  arises  from  the 
fact  that  it  is  incompatible  with  the 
office  he  already  holds,  he  is  not  thereby 
prevented  from  being  elected  to  the 
second  office,  whether  it  be  superior  or 
not.  The  cases  have  decided  that,  if  a 
person  holding  one  office  be  elected  to 


another,  and  accepts  that  election,  he 
thereby  vacates  the  office  he  held,  and 
thus  the  difficulty  with  respect  to  the 
impossibility  of  holding  two  incompati- 
ble offices  is  got  rid  of." 

By  the  common  law,  when  two  offi- 
ces or  public  trusts  are  incompatible 
with  each  other,  a  person  holding  the 
one  is  not  disqualified  to  be  appointed 
or  elected  to  the  other,  but  his  accept- 
ance of  the  second  office  is  in  law  an 
implied  resignation  of  the  first,  when- 
ever it  may  be  resigned  by  the  mere 
act  of  the  incumbent  without  the  assent 
or  concurrence  of  a  superior  authority. 
Per  Oray,  C.  J.,  in  Commonwealth  v. 
Hawkes,  123  Mass.  525.  The  rule  that 
one  vacates  an  office  by  accepting  an- 
other office  incompatible  therewith,  ap- 
plied to  a  city  sohcitor's  acceptance  of 
the  office  of  representative  in  Congress. 
State  V.  Butz,  9  S.  Car.  156;  post,  §744, 
note.  The  rule  that  the  acceptance  of 
the  second  vacates  the  first  of  two 
offices  that  are  incompatible,  is  not 
only  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  is 
hela  to  apply  to  incompatibUUy  growing 
out  of  canstitulional  and  statutory  prom- 
sions  prohibiting  the  holding  of  two 
offices  in  specified  cases.  Attorney- 
General  V.  Detroit  Common  Councd, 
112  Mich.  145,  174;  People  «.  Sander- 
son, 30  Cal.  160,  167;  People  v.  Pro- 
vines,  34  Cal.  520,  541 ;  Foltz  v.  Kerlin, 
105  Ind.  221 ;  Daily  v.  State,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  322;  Shell  v.  Cousins,  77  Va. 
328. 

*  Per  Parke,  J.,  Rex  v,  Patteson,  4 
Bam.  &  AdoL  9;  1  Nev.  &  Biann. 
612. 

*  Milward  v.  Thatcher,  2  Term  R. 
87,  which  settled  this  point  conclu- 
sively; Rex  V.  Trelawney,  3  Burr. 
1615;  Gabriel  v.  Gierke,  Cro.  Eliz.  76; 
Rex  V,  Godwin,  Doug.  397,  note  22; 
Willc.  240,  pi.  617;    Glover,  139. 
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tBe  appointment  or  election  might  be  made,  absolutely  determines 
the  original  office,  leaving  no  shadow  of  title  in  the  possessor,  whose 
successor  may  be  at  once  elected  or  appointed,  neither  quo  tcarraiUo 
nor  amotion  being  necessary.^ 

§  418  (226).  Same  Subject;  Aceept«nce  of  Beaignation.  —  The 
doctrine  fust  stated  is  undoubtedly  true  where  the  acceptance  of  the 
second  office  is  made  by,  or  with  the  privity  of  that  authority  which 
has  the  power  to  accept  the  surrender  of  the  first,  or  to  amove  from 
it;  but  ''such  acceptance  does  not  operate  as  an  absolute  avoidance, 
in  cases  where  a  person  cannot  divest  himself  of  an  office  by  his  own 
mere  act,  but  requires  the  concurrence  of  another  authority  to  his 
resignation  or  amotion,  unless  that  authority  is  privy  and  consent- 
ing to  the  second  appointment."  '  If  one  holding  an  office  in  a  cor- 
poration be  by  that  corporation  elected  to  an  incompatible  office, 
this,  of  course,  is  a  consent  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  that  the 
first  office  be  vacated;  and  if  the  second  office  be  accepted,  the  first 
is  at  once  and  ipso  facto  determined.  But,  until  acceptance,  the 
former  office  is  not  vacated.' 

§  419  (227).  Incompatible  Pablic  Offices.  —  The  rule  under  conr 
sideratixm  is  not  limited  to  corporate  offices,  but  extends,  both  in  its 
principle  and  application,  to  all  jyublic  offices.    Thus,  if  a  judge  of 

1  Gabriel  v.  Gierke,  Gro.  Eliz.  76;  R.  87;    Rex  v.  Patteson,  4  Barn.  A 

Verrior  v.  Sandwich,  1  Sid.  305;   Mil-  AdoL  9;    1  Nev.  A  Mann.  612;  WiDc. 

ward  V.    Thatcher,  2    Term  R.    87:  243,  pi.  623;   Arkwright  r.  Gantrell,  7 

Glover,  329;  WiUc.  240,  pi.  617;  Shell  Ad.  A  E.  665;  Queen  v,  Bangor,  L.  R. 

V,  Gousins,  77  Va.  328,  331,  citing  and  18  Q.  B.  Div.  349,  362.      Acceptance 

adopting  text.    Where  a  resianatian  is  necessaiy.    See  also  State  v.  Feiguaon. 

to  take  effect  at  a /tf/ure  (2ay  the  council  31  N.J.  L.  107;  Fiyer  v.  Norton,  67 

may  fill  the  vacancy  before  that  day.  N.  J.  L.  537;    De  Turk  v.  GcHnmon- 

Leech  v.  State,   78  Ind.  570;  supra,  wealth,  129  Pa.  151,  160.    See  Lewis*. 

5  414,  note.  In  Pennsylvania,  it  is  held  Oliver,  4  Abb.  Pr.  121.  Acceptance  of 
that  if  a  statutory  prohibition  b  merely  an  incompatible  office,  even  under  a 
against  the  holaina  two  offices,  and  void  election,  puts  an  end  to  the  first 
does  not  affect  eligiDility  for  election  or  office ;  and  the  officer,  on  being  ousted 
appointment,  a  person  holding  two  in-  from  the  second  office,  cannot  be  re- 
compatible  offices  has  the  right  to  elect  stored  to  the  first.  Rex  v.  Huf  hes,  5  B. 
which  he  will  retain.  If  he  make  such  &  G.  886 ;  R«x  v.  Bond,  6  D.  £  R.  333. 
election,  the  court,  in  quo  vxirranto  pro-  In  State  v,  Brinkerhoff,  66  Tex.  45,  it  is 
ceedings,  will  enter  judgment  of  ouster  said  that  the  appointment  of  the  incum- 
in  accordance  with  the  election.  If  he  bent  of  an  office  to  another  office  by  the 
neglects  or  refuses  to  elect,  judgment  same  power  that  is  authoriaed  to  fill  a 
will  be  entered  in  accordance  with  the  vacancy  in  either  office,  b  equivalent 
demand  of  the  relator.  Gommonwealth  to  an  agreement  to  accept  the  ap- 
V.  Haeseler,  161  Pa.  92;  De  Turk  v,  pointee's  resignation  of  hb  fonner 
Gommonwealth,  129  Pa.  151.  office ;  and,  upon  hb  (qualification  under 

'  Parke,  J.,  Rex  v.  Patteson,  4  Bam.   the  appointment,  hb  resignation  has 

6  Adol.  9 ;  1  Nev.  &  Mann.  612.  full  effect,  and  the  office  formeiif  bdd 
'  lb. ;  Milward  v.  Thatcher,  2  Term,   by  him  becomes  vacant. 
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the  Common  Pleas  accepts  an  appointment  to  the  King's  Bench,  the 
first  office  is  vacated,  since  it  is  the  duty  of  the  one  to  correct  the 
errors  of  the  other.*  Whether  offices  are  incompatible  depends  upon 
the  charter  or  statute,  and  the  nature  of  the  duties  to  be  performed.' 
The  same  man  cannot  be  judge  and  minister  in  the  same  court,  and 
hence  the  offices  are  not  compatible.^  Where  the  recorder  is  an 
adviser  to  the  mayor,  the  two  offices  cannot  be  held  together.*  So 
a  representative  in  Congress  holds  a  public  office,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  charter  which  prohibits  an  alderman  from  holding  "any 
other  public  office";  and  upon  his  election  to,  and  acceptance  of 
"such  public  office,"  during  his  term  as  alderman,  his  office  as 
alderman  immediately  becomes  vacant.*  The  proper  proceeding  is, 
by  mandamus,^  to  compel  the  common  council  to  order  a  special 


>  Glover  on  Corp.  139. 

«  Milward  v.  Thatcher,  2  Term  R. 
87,  per  BuUer,  J. ;  People  v.  Carrique, 
2  Hill  (N.  Y.);  93,  and  cases  cited; 
Staniland  v.  Hopkins,  9  M.  &  W.  178. 

Incompatibility  in  offices  exists  where 
the  nature  and  duties  of  the  two  offices 
are  such  as  to  render  it  improper,  from 
considerations  of  public  policy,  for  one 
incumbent  to  retain  both.  It  does  not 
necessarily  arise  when  the  incumbent 
places  himself,  for  the  time  being,  in  a 
position  where  it  is  impossible  for  him 
to  discharge  the  duties  of  both  offices 
(Bryan  v.  Cattell,  15  Iowa,  538,  per 
Wright f  C.  J.);  and  accordingly  tnat 
case  held  that  the  office  of  district  at- 
torney and  of  captain  in  the  volunteer 
service  of  the  United  States  were  not 
legally  incompatible.  Two  offices  are 
incompatible  where  the  holder  cannot, 
in  every  instance,  discharge  the  duties 
of  each.  Per  Bailey ,  J.,  Rex  v.  Tizzard, 
17  Eng.  C.  L.  193. 

•  Poph.  28,  29;  1  Sid.  305;  2  Keb. 
93 ;  Glover,  139. 

*  WiUc.  241,  pi.  518;  Rex  v.  Mar- 
shall, cited,  2  B.  &  A.  341.  Clerk  of  a 
school  district  and  collector  of  the  dis- 
trict were  held  not  incompatible,  and 
the  same  person  ma^,  therefore,  be 
appointed  to  both  offices,  there  being 
no  prohibition  in  the  act.  Howland  v. 
Luce,  16  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  135.  The 
offices  of  councilman  and  city  marshal 
are  incompatible.  State  v.  Hoyt,  2 
Oreg.  246.  Offices  of  alderman  and 
coundUar  held  to  be  incompatible. 
Queen  v.  Bangor,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div. 
349,  361.  If  the  governor  of  a  State  is 
vested  with  power  to  remove  the  mayor 
of  a  city,  the  two  offices  are  incompati^ 


ble ;  and  if  a  person  who  holds  office  as 
mayor  of  the  city  is  elected  to  and 
accepts  the  office  of  governor,  the 
mayoralty  is  ipso  facto  vacated.  At- 
torney-General V.  Detroit  Common 
Ck>uncil,  112  Mich.  145. 

•  People  V.  Brooklyn  Common  Coun- 
cil, 77  N.  Y.  503 ;  People  v,  Carrigue, 
2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  93 ;  People  v.  Nostrand, 
46  N.  Y.  375,  381 ;  People  v.  Green,  58 
N.  Y.304. 

Construction  and  application  of 
constitutional  provisions  prohibiting 
any  member  of  Congress  or  any  per- 
son holding  or  exercising  any  office  or 
appointment  under  the  United  States 
from  holding  or  exercising  any  State 
office.  See  People  r.  Leonard,  73  Cid. 
230;  Foltz  v.  KerUn,  105  Ind.  221; 
Wood  V,  State,  130  Ind.  364 ;  Bishop 
V.  State,  149  Ind.  223 ;  Respublica  v. 
Dallas,  3  Yeates  (Pa.),  316;  Common- 
wealth V.  Binns,  17  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.) 
219;  Commonwealth  v.  Ford,  5  Pa. 
67;  De  Turk  v.  Commonwealth,  129 
Pa.  151. 

Construction  and  ajjplication  of  stat- 
utory provisions  prohibiting  the  hold- 
ing of  more  than  one  office.  See  Cham- 
bers V.  State,  127  Ind.  365;  State  v. 
Plymell,  46  Kan.  294;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Marston,  66  N.  H.  485; 
Oliver  v.  Jersey  Qty,  63  N.  J.  L.  96; 
People  V.  Drake,  43  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
325,  aff'd  161  N.  Y.  642;  Shelby  v. 
Alcorn,  36  Miss.  273;  Commonwesolth 
V.  Haeseler,  161  Pa.  92 ;  Shell  v.  Cous- 
ins, 77  Va.  328;  Bunting  v.  Willis,  27 
Gratt.  (Va.)  144! 

•  Lamb  v.  Lynd,  44  Pa.  336;  State 
V.  Rahway,  33  N.  J.  L.  110;  Fish  v. 
Weatherwax,  2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  217. 
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election  to  fill  such  vacancy,  and  not  by  quo  warranto  to  try  the 
title  to  such  office,  such  representative  being  neither  a  de  fado  nor 
de  jure  officer. 

§  420  (228).  Abandonment  of  Office.  —  An  office  may  be  va^ 
caied  by  abandonment.^  A  vduntary  enlistment  by  a  civil  officer  in 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States  for  three  years,  or  during  the 
war,  vacates  the  civil  office,  being  a  constructive  resignation  by 
abandonment.^  So  where  residence  within  the  corporation  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  be  eligible  to  hold  an  office,  permanent  removal  from 
the  municipality  may  undoubtedly  be  taken  as  evincing  an  intuition 
to  resign,  and  as  an  implied  resignation.' 

§  421  (229).  Legislative  Control  of  Compensation  of  Mmudpal 
Officers.  —  We  have  had  occasion  to  discuss  the  complete  supremacy 
of  the  legislature  over  public  corporations,  limited  only  by  constitu- 
tional restraints.^  Its  authority  over  public  offices,  which  are  created 
or  authorized  solely  for  the  public  convenience,  is  equally  great,*  and 
may  be  conferred  upon  municipal  corporations  with  respect  to  mu- 
nicipal offices.  The  legislature,  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  limi- 
tation, may  create  and  abolish  offices,  add  to  or  lessen  their  duties, 
abridge  or  extend  the  term  of  office,  and  increase,  diminish,  or  reg- 
ulate the  compensation  of  officers  at  its  pleasure.*    But  after  the 

»  Willc.  238 ;  State  v.  Allen,  21  Ind.  per  Wright,  C.  J. ;  Coffin  v.  State,  7  Ind. 
516 ;  Baker  v.  Wambaugh,  99  Ind.  312,  157 ;  People  v.  Mahaney,  13  Bfich.  481 : 
314;  Osborne  v.  State,  128  Ind.  129;  Turpen  r.  Tipton  County  Com'ra,  7  Ind. 
Relendert;.  State,  149  Ind.  283,  288.  172;  Oregon  v.  Pyle,  1  Oreg.  149: 
In  People  v.  Hanifan,  96  111.  420,  the  Bird  v.  Waaco  Co.,  3  Oreg.  282 ;  Covdin 
refusal  of  an  alderman  to  attend  coun-  v.  Huff,  10  Ind.  83 ;  Cooley,  Const,  lim. 
oil  meetings  was  held  to  be  an  aban-  276 ;  Butler  v.  Pennsylvania,  10  How. 
donment  of  the  oflBce.  (U.  S.)  402 ;    Smith  v.  New  York,  37 

»  State  V.  Allen,  21  Ind.  516.  But  N.  Y.  518;  Swann  v.  Buck,  40  Miss, 
see  Bryan  v.  Cattell,  15  Iowa,  538.  268;    Collins  v,  Ruseell,  107  Ga.  423: 

»  Willc.  238;  ante,  §  371 ;  Cuny  v.  State  v.  Hyde,  129  Ind.  296;  Downey 
Stewart,  8  Bush  (Ky.),  560;  People  v,  v.  State,  160  Ind.  578;  Kenny  v.  Hnds- 
Ballhom,  100  lU.  App.  571 ;  Yonkey  peth,  59  N.  J.  L.  320;  s,  c.  59  N.  J.  L. 
V.  State,  27  Ind.  236;  Relender  v.  504;  Nichols  v.  IfacLean,  101  N.  Y. 
State,  149  Ind.  283;  Prather  v.  Hart,  526,  533;  Koch  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New 
17  Neb.  598.  York,  152  N.  Y.  72;    Comnaonwealth 

*  Ante,  chap.  iv.  v.  McCombs,  56  Pa,  436;    Commoii> 

*  Ante,  chap.  iv. ;  State  v.  Douglass,  wealth  v.  Weir,  165  Pa.  284 ;  Foster  f. 
26  Wis.  428  and  note.  Astospecialcon-  Jones,  79  Va.  642;  State  v.  Kalb,  50 
stitutional  restrictions,  ante,  §§  97, 103.   Wis.  178;   State  r.  Trustees  of  Polioe- 

*  Ante,  chap.  iv. ;  and  see  also  men's  Pension  Fund,  121  Wis.  44.  An 
Conner  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  5  officer  holding  over  and  continuing  to 
N.  Y.  285;  Warner  v.  People,  7  Hill  discharge  his  official  duties  until  his 
(N.  Y.),  81 ;  People  v,  Morrell,  21  successor  was  qualified,  was  heU  to  be 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  563 ;  Phillips  v.  Mavor,  entitled  to  compensation  for  the  time 
Ac.  of  New  York,  1  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  483 ;  without  an  express  provision  to  that 
Bryan  v.  Cattell,  15  Iowa,  538,  553,   effect.     Robb  v.  Garter,  65  Md.  321. 
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services  are  rendered  there  is  an  implied  (if  not  express)  contro/ct  to 
pay  therefor  at  the  rates  fixed  by  the  ordinance  or  law  in  force,  at  the 
date  when  the  services  were  rendered,  which  contract  cannot  be  im- 
paired by  subsequent  legislation.^  Hence,  where  the  law  in  force  at 
the  date  when  a  county  district  attorney  rendered  services,  provided 
for  the  levy  of  taxes  for  county  purposes  at  a  specified  maximum  rate, 
and  after  the  services  were  rendered  a  constitutional  provision  was 
adopted  restricting  the  limit  of  taxation,  it  was  held  that  such  restric- 
tive provision  impaired  the  obligation  of  the  plaintiff's  contract  pro 
tanto,  and  was,  to  that  extent,  void,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  mandamus  to  the  county  officers,  to  levy  and  collect  a  tax  under 
the  law  on  this  subject  which  was  in  force  when  the  services  were 
rendered.* 

There  are  also  many  cases  holding  that  while  the  legislature, 
unless  specially  restrained,  may  at  pleasure  abolish  public  offices 
which  it  has  created,  it  cannot  even  as  to  such  offices,  unless  the 
power  to  do  so  has  been  reserved,  remove  persons  holding  office 
under  a  fixed  tenure  or  for  a  fixed  term  other  than  by  an  act  actually, 
and  not  merely  nominally,  abolishing  the  office.  This  line  of  decisions 
is  well  illustrated  in  a  recent  important  case  relating  to  the  city  of 
Memphis,  which  distinctly  holds  that  it  is  beyond  legislative  com- 
petency ''  to  leave  the  office  standing  and  yet  abolish  the  officer.  He 
has  a  property  interest  in  his  right  to  the  office  and  its  emoluments 
as  long  as  the  office  exists  and  his  term  continues."    A  new  or 

A  vacancy,  on  being  filled^  entitles  the  Baldwin  v.  Philadelphia,  99  Pa.  St.  164. 

occupant  to  the  emoluments  of  the  Statute  authorizing  the  common  coun- 

office  till  the  next  election.    Wright  v.  cil  to  increase  compensation  of  police 

Jacobs,    12   Okla.    138;    Territoij  v.  justices  for  additional  duties  imposed 

Jacobs,  12  Okla.  152.    A  constitutional  upon  them,  was  held  to  authorize  only 

amendment  prohibiting  the  le^lature  one  increase,  and  a  second  increase  was 

from  increasina  ike  compensation  of  a  held  to  be  invalid.    Cox  v.  New  York, 

public  officer  cluring  his  caniinuanoe  in  103  N.  Y.  519. 

office  refers  only  to  his  holding  under        *  The  officer  is  entitled  to  the  salary 

one  appointment.     Smith  v.  Gty  of  or  compensation  which  is  incident  to 

Waterbury,  54  Conn.  174.    The  same  the  office,  and  he  cannot  be  depriv^ 

provision  was  declared  to  render  illegal  of  it  so  long  as  he  holds  the  office, 

a  vote  of  a  city  council  to  pay  a  joint  Grieb  v,  Svracuse,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 

standing  committee  for  services  ren-  133;     Hoke    v.    Henderson,    4    Dev. 

dered,  though  the  office  of  councilman  (N.  Car.)  1 ;    Cotten  v.  Ellis,  7  Jones 

had  no  compensation  attached  to  it.  (N.  Car.),  Law,  545. 
Garvie  v.  Hartford,  54  Conn.  440,  441.        "  Fisk   v.    Jefferson    Parish    Police 

A  salary  may  be  reduced  during  an  Jury,  116  U.  S.  131;   Jefferson  Parish 

official  term.    Harvey  v.  Rush  County,  Pohce  Jury  t;.  United  States,  23  U.  S. 

32  Kan.  159.    An  ordinance  of  a  city  is  App.  10.    Limit  of  taxation  fixed  when 

not  a  ''law"  within  the  meaning  of  the  debt  was  created  cannot  be  exceeded 

Constitution  of  Pennsylvania  providing  unless  the  limit  has  been  enlar^d  by 

that  "no  law  shall  extend  the  term  of  subsequent  statutes.    Stewart  v.  Jeffer- 

any  public  officer  or  increase  or  dimin-  son  Police  Jury,  116  U.  S.  135. 
ish  his  salary,  &c.,  after  his  election." 
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amended  charter  of  that  city  enacted  "  that  all  offices  created  by  the 
existing  charter  are  hereby  abolished  and  vacated,  and  the  present 
occupants  or  incumbents  shall  cease  to  exercise  the  powers,  duties, 
and  functions  thereof,"  and  in  the  same  act  the  same  offices  were 
substantially  re-enacted  under  different  names.  The  existing  officers 
had  been  elected  or  appointed  for  fixed  terms  which  had  not  yet 
expired.  No  power  of  removal  of  such  officers  had  been  reserved. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee  held  that,  although  the  legislature 
has  the  undoubted  right  to  abolish  an  office  no  longer  deemed 
necessary,  and  if  it  does  so  the  right  of  the  incumbent  to  hold  the 
same  necessarily  ceases  to  exist  because  there  is  no  office  to  hold, 
yet  in  the  case  of  Memphis  the  offices  had  not  been  abolished,  but 
continued  under  other  names,  and  that  the  legislature  had  no  power 
to  legislate  the  incumbents  out  of  office  before  their  terms  expired, 
while  leaving  the  offices  with  their  functions  and  powers  under  other 
names  substantially  unchanged.  The  general  proposition  was  af- 
firmed that  the  legislature  in  th^  case  of  officers  with  fixed  terms 
could  not  remove  them  from  office  without  abolishing  their  offices; 
that  in  the  case  before  the  court  the  mere  legislative  declaration  that 
the  offices  were  abolished,  did  not  abolish  them,  as  the  same  act 
continued  the  same  functions  and  duties,  and  simply  transferred  the 
discharge  of  these  functions  and  duties  to  other  officers  under  dif- 
ferent names.  The  court  admitted  that  the  right  to  the  office  does 
not  entitle  the  officer  to  compensation  under  a  contract,  and  that  he 
takes  subject  to  the  right  of  the  creating  power  to  modify  the  com- 
pensation or  to  discontinue  the  office,  but  subject  to  this  qualifica- 
tion the  officer  is  entitled  to  the  office  and  to  its  emoluments  and  to 
redress  for  interference  with  his  rights.* 

>  Malone  v.  Williams.  118  Tenn.  390,  s.  p.  Hoke  v.  Henderson,  4  Dev.  (N.  Obi.) 

103  S.  W.  Rep.  798,  citing  and  review-  1 ;  State  Prison  v.  Day,  124  N.  Oar.  362. 

ing  previous  cases  in  the  same  State  and  abolishing  office  of  Buperintendent  of 

elsewhere  to  the  same  effect.    In  State  prisons ;  Wood  v,  Bellamy,  120  N.  Ckr. 

17.  Leonard,  86  Tenn.  485,  the  court  212,  abolishing  (^ces  of  State  lioq>ital 

held    that    an    Act    of    1887    simply  superintendent  ^and     directore.       In 

changed  the  name  of  the  office,  leaving  Silvey  v.  Boyle,  20  Utah,  205,  the  ca|>- 

its  duties  intact,  and  devolved  those  tain  of  police  was  attempted  to  be  dis- 

duties  upon  a  person  other  than  the  charged  by  ordinance  passed  January 

incumbent  at  the  time,  and  did  not  in  31, 1898,  which  the  city  claimed  had  the 

fact  abolish  the  office,  but  was  an  abor-  effect  to  abolish  the  office ;  on  Febni- 

tive  attempt  to  legislate  the  incum-  ary  7, 1898,  a  new  ordinance  was  passed 

bent  out  of  office.     It  was  held  that  creatine  the  office  of  captain  of  police, 

this  could  not  be  done.    The  same  doc-  and  February  11, 1898,  another  peison 

trine  is  recognized  in  Halsev  v.  Gaines,  was  appointed  to  the  office.    The  court 

2  Lea,  316,  324-5;    McCulley  v.  State  held  the  removal  was  void,  saying  that 

(Judges  Cases),   102  Tenn.  509,  538,  "the  re&l  purpose  and  design  was  not 

540;   State  v.  Lindsay,  103  Tenn.  625.  to  abolish  the  office,  but  to  get  rid  of 

The    Redistricting    Cases,   111    Tenn.  one  incumbent  to  make  room  for  an- 

234 ;  State  v.  Hamby,  114  Tenn.  361 ;  other.    An  officer  whose  tenure  is  dur- 
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A3  all  public  offices  are  created  for  the  public  good,  and  as  officers 
are  acting  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  State  or  the  public,  the  cases  which 
hold  that,  as  against  the  State,  the  right  to  exercise  a  public  office 
created  under  legislating  authority  is  property,  and  protected  as 
such  against  legislative  dominion  or  control  except  only  by  an 
act  absolutely  extinguishing  the  office  itself,  may  perhaps  have 
carried  this  doctrine  beyond  true  constitutional  limits,  and  unduly 
abridged  the  legitimate  scope  of  legislative  authority.  The  general 
doctrine  is  that  over  all  municipalities  as  governmental  agencies 
the  legislature  is  supreme  except  as  limited  by  constitutional 
provisions/ 

§  422  (230).  Oompenaatioii  of  Officers.  —  There  is  no  svch  irnr- 
plied  obligation  on  the  part  of  municipal  corporations,  and  no  such 
relation  between  them  and  officers  which  they  are  required  by  law 
to  elect,  as  will  oblige  them  to  make  compensation  to  such  officers, 
unless  the  right  to  it  is  expressly  given  by  law,  ordinance,  or  by  con- 
tract.'    Officers  of  a  municipal  corporation  are  deemed  to  have 


ing  good  behavior  or  who  can  only  be 
removed  for  cause,  cannot  be  thus 
legislated  out  of  office."  So  in  Kejir 
tucky,  in  Adams  v.  Roberts,  119  Ky. 
364, 83  S.  W.  Rep.  1035, 1037,  it  is  said: 
''Though  the  legislature  is  given  the 
power  to  abolish  the  office  of  common- 
wealth's attorney  in  this  State,  until  it 
does  so,  it  cannot  abolish  the  tenure  of 
any  rightful  incumbent  of  the  office. 
He  might  be  impeached,  but  not  legis- 
lated out  of  the  office.  Cooley's  Const. 
Lim.  (6th  ed.  482);  Blank  Const. 
Prohib.  p.  119,  §  99."  To  the  same 
effect  is  State  v.  Wilts,  11  La.  An.  439, 
where  the  court  said :  "  It  is  inadmis- 
sible to  say  that  a  person  holding  an 
existing  omce  under  a  fixed  tenure  can 
be  removed,  or  that  his  r^ular  term 
of  office  can  be  abridged  by  an  ordinary 
act  of  the  legislature  other  than  an  act 
abolishing  the  office." 

*  AnUt  chap.  iv. ;  Index,  Office  and 
Officer.  In  Matter  of  Metz  v.  Maddox, 
189  N.  Y.  460 ;  decided  November  19, 
1907,  cited  supra,  §  377,  CiUlen,  C.  J., 
who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals,  declared  that  when  a  can- 
vass of  votes  has  been  concluded  under 
the  statutorv  provisions  for  its  conduct 
existing  at  tne  time,  the  le^slature  has 
no  power  to  create  a  new  tribunal  with 
power  to  recanvass  the  election  and  to 
award  possession  of  the  office  to  an- 
other claimant.     He  pointed  out  that 


if  such  were  its  power  the  legislature 
mi^ht,  except  for  constitutional  re- 
striction, equally  conduct  the  recanvass 
and  make  the  determination  itself  ^ 
that  the  result  of  such  a  doctrine  would 
be  appalling ;  that  where  the  result  of 
an  election  had  been  adverse  to  the 
party  to  which  the  majority  of  its 
members  belonged,  the  l^islature 
might,  by  a  subsequent  statute,  au- 
thorize a  recanvass  of  the  election  of 
the  governor,  of  the  judges  of  the 
courts,  of  the  State  officers,  and  of  the 
presidential  electors,  who  in  New  York 
are  elected  by  the  people. 

'  Sikes  V,  Hatfield,  13  Gray  (Mass.), 
347 ;  Barton  v.  New  Orleans,  16  La.  An. 
317 ;  Gamier  v,  St.  Louis,  37  Mo.  554 ; 
Rowe  V.  County  of  Kern,  72  Cal.  353 ; 
White  V.  Levant,  78  Me.  568 ;  Peny  v. 
Cheboygan,  55  Mich.  250;  HasweU  1^. 
New  York,  81  N.  Y.  255;  Durango  v, 
Hampson,  29  Colo.  77;  Coleman  v. 
Elgin.  45  111.  App.  64;  Farwell  v. 
Rockland,  62  Me.  296;  Prince  v. 
Skillin,  71  Me.  361 ;  Goud  v.  Portland, 
96  Me.  125;  Femald  v.  Dover,  70 
N.  H.  42 ;  Nash  v.  Mayor  of  Nashville, 
108  Tenn.  68 ;  Anderson  v,  Milwaukee, 
1 13  Wis.  1.  It  is  advisable  that  salaries 
should  be  fixed  by  ordinance,  and  not 
voted  as  a  matter  of  grace  and  favor. 
Smith  V.  Commonwealth,  41  Pa.  St.  335 ; 
Devoy  v.  New  York,  39  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
169;    Bladen  v,  Philadelphia,  60  Pa. 
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accepted  their  oflSce  with  knowledge  of,  and  with  reference  to,  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  or  incorporating  statute  relating  to  the  ser- 
vices which  they  may  be  called  upon  to  render,  and  the  compensa- 
tion provided  therefor.  Aside  from  these,  or  some  proper  by-law, 
there  is  no  implied  assumpsit  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  with 
respect  to  the  services  of  its  officers.  In  the  absence  of  express  con- 
tract, these  determine  and  regulate  the  right  of  recovery,  and  the 
amount^  If  the  charter  or  by-laws  provide  for  a  peculiar  mode  of 
compensation,  as,  for  example,  to  a  city  surveyor  for  superintending 
grading  of  streets,  by  an  assessment  upon  the  property  owners,  the 

St.  464.  See  opinion  of  Thompson,  hold  the  city  liable.  Naah  v.  Mayor  of 
C.  J.,  Philadelphia  r.  Given,  60  Pa.  St.  Nashville,  108  Tenn.  68. 
136.  Municipal  corporations  are  not  ^  Locke  v.  Central  City,  4  Colo.  65; 
liable  for  services  performed  b^  an  Brazil  v.  McBride,  69  Ind.  244 ;  Doolan 
officer  under  an  unconstitutional  v.  Manitowoc,  48  Wis.  312;  Gorr  «. 
statute.  Meagher  v.  Storey  County,  Port  Jervis,  57  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  122 ; 
5  Nev.  244:  post,  §  1575;  City  of  Central  Iron  Mountain  v.  Uddenberg,  127  Mich. 
«.  Sears,  2  Colo.  588.  The  first  sentence  189;  Clark  v.  Portsmouth,  68  N.  H. 
of  this  section  of  the  text  cited  and  263;  suprOf  §  396.  A  public  officer  is 
applied  in  Bosworth  v.  New  Orleans,  not  entitled  to  payment  for  duties  im- 
26  La.  An.  494,  495.  An  officer  law-  posed  upon  him  by  statute  in  the 
fully  suspended  cannot  recover  salary  absence  of  an  express  provision  for  such 
for  the  time  of  his  suspension,  whether  payment.  Jones  v.  Carmarthen,  8 
he  is  finally  removed  or  not.  Black-  M.  &  W.  805 ;  Askin  v.  London,  1  Upper 
well  17.  Thayer,  101  Mo.  App.  661.  Can.  Q.  B.  292 ;  Prin^le, /n  r«,  10  Upper 
Where,  at  the  time  an  officer  is  elected,  Can.  Q.  B.  254 ;  R^na  v.  Ciimberi^» 
his  salary  has  not  been  fixed,  an  ordi-  36  L.  T.  N.  8.700.  Where  it  isthedutv 
nance  passed  during  his  term  fi.xing  of  the  treasurer  of  the  city  to  receive  aU 
his  salary  is  not  a  violation  of  the  money  paid  to  the  city  and  to  pay  oat 
constitutional  restriction  against  en-  the  same,  and  the  citv  receives  and 
laiging  or  diminishing  the  salary  of  disburses  monev  which  should  have 
an  officer  during  his  term  of  office,  gone  through  his  hands  and  upon 
State  V.  McDowell,  19  Neb.  442 ;  which  he  was  entitled  to  a  commisBKXi, 
Wheelock  v.  McDowell,  20  Neb.  442.  he  may  sue  to  recover  the  commisaoo 
See  also  Purcell  v.  Parks,  82  111.  346 ;  thereon  as  if  he  had  handled  the  money 
Rucker  v.  Pocahontas  County  Super-  himself.  Baxley  v.  Holton,  114  Ga. 
visors,  7  W.  Va.  661.  Under  an  ap-  724.  See  also  Beard  v.  Decatur,  64 
pointment  to  office  ''without  com-  Tex.  7.  Absence  on  personal  busineBs 
pensation  until  otherwise  ordered"  does  not  diminish  a  mayor's  salaiy 
the  incumbent  is  only  entitled  to  though  an  acting  mayor  has  been 
compensation  from  the  time  of  the  appomted  at  the  same  salary.  Bates 
order  directing  its  payment.  McGough  v.  St.  Louis,  153  Mo.  18.  Tne  right  of 
V.  New  York,  83  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  322.  set-off  in  respect  of  his  salair  was 
If  the  legislature  shortens  an  officer's  denied  to  a  municipal  officer  where  it 
term  of  office,  he  cannot  recover  his  was  the  duty  of  the  oflSuxr  to  deposit  all 
salary  for  his  unexpired  term.  Long  moneys  received  in  the  treasury,  and 
V.  New  York,  81  N.  Y.  425.  Further,  as  where  it  was  provided  his  salary  was  to 
to  de  facto  officers^  see  ante,  §§  395n.,  be  paid  in  a  specific  manner.  The 
413n.,  422n.,  429n.,  485  and  note.  A  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
secretary  of  a  municipal  board  of  health  United  States,  allowing  equitable  setr 
whose  duties  were  clerical  was  held  off  in  such  cases,  were  distinguished, 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  services  in  New  Orleans  v.  Finnerty,  27  La.  Ad. 
the  treatment  of  smallpox  patients  681 ;  8.  c.  21  Am.  Rep.  569.  If  the 
during  an  epidemic,  without  the  city  is  liable  at  once  to  suit  by  the 
authority  of  the  city  officers,  accept-  officer,  why  deny  the  right  of  aetiS^ 
ance  by  them,  or  notice  that  tie  would 
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city  is  not  liable  before  it  collects  the  money,  if  it  makes  the  requisite 
assessments,  and  is  proceeding  with  proper  diligence  to  enforce 
them.' 

§  423  (231).  Power  of  Muiicipality  to  abottsh  Office  or  to  regu- 
late Salary.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  where  not  qualified  or  restricted 
by  positive  law,  that  the  power  that  creates  an  office  may  abolish 
it  in  its  discretion,^  and  this  rule  is  applicable  to  municipal  offices 
created  by  the  act  of  the  municipality.  A  municipal  corporation  may, 
unless  restrained  by  charter  or  other  statute,  abolish  an  office  created 
by  ordinance;  and  may  also,  unless  the  employment  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  contract,  reduce  or  otherwise  regubie  the  salaries  and  fees  of  its 
officers,  according  td  its  view  of  expediency  and  right.  Although 
an  officer  may  be  elected  or  appointed  for  a  fixed  period,  yet  where 
he  is  not  bound,  and  cannot  be  compelled  to  serve  for  the  whole 
time,  such  election  or  appointment  cannot  be  considered  a  corvtract 
of  hire  for  a  stiptdated  term.  Ordinances  fixing  salaries  are  not  in 
the  nature  of  contracts  with  officers,  for  the  full  term  of  their  office.' 

*  Baker  v.  Utica,  19  N.  Y.  326 ;  to  prosecute  or  defend  suits  against  the 
po9i,  chapter  on  Contracts;  People  v.  town,  the  latter  is  liable  for  the  services. 
K.  Y.  Bd.  of  Supervisors,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.)i  And  the  rule  is  the  same  if  the  "town 
362 ;  Gumming  v.  Majror,  Ac,  of  Brook-  agent/'  being  an  attorney,  renders  for 
lyn,  11  Pai^,  596;  Jersey  City  v.  the  town  professional  services,  in  suits 
uuaife,  26  N.  J.  L.  63;  Andrews  v.  which  the  proper  authorities  of  the 
United  States,  2  Story  C.  C.  202,  203 ;  town  directed  to  be  instituted.  Lang- 
United  States  v.  Brown,  9  How.  (U.S.)  don  v,  Castleton,  30  Vt.  285;  City  of 
487;  Barton  v.  New  Orleans,  16  La.  Central  v.  Sears,  2  Colo.  588;  Locke  v. 
An.  317 ;  McClung  v.  St.  Paul,  14  Minn.  Central  City,  4  Colo.  65.  A  provision 
420 ;  Smith  v.  Commonwealth,  41  Pa.  that  a  city  marshal  shall  have  the  same 
St.  336.  "It  is  very  plain  to  us  that  duties,  responsibilities,  and  fees  as 
a  town  officer,  as  such,  has  no  legal  sheriffs  does  not  import  that  he  may 
claim  against  the  town  to  recover  pay  recover  from  the  county  in  which  the 
for  services  rendered,  unless  by  an  city  is  located  for  services  rendered  in 
express  vote  of  the  town,  or  a  umform  the  administration  of  the  criminal  law. 
usage  to  pay  that  particular  officer  Christ  v.  Polk  County,  48  Iowa,  302. 
from  year  to  year,  for  his  services.  A  municipal  officer  is  presumed  to 
And  in  the  latter  case,  it  would  be  very  know  the  city  ordinances  and  orders 
questionable  whether  a  recovery  at  law  which  fix  his  salary,  and  his  acceptance 
could  be  had,  if  it  had  all  along  been  left  of  the  amount  so  fixed  will  estop  him 
to  the  town  to  make  such  compensation  from  claiming  more.  Galbreath  v. 
as  they  should  deem  reasonable  after  Moberly,  80  Mo.  484;  Rau  v.  Little 
the  services  had  been  rendered.  .  .  .  Rock,  34  Ark.  303.  As  to  estoppel  by 
The  same  principle  has  always  been  acceptance  see  eAao  Hobbs  v.  x  onkers, 
recognized  in  this  State  in  regard  to  all  102  N.  Y.  13 ;  Mclnery  v.  Galveston,  58 
offioers.    If  no  law  of  the  State  fixed  Tex.  334.  « 

their  fees  or  pay,  their  services  must  be  '  Oldham  v,  Birmingham,  102  Ala. 

gratuitous,''    Per  Redfidd,  J.,  Boyden  357,  364;    Foid  v.  Harbor  Com'rs,  81 

V.  Brookline,  8  Vt.  284.    But  the  de-  Cal.  19;  SUte  v.  Hyde,  129  Ind.  296, 

oififlon  (in  Boyden  v.  Brookline,  8  Vt.  302;  Goodwin  v.  State,  142  Ind.  117; 

284)  does  not  extend  strictly  beyond  Downey  v.  State,  160  Ind.  578,  581; 

official  services;    and   when   a  town  Heath  v.  Salt  Lake  (Sty,  16  Utah,  374, 

agent|   acting  for  the  town,   or  the  382 ;  McAllister  v.  Swan,  16  Utah,  1. 

town  Itself,  employs  an  attorney  at  law  *  Commonwealth  v.  Bacon,  6  8e^ 
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§  424  (232).     Same   Subject;  Exception   to   Role  reeting  on  Con> 
tract.  —  But  where  the  services  to  be  performed  are  profesnonal  or 


A  Rawle  (Pa.),  322 ;  followed,  Baker  v. 
Pittsburgh,  4  Pa.  St.  49  (abolishing  an- 
nual salary  of  collector  of  tolls) ;  also, 
approved,  University  v.  Walden,  15 
Ala.  655 ;  but  distinguished,  Carr  v.  St. 
Louis,  9  Mo.  190;  Comw.  v.  Mann,  5 
W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  418;  Smith  v.  Philadel- 
phia CJounty,  2  Pars.  (Pa.)  293;  Madi- 
son V.  Kelso,  32  Ind.  79;  Warner  v. 
People,  2  Denio  (N.  Y.),  272 ;  Conner 
V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  5  N.  Y.  285, 
296;  Augusta  v.  Sweeny,  44  Ga.  463; 
Brazil  v.  McBride,  69  Ind.  244 ;  Des 
Moines  v.  Hillis,  55  Iowa,  643 ;  Marden 
V.  Portsmouth,  59  N.  H.  18;  Oldham 
V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Birmingham,  102  Ala. 
357,  364,  quoting  text;  People  v. 
Davie,  114  Cal.  363;  State  v.  Pinker- 
man,  63  Conn.  176 ;  Raley  r.  Warren- 
town,  120  Ga.  365;  State  t?.  Wilson, 
142  Ind.  102,  107;  Goodwin  v.  State, 
142  Ind.  117;  Downey  v.  State,  160 
Ind.  578;  Board  of  Ck>uncilmen  of 
Frankfort  v.  Brawner,  100  Kv.  166; 
Donaghy  v.  Macy,  167  Mass.  178,  citing 
text;  Greene  v.  Freeholders  of  Essex, 
44  N.  J.  L.  388,  citing  text ;  State  v, 
Jennings,  57  Ohio  St.  415;  Palestine 
V,  West  (Tex.  dv.  App.),  37  S.  W.  Rep. 
783,  citing  text;  Heath  v.  Salt  Lake 
aty,  16  Utah,  374,  382,  citing  text; 
McAllister  v.  Swan,  16  Utah,  1,  citing 
text;  State  v.  Trustees  of  Policemen's 
Pension  Fund,  121  Wis.  44.  A  city 
oMce  created  by  the  Ugidature  cannot  he 
abolished  by  the  cittf  either  directly  or 
indirectly.  Marquis  v,  Santa  Ana,  103 
Cal.  66L 

Under  special  circumstances,  held 
that  the  salary  of  a  city  officer  could  be 
diminished  bv  the  council.  Cox  v.  Bur- 
lington, 43  Iowa,  612.  A  legislature 
may  authorize  the  reduction  of  the 
salary  of  a  city  officer  during  his  term. 
Love  V,  Jersey  City,  40  N.  J.  L.  456.  A 
statutory  provision  that  "the  compen- 
sation or  salary  of  any  officer  shall  be 
fixed  before  his  appointment "  does  not 
require  that  it  be  fixed  before  every 
new  appointment;  it  is  sufficiently 
complied  with  when  the  salary  is  once 
fixed.  People  v,  Crissey,  91  N.  Y.  616. 
A  statute  or  city  ordinance  fixing  the 
amount  of  the  salary  of  a  city  officer  is 
not  in  the  nature  of  a  contract.  Love  v. 
Jersey  City,  40  N.  J.  L.  456.  Such  offi- 
cer, by  continuing  in  office  and  receiv- 
ing warrants  for  monthly  payments  of 
his  salary  during  the  term,  waives  all 


objections  to  the  reduction,  lb.  In  an 
action  against  a  city  treasurer^  on  his 
official  bond,  for  moneys  received  by 
him,  he  cannot  charge  commis^^ions  for 
the  whole  term  at  the  rate  allowed  b^ 
law  at  his  accession  to  office,  when  his 
compensation  has  been  changed  to  a 
lower  rate  subsequently.  Iowa  City  r. 
Foster,  10  Iowa,  189.  Where  a  police 
judge  agreed  to  accept  the  compensa- 
tion fixeid  by  the  city  council  in  pay- 
ment of  his  services,  if  the  council  would 
by  a  change  of  ordinance  pro\ide  com- 
pensation for  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
tield  that  the  agreement  was  based  on 
a  valid  consideration;  but  that  in 
cases  where  judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  city  before  such  change,  no 
fees  could  be  recovered.  Crane  v.  Des 
Moines,  47  Iowa,  105 ;  supra,  1 392. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Bacon,  6  Serg. 
&  R.  (Pa.)  322,  it  was  held  that  an 
ordinance  which  reduced  the  salaiy  of 
the  mayor  after  the  commencement  d 
his  term  was  valid.  The  court  said: 
"This  cannot  be  considered  in  tlie 
nature  of  a  hiring  for  a  year.  becaus«^ 
it  was  not  obligatoiy  on  the  mayor  to 
serve  out  the  year."  Though  an  ordi- 
nance may  fix  term  and  compensation 
of  officer,  the  office  may  be  aboli^ied,  if 
its  abolition  be  not  forbidden,  or  aalaiy 
reduced.  There  is  no  contract  between 
corporation  and  officer  that  the  ser- 
vice shall  continue,  or  the  salaiy  not 
be  changed.  Waldraven  v.  Memphis, 
4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  431;  Hoboken  v. 
Gear,  27  N.  J.  L.  265.  The  power  to 
abolish  municipal  offices  was  reafl^rmed, 
citing  text,  in  Butcher  v.  Camden  (fire 
marshal  of  city),  29  N.  J.  Eq.  478.  Gen- 
eral power  to  a  corporation  to  fix  the 
compensation  of  its  officers  does  not 
authorize  it  to  take  away  the  fees  of 
an  officer,  which  are  specifically  fixed 
by  the  same  charter.  CJarr  v.  St.  Louis. 
9  Mo.  190.  The  legislature  may  pro- 
vide that  the  salary  of  an  officer  may 
be  fixed  by  one  boajtl,  e.  </.,  a  comoaon 
council,  though  it  is  payable  by  an- 
other, e.g.y  a  county,  or  board  of  super- 
visors ;  and  in  that  case  the  latter  have 
no  authoritv  to  change  it  when  once 
fixed.  People  v.  Auditors  of  Wayne, 
13  Mich.  233;  People  v.  Wayne  Co. 
Auditors,  41  Mich.  4.  Where  by  the 
general  law  the  compensation  of  the 
mayor,  which  was  specified,  could  be 
changed  by  ordinance  "but  not  during 
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privaie,  rather  than  pvblic  or  official,  an  employment  imder  an  ordi- 
nance for  a  fixed  time,  at  a  fixed  sum  for  the  period,  has  been  held 
to  be  a  contract,  and  not  subject  to  be  impaired  by  the  corporation. 


kia  term  of  office"  an  ordinance  pro- 
viding that  ''after  the  expiration  of 
the  term  of  the  present  mayor  of  the 
city,  the  mayor  shall  serve  without 
compensation"  was  held  to  be  ultra 
vires  and  void,  on  the  ground  that  a 
power  to  c^n^e  the  salary  was  not  a 
power  to  abolish  it  altogether.  State  v. 
Nashville,  15  Lea  (Tenn.),  697. 

Where  an  officer  is  appointed  for  a 
term  under  an  ordinance  providing 
that  he  shall  be  removable  for  cause, 
the  city  may,  during  his  term,  repeal 
the  ordinance  and  elect  another  omcer 
by  a  new  ordinance.  Oldham  v,  Bir- 
mingham, 102  Ala.  357,  364 ;  Donaehy 
V.  Macy,  167  Mass.  178.  See  also  Pales- 
tine V.  West  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37  S. 
W.  Rep.  783,  distinguishing  San  An- 
tonio V.  Mieklejohn,  89  Tex.  79.  And 
see  Malone  v.  Williams,  118  Tenn.  390, 
103  S.  W.  Rep.  798,  referred  to  eupra. 
Index,  Contracts,  Office  and  Officer, 

It  b  frequently  provided  by  State 
Constitutions  or  statutes  that  the 
salary  of  an  officer  shall  not  be  increased 
or  diminished  during  his  term  of  office. 
See  Stadler  v.  Fahey,  87  III.  App.  411 ; 
Turner  v.  Chicago,  76  HI.  App.  649; 
Lexington  Board  of  Education  v. 
Moore,  114  Ky.  640;  Louisville  v.  Wil- 
son, 98  Ky.  598;  Grenada  v.  Wood,  81 
Miss.  308;  State  v.  Longfellow,  95  Mo. 
App.  668;  State  v.  Moores,  61  Neb.  9; 
Quintard  v.  New  York,  51  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  233;  Devers  v.  York  City,  150 
Pa.  208.  Or  during  his  holding  over. 
State  V.  Moores,  61  Neb.  9.  In  Wolf  v. 
Hope,  210  ni.  50,  it  was  held  that  a 
judge  of  a  city  court  is  a  municipal  offi- 
cer within  the  meaning  of  such  a  con- 
stitutional provision,  and  that  his  sal- 
ary could  not  be  diminished  or  in- 
creased during  his  term  of  office.  A 
dty  ordinance  changing  the  compensa- 
tion of  officers  will  not  oe  construed  as 
applying  to  ^rsons  who  were  incum- 
bents at  the  time  of  its  passage  so  as  to 
make  the  ordinance  invtdid.  Lowiy  v, 
Lexington,  113  Ky.  763.  A  council 
with  power  to  fix  the  compensation  of 
an  officer  mav  reduce  the  salary  of  a 
new  officer  after  his  appointment,  but 
before  the  commencement  of  his  term. 
Wesch  V.  Common  Council  of  Detroit, 
107  Mich.  149.  Where  a  new  charter 
provides  for  the  election  of  a  police 


judge,  and  that  his  salary  shall  be  fixed 
by  ordinance,  and  the  council  and  judge 
are  elected  at  the  same  time,  the  coun- 
cil may  afterwards  fix  the  judge* s  salary, 
and  he  cannot  claim  salary  under  the 
old  charter.  Barrett  v.  Falmouth,  109 
Ky.  151.  Where  an  ordinance  pro\'ides 
ttlat  a  recorder* s  salary  shall  be  fixed  by 
the  city  council  at  the  first  meetinjg 
after  their  qualification  and  before  his 
election,  the  recorder  cannot  claim  the 
salary  paid  for  his  predecessor,  espe- 
cially wtien  he  has  accepted  the  amount 
fixea  by  the  council.  Cnandler  v.  John- 
son City,  105  Tenn.  633.  An  act 
amending  a  charter  and  giving  a  mayor 
and  alderman  salaries  is  not  retrospec- 
tive. Montpelier  v.  Senter,  72  Vt.  112. 
When  a  board  of  aldermen  have  pcwocr 
to  fix  the  compensation  of  city  ofncers, 
they  may  provide  that  the  fees  payable 
to  the  city  attorney  on  convictions 
shall  be  contingent  on  collection  from 
defendants.  Kemp  v.  Monett,  95  Mo. 
App.  452.  Where,  oy  statute,  power  is . 
given  to  the  committee  of  freeholders 
as  framers  of  a  charter  to  fix  the  salary 
of  city  officers,  they  cannot  redelegate 
this  authority  by  authorizing  the  coun- 
cil or  other  body  to  fix  such  sdary 
within  a  limited  amount.  Taylor  v. 
Tacoma,  8  Wash.  174. 

A  statute  giving  power  to  fix  the 
compensation  of  the  mayor  by  ordi- 
nance limiting  it  to  a  certain  amount, 
is  not  set f -executing  y  and  an  ordinance 
must  be  passed.  State  v.  Olinger,  109 
Iowa,  669.  Salary  may  be  fixed  by  a 
resolution  inetead  of  ordinance  where 
charter  provisions  as  to  mode  are  silent. 
Hart  17.  Minneapolis,  81  Minn.  476.  See 
chapter  on  Ormnances.  Aldermen  can- 
not determine  their  own  compensation. 
McFarland  v,  Gordon,  70  Vt.  455.  A 
mayor  is  entitled  to  an  office,  and  he 
may  collect  the  expense  thereof,  or  a 
fair  share  thereof,  if  the  room  occupied 
as  an  office  is  used  by  him  for  other 
purposes.  Hill  v.  Clannda,  103  Iowa, 
409.  Qucn-ef  But  it  has  been  held 
that  a  [x>lice  magistrate  who  rents^  an 
office  without  the  sanction  of  the  city, 
there  being  no  duty  on  his  part  to  ao 
so^  raises  no  obligation  on  tne  city  to 
reimburse  him  therefor.  Coleman  v. 
Elgin,  45  lU.  App.  64 
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Thus  the  appointment  or  election  by  a  city  council,  for  a  fixed  and 
definUe  period,  of  a  city  officer,  —  for  example,  a  city  engineer,  for 
one  year,  at  the  rate  of  one  thousand  dollars  per  year,  —  U  accepted 
by  him,  constitutes,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts, a  contract  between  him  and  the  dty;  and  the  city,  in  such 
a  case,  has  no  authority,  unless  expressly  conferred  or  reserved,  to 
abolish  or  shorten  the  term  of  office,  so  as  to  deprive  the  officer, 
without  his  consent,  of  the  right  to  compensation  for  the  full  period, 
unless  for  misbehavior  or  unfitness  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the 
place.' 

§  425.  Officers  and  Employees  distingiiislied.  —  The  principles 
embodied  in  the  previous  section  have  their  natural  application 
to  those  persons  in  the  municipal  service  who  are  properly  to  be 
regarded  (m  employees  rather  than  as  pvblic  officers.  It  has  been 
said  that  the  essential  element  in  a  public  office  is  that  the  duties 
to  be  performed  shall  involve  the  exercise  of  some  portion  of  the 
sovereign  power,  whether  great  or  small,^  but  in  the  development 
of  municipal  affairs  it  has  been  found  necessary  to  an  extent  which 
is  steadily  increasing  to  employ  persons  who  cannot  fairly  be  re^ 
garded  as  officers,  but  who  occupy  positions  which  are  merely  em- 
ployments.'   The  question  whether  a  person  is  an  officer  or  a  mere 

*  Chase  v.  Lowell,  7  Gray  (Mass.),  or,  if  so,  it  was  one  of  mandate,  lero- 
33;  Bell  v.  New  York,  46  N.  Y.  App.  cable  at  the  will  of  the  principal  A. 
Div.  195,  citing  text ;  and  see  Caveriey  Much  less  has  the  mayor  power  to  alter 
V.  Lowell,  1  AUen  (Mass.)»  289,  as  to  a  salary,  and  an  agreement  between 
ordinance  constituting  a  contract  with  the  mayor  and  city  engineer  for  a  re- 
city  attorney.  These  cases,  if  really  duced  salary  to  the  latter  is  void.  Ret- 
distinguishable  from  the  others,  should  tinghouse  v.   Ashland,   106  Wis.  595. 


not,  it  is  believed,  be  extended,  but  the  Encroachment  on  the  duties  of  a  ( 
principle  limited  to  instances  where  the  missioner  of  public  works  in  making 
services  are  not  essentiallv  official  in  plans,  Ac.,  by  the  city  authoriaing  the 
their  nature,  and  where  tne  officer  or  emplosrment  of  an  arehitect  ia  an- 
other party  is  bound  to  serve  for  the  autnorized  and  the  conmussioDer  may 
fixed  and  definite  period.  Appointment  restrain  the  same  by  injunction.  More- 
of  pciice  officer  for  a  yeoTf  held  not  to  land  v.  Common  Council,  130  Ifich. 
create  a  contract,  and  he  was  remov-  343. 

able,  without  cause,  within  that  period.        '  Attorney-General  v.  Drcrfum,  169 

Chicago  V.  Edwards,  58  111.  252.  Mass.  534,  535;    People  v,  CahUl,  188 

A  resolution  of  the  council  empow-  N.  Y.  489,  494 ;  People  v.  HcAdoo,  98 

enng  an  individual  to  collect  the  taxes  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  312.     A  pubUe  effta 

due  the  city,  at  a  given  rate  per  cent  on  ordy  exists  either  by  a  conatitataooal 

the  amount  collected  for  his  compensar  provision,  or  by  the  fiat  of  the  kgiria- 

tion,  may  be  repealed  or  modified  at  any  ture,  or  of  some  body  or  board  to  which 

time  by  the  corporation,  on  the  sole  the  legislature  has  dEelegated  the  power 

condition  that  it  shall  be  liable  for  any  to  create  an  office.    M^^ere  v.  Itayor, 

compensation  earned  under  the  reeo-  Ac.  of  New  York,  69  Hun  (N.  T.),  291 ; 

lution  preoious  to  its  repeal  or  modlfi-  Eckerson  v.  New  York,  80  N.  Y.  A|ip. 

cation,     ffiestand  v.  New  Orleans,  14  Div.  12,  aff'd  176  N.  Y.  609. 
La.  An.  330.    The  court  did  not  regard        *  It  has  been  said  that,  in  geoetal, 

the  resolution  as  creating  a  contract,  where  the  people  or  the  le^slature  oe- 
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emjdoyee  is  one  which  is  involved  in  difficulty,  and  for  the  determina- 
tion of  which  it  is  probable  that  no  satisfactory  rule  can  be  enun- 
ciated. The  question  Who  are  officers  and  who  are  employees  will, 
almost  necessarily,  be  determined  in  each  jurisdiction  by  decisions 
made  upon  the  facts  of  each  particular  case,  and  in  which  the  con- 
trolling factors  will  be  the  origin  of  the  position  (i.  e.,  whether 
created  or  provided  for  by  constitutional  provision,  or  by  statute, 
or  merely  by  ordinance  under  a  general  statutory  authority  to  ap- 
point the  necessary  officers  and  employees),  the  duties  attached  to 
the  position,  and,  to  a  minor  degree,  its  relation  to  the  general  scheme 
of  the  municipal  government,  as,  for  example,  its  subordination  to 
the  incumbent  of  another  office  or  position.^  In  the  ccise  of  officers, 
the  compensation  —  usually  a  salary  —  is  attached  to  the  office, 
as  an  incident,  and  is  not  dependent  upon  the  performance  of  actual 
service,^  while  the  salary  or  compensation  of  an  employee  is  intended 
as  remuneration  for  services  actually  rendered  and,  generally  speak- 
ing, can  only  be  recovered  in  respect  of  services  rendered  or  tendered 
to  the  municipality."    But  if  the  employee  has  properly  reported  for 


Ate  an  office,  or  designate  a  person  to 
perform  some  function  of  government, 
the  head  of  such  an  office  would  be  a 
public  officer ;  whereas  if  the  head  of 
such  an  office  delegates  part  of  his  work 
to  a  number  of  persons  to  carry  out  the 
details  of  the  work,  the  persons  so  ap- 
pointed would,  generally  speaking,  be 
nolders  of  positions  or  employees. 
People  V.  Hamilton,  98  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  59,  62. 

^  Distinction  between  "officer"  and 
"employee,"  see  Baltimore  v,  Lyman, 
92  Md.  591.  A  person  whose  dtUie9 
are  cUncal  and  relate  not  to  the  public, 
but  to  the  head  of  the  department  who 
is  chaiiged  with  the  dischaiige  of  the 
duties  of  the  office,  is  not  a  oublic 
officer.  People  v.  McAdoo,  98  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  312.  ComjUaini  derk  in  the 
omce  of  the  commissioner  of  police  of 
New  York  City,  held  not  to  be  a  public 
officer,  but  a  mere  employee.  People 
V.  McAdoo,  98  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  312. 
Librarian  of  a  school  district  is  not  a 
public  officer,  but  an  employee.  Bell 
17.  New  York,  46  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  195. 
Property  derk  in  department  of  parks  in 
New  York  City  held  to  be  an  employee 
and  not  an  officer.  Van  Valkenouigh 
V.  New  York,  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  208. 
Counsd  for  department  of  cnarities  and 
corrections  of  Brooklyn,  held  to  be  an 
employee  and  not  a  public  officer. 
Qumtard  ».  New  York,  51  N.  Y.  App. 


Div.  233.  Teacher  in  pMic  schools 
held  to  be  an  employee  and  not  a  public 
officer.  Steinson  v.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 165  N.  Y.  431,  aff'g  49  App.  Div. 
143 ;  Gunnison  v.  Board  of  Education, 
176  N.  Y.  11,  19,  afif'g  80  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  480;  Buckbee  v.  Board  of 
Education,  115  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  366, 
aff'd  187  N.  Y.  544.  Cler%  to  coroner  of 
a  borough  in  New  York  City  held  to  be 
an  employee.  People  v,  Cahill,  188 
N.  Y.  489,  rev'g  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
885.  Secretary  of  rdief  fund  in  office  of 
fire  commissioner  of  New  York  held 
to  be  an  employee  and  not  a  public 
officer.  People  v.  Hayes,  106  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  563.  Inspector  of  masonry 
in  New  York  held  to  be  an  employee 
and  not  an  officer.  Dunne  v.  New 
York,  116  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  331. 
Inspector  of  regulating  and  grading 
streets  in  New  York  City  held  to  be  an 
employee  and  not  an  omcer.  Meyers  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  69  Him 
(N.  Y.),  291.  Superintendent  of  side- 
walk and  sidewalk  repairs  held  to  be 
an  employee  and  not  an  officer.  Grieb 
V,  Syracuse,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  133. 

'  Fitzsimmons  v,  Brooklyn,  102 
N.  Y.  536 ;  People  v.  Police  Com'rs,  114 
N.  Y.  245,  247. 

•  Quintard  p.  New  York,  51  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  233, 237 ;  Dunne  v.  New  York, 
116  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  331;  Guthcil  v. 
New  York,  119  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  20; 
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work  in  the  department  to  which  he  belongs,  the  mere  fact  that  he 
did  not  actually  render  service,  although  ready  and  willing  to  do  ao, 
will  not  preclude  him  from  recovering  his  compensation  so  l<Mig  at 
least  as  his  position  has  not  been  abolished  or  he  has  not  been  legally 
discharged  or  it  is  not  found  that  there  was  no  work  for  him  to  do.* 
The  remedies  available  to  employees  also  differ  to  some  extent  from 
those  which  are  available  to  officers  strictly  so  called.  It  has  been 
held  that  the  rule  that  courts  will  not,  at  the  instance  of  a  person  out 
of  possession  of  an  office,  try  the  title  thereto  by  mundamus,  but  will 
leave  the  party  to  his  remedy  by  writ  of  qito  warranto,  has  reference 
to  public  officers  created  by  law,  and  b  not  applicable  to  clerks  or 
employees  unlawfully  removed  from  their  positions  by  superior 
authority.'     Hence  an  employee  can  have  mandamus  to  compel  his 


Cook  V.  New  York,  9  N.  Y.  Misc.  338, 
aff'd  150  N.  Y.  578.  In  Fitzsimmons  v. 
Brooklyn,  102  N.  Y.  536,  the  court 
held  that  an  officer  (e.  ^.,  a  member  of 
the  police  force)  who  has  been  pre- 
vented for  a  time  through  no  fault 
of  his  own  from  performing  the  duties 
of  his  office,  and  has  during  that  time 
earned  compensation  in  another  and 
different  employment,  cannot  be  com- 
pelled in  an  action  to  recover  his  un- 
paid salary  to  deduct  the  amount  so 
earned.  Finch,  J.,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  overruling  the 
contention  of  the  city  that  it  was 
entitled  to  this  deduction,  said:  ''The 
rule  sought  to  be  applied  by  the  city  to 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  finds  its  usual 
and  ordinary  operation  in  cases  of 
master  and  servant  and  landlord  and 
tenant;  relations  not  at  all  analoNgous 
to  those  existing  between  the  officer 
and  the  State  or  municipality.  The 
rule  in  those  cases  is  founded  upon  the 
fact  that  the  action  is  brought  for  a 
breach  of  contract  and  aims  to  recover 
damages  for  that  breach,  or  compensa- 
tion for  the  servant's  loss  actually 
sustained  bv  the  default  of  the  master. 
That  loss  he  is  reouired  to  make  as 
small  as  he  reasonably  can.  His  dis- 
chaige  without  just  cause  is  not  a 
license  for  voluntary  idleness  at  the 
expense  of  the  master.  If  ^  he  can 
obtain  other  employment,  he  is  bound 
to  do  so,  and  it  he  engages  in  other 
service,  what  he  thus  earns  reduces  his 
loss  flowing  from  the  broken  contract. 
But  this  nUe  of  damages  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  case  of  an  officer  suing  for 
his  salary,  and  for  the  obvious  reason 
that  there  is  no  broken  contract  or 
damages  for  its  breach  where  there  is 


no  contract.  We  have  often  held  that 
there  is  no  contract  between  the 
officer  and  the  State  or  munieipality 
bv  force  of  which  the  salary  is  fiayable. 
Tnat  belongs  to  him  as  an  incident  of 
his  office,  and  so  long  as  he  holds  it; 
and  when  improperly  withheld  he  may 
sue  for  it  and  recover  it.  When  be 
does  so  he  is  entitled  to  its  full  anwunt. 
not  by  force  of  any  contract,  but  be- 
cause the  law  attacnes  it  to  the  office; 
and  there  is  no  question  of  breach  of 
contract  or  resultant  damages  out  of 
which  the  doctrine  invoked  has  grown. 
We  think,  therefore,  it  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  case  at  bar." 

The  term  "podtion"  when  used  in 
a  statute  is  indefinite,  and  may  include 
officers  or  may  be  limited  to  cases  of 
employees.  Its  meaning  is  dependent 
upon  the  purport  and  intention  of  the 
statute  and  tne  duties  required  to  be 
performed.  People  v.  Van  Wyek,  157 
N.  Y.  495,  504.  A  mere  employee,  tm 
distinguished  from  an  officer  holdinc  an 
office  to  which  a  salary  is  attachea  tm 
an  incident,  cannot  recover  vnges  for 
the  time  he  is  incapacitated  from  work- 
ing by  reason  of  tUness.  Eckemn  v. 
New  York.  80  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  12, 
aff'd  176  N.  Y.  609.  The  departinent 
may  adopt  a  rule  that  deductions 
shall  be  made  from  the  salaries  of 
employees  for  absence  without  leave, 
even  in  case  of  absences  caused  by 
illness.  Murphy  v.  Board  of  Education, 
87  N.  Y.  App.  IMv.  277. 

»  Graham  v.  New  York,  167  N.  Y. 
85,  rev'g  55  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  627: 
DriscoU  V,  New  York,  78  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  52. 

»  People  V.  Hamilton,  98  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  59;   People  v.  McAdoo,  9S 


§  426  EXTRA   COMPENSATION  739 

reinstatement  in  the  position  from  which  he  had  been  illegally  re- \ 
movedy  although  another  person  may  have  been  appointed  and  is 
actually  filling  it  and  performing  the  duties.^ 

§  426  (233).  Extra  OompenssUon.  —  It  is  a  well-settled  rule  that 
a  person  accepting  a  public  office,  with  a  fixed  salary,  is  bound  to 
perform  the  duties  of  the  office  for  the  salary.  He  cannot  legally 
claim  additional  compensation  for  the  discharge  of  these  duties,  even 
though  the  salary  may  be  a  very  inadequate  remuneration  for  the 
services.  Nor  does  it  alter  the  case  that  by  subsequent  statutes  or 
ordinances  his  duties  within  the  scope  of  the  charter  powers  per- 
taining to  the  office  are  increased  and  not  his  salary.^  Whenever  he 
considers  the  compensation  inadequate,  he  is  at  liberty  to  resign. 
The  rule  is  of  importance  to  the  public.  To  allow  changes  and 
additions  in  the  duties  properly  belonging  or  which  may  properly 
be  attached  to  an  office  to  lay  the  foundation  for  extra  compensa- 
tion, would  introduce  intolerable  mischief.  The  rule,  too,  should 
be  rigidly  enforced.  The  statutes  of  the  legislature  and  the  ordi- 
nances of  our  municipal  corporations  seldom  prescribe  with  much 
detail  and  particularity  the  duties  annexed  to  public  offices;  and  it 
requires  but  little  ingenuity  to  run  nice  distinctions  between  what 
duties  may  and  what  may  not  be  considered  strictly  official ;  and 
if  these  distinctions  are  much  favored  by  courts  of  justice,  it  may 
lead  to  great  abuse.' 

N.  Y.  App.  Div.  312 ;  People  v.  Sutton,  under  authority  of  the  council.    Beard 

88  Hun  (N.  Y.),  173.    See  also  People  v.  Decatur,  64  Tex.  7. 
V.  Kearney,  44  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  449,        »  Per  Pott«,  J.,  in  Court  of  Errors  and 

452.    Quo  vxmranU)  will  not  lie  to  tiy  Appeals,  Evans  v,  Trenton,  24  N.  J.  L. 

the  right  to  a  clerkship  in  the  pubhc  764,  766;  arUe^  §  396.    The  text  cited 

service,  which  does  not  exist  solely  and  approved  m  Decatur  v.  Vermillion, 

by  force  of  law,  but  b^  the  will  and  77  111.  315.    See  also  Andrews  v.  United 

discretion   of   the  appointing   officer.  States,  2  Story  C.  C.  202;    Palmer  v. 

«      .        ^  ..  .«,.,.  ,.  -        ^  «-       ,-    ,        Sandford 

7Seig. 
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App.  Div.  312;  People  v.  Hayes,  106  on  Corp.  §  317;  Gilmore  v,  Lewis,  12 
N:  Y.  Add.  Div.  563 ;  People  v.  Cahill,  Ohio,  281 ;  Detroit  v,  Rfedfield,  19  Mich. 
188  N.  Y.  489,  rev'g  116  N.  Y.  App.   376;    Sidway  v.  South  Park  Commis- 


Div.  885.  sioners,  120  111.  496.    CompensaHon  re^ 
*  ArUe,  §  396.    Though  the  duties  of  stricUd  to  salary,     O'Sullivan  v,  aty, 

a  municipal  officer  may  be  increased  49  La.  An.  616;   Lancaster  v.  Arnold, 

by  a  city  council,  it  has  no  power  to  20  Ky.  Law  Rep.  34;    45  S.  W.  Rep. 

confer  upon  another  officer  the  duties,  82;    Oakland  v.  Snow,  145  Cal.  419; 

powers,  and  rights  appertaining  to  his  Alberts    v.    Torrent,    98    Mich.    512 ; 

office  by  statute.      So  a  treasurer  duly  Lemoine  v.  St.  Louis,   119  Mo.  419; 

appointed  and  qualified,  whose  duty  it  Palmer  v.  Benjamin,  21  N.  Y.  App. 

was  by  law  to  receive  and  pay  out  the  Div.  180 ;    McGuire  v.  Baker  City,  27 

money  belonging  to  a  city,  was  held  to  Oreg.   340 ;    Thaison  v.   Sanchez,    13 

be  entitled  to  commissions  upon  the  Tex.  Civ.  App.  73 ;  McCumber  v,  Wau- 

proceeds  of  bonds  sold  by  the  mayor  ikesha  County,  91  Wis.  442.    But  when 
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§  427  (234).  Same  Subject.  —  Not  only  has  an  oflScer,  under 
such  circumstances,  no  legal  claim  for  extra  compensation,  but  a 
promise  to  pay  him  an  extra  fee  or  sum  beyond  that  fixed  by  law  is 
not  binding f  though  he  renders  services  and  exercises  a  degree  of 
diligence  greater  than  could  legally  have  been  required  of  him.* 

extra  compensation  has  been  received  able  compensation  in  addition  to  hia 
by  an  alderman,  it  has  been  held  that  salary.  Huffman  v.  Greenwood  Co.. 
the  mayor  cannot  deduct  the  amount  23  Kan.  281 ;  Butler  v.  Neosho  Co.,  lo 
from  the  alderman's  salary.  Alberts  Kan.  178;  Leavenworth  Co.  v.  Brewer, 
V.  Torrent,  98  Mich.  512.  9  Kan.  307.    This  subject  is  discussed 

A  saUttied  officer  cannot  sue  the  city  in  White  v,  Polk  Co.,  17  Iowa,  413; 
for  a  balance  of  salary  due  unless  there   post,  {  824. 

has  been  some  default  on  the  part  of  the  Where  salary  is  fuced  by  ordinance. 
city  in  making  the  necessary  appropri-  U  cannot  be  changed  hv  a  committee  <»- 
ations.  Waterman  v.  New  York,  7  individual  membJers  of  the  corporation ; 
Daly  (N.  Y.),  489.  It  has  been  held  in  nor  will  their  promise  to  pay  extra  com- 
Pennsylvania  that  where  an  officer's  pensation  for  the  duties  of  the  office  be 
compensation  is  fixed  by  statute  he  can-  binding  on  the  corporation.  But  for 
not  recover  extra  compensation  for  ex-  services  performed  by  request,  not  part 
penses  incurred  in  performing  his  duties,  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  w^faich 
even  when  the  custom  had  been  for  a  could  as  appropriately  have  been  per- 
long  time  that  the  corporation  should  formed  by  any  other  person,  such 
bear  them.  Albright  v.  County  of  Bed-  officer  may,  in  proper  cases,  recover  a 
ford,  106  Pa.  St.  582.  just  remuneration.    Evans  v.  Trenton, 

A  salaried  officer  of  a  public  corpo-   24  N.  J.  L.  764 ;   a.  p.  Detroit  v.  Red- 
ration  has  no  claim  for  compensation   field,  19  Mich.  376 ;  Converse  v.  United 
extra  his  salarv^  on  the   ground  that  States,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  463.    For  ser- 
the  duties  of  his  office  have  been  in-  vices  required  by  ordinances,  the  cUy 
creased,  or  new  duties  added  since  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  the  compensation 
salary  was  fixed.     People  v.  New  York  fixed  by  ordinance,  and  no  otner;  and 
Supervisors,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  362;  Wen-  the  mayor,  by  virtue  of  his  duty  to 
dell  V.  Brooklyn,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  204;   see  that  the  "ordinances  are  duly  en- 
Palmer  V.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  2  forced,"  cannot  bind  the  corporation 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  318;  ante,  i  396;  Cov-  to  pay  more  than  the  fixed  salaiy  or 
ington  V.  Mayberry,  9  Bush  (Ky.),  304 ;   compensation,  and  this  duty  does  not 
Andrews  v.  Pratt    (compensation  for  authorize  that  officer  to  employ  assist- 
sale  of  countv's  railroad  stock),  44  Cal.    ant  or  independent  counsel  m  any  case, 
309.    Special  instances,  where  a  claim   at   the   e^)ense    of   the   corporation. 
for  compensation,  in  the  absence  of  ex-   Carroll  v.  St.  Louis,  12  Mo.  44 ;  Mem- 
press   provision,   has   been   sustained,    phis  v.  Brown,  20  Wall.  289,  321 ;  poet, 
where  the  law  has  required  a  public    §  824.    Further,  as  to  liabUity  of  city 
officer  to  perform  a  dutv,  attendea  with   to  attorneys,  see  the  chapter  on  Coo- 
trouble  and  expense,  clearly  outside  of   tracts.    Expenses  of  a  menAer  of  a  cU^ 
his  regular  official  duties,  see  People  v.   council  visiting  other  cities  to  secure 
Albany  Supervisors,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)   information   upon   municipal  mattere 
257 ;    Bright  v.  Chenango  County  Su-   under  authority  of  the  council,  are  not 
pervisors,    18    Johns.     (N.    Y.)    242;   necessary  expenses  in  performance  of 
Mallory  v.  Courtland  Co.  Supervisors,   official  cfuties,  and  the  city  is  not  liable 
2Cowen  (N.  Y.),  531 ;  76.533;  Detroit   therefor.     James  v.  Seattle,  22  Wash. 
V.  Redfield,  19  Mich.  376;   McBride  v.   654.     Payment  of  additional  compen- 
Detroit,  47  Mich.  236 ;   s.  c.  49  Mich,   sation  to  a  cUy  surveyor  held  valid  for 
239.  preparing  plans  and  specifications  for 

Where  extra  compensaHon  is  pro-  a  general  system  of  sewage  disposal  not 
vided  for,  the  services  must  be  per-  contemplated  when  his  salary  vu 
formed.  Durango  v.  Hampson,  29  fixed  and  the  work  was  outside  hk 
Colo.  77.  If  a  county  attorney  goes  be-  official  duties.  KoUock  v.  Dodge,  105 
vond  the  Umits  of  his  county,  at  the  Wis.  187. 

instance  and  with  the  consent  of  the        ^  Heslep  v,  Sacramento,  2  CaL  58Q 
county  board,  he  may  recover  reason-    (vote  of  $10,000  to  mayor  for  meritori- 
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§  428.  Attachment  or  Oarnishment  of '  Official  Salaries.  —  We 
have  seen  elsewhere  that,  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  many  but  not 
all  jurisdictions  hold  that  municipal  corporations  are  not  subject 
to  the  process  of  garnishment  or  attachment  to  subject  moneys 
owing  by  them  to  claims  and  obligations  of  persons  to  whom  debts 
may  be  owing.  ^  Independently  of  this  principle,  the  salaries  and 
compensaiion  of  municipal  officers  and  employees  are  not,  in  the  ab- 

0U8  services,  held  void) ;  Hatch  v. 
Mann,  15  Wend,  (N.  Y.)  44;  rev'g 
8.  c.  9  lb.  262;  approved,  Palmer  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  2  Sandf. 
(N.  Y.)  318;  Batho  v.  Salter,  Latch, 
64 ;  8.  c.  Lane  v.  Sewell,  1  Chitty,  175 ; 
Ih.  295;  Morris  v.  Burdett,  1  Camp. 
218;  3  lb.  374;  Callaghan  v.  Hallett, 

1  Gaines  (N.  Y.),  104;  s.  c.  Col.  &  C. 
Cas,  179;  Preston  v.  Bacon,  4  Conn. 
471;  Shattuck  v.  Woods,  1  Pick. 
(Mass.)  175 ;  Bussier  v.  Pray,  7  Seig. 
&  Rawle  (Pa.),  447;   Carroll  v.  Tyler, 

2  Har.  &  GiU,  54 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1 
Bailey  (S.  Car.),  70 ;  Debolt  v.  Gncin- 
nati,  7  Ohio  St.  237 ;  Pilie  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 19  La.  An.  274;  Wittmer  v. 
New  York,  50  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  482; 
Buck  V.  Eureka,  109  Cal.  504.  Pay- 
ments received  by  one,  knowing  the 
agent  to  be  unauthorized  to  make  them, 
may  be  recovered  by  the  principal  as 
money  wrongfully  had  and  received. 
The  people  are  not  bound  by  acts  of  a 
township  committee,  ultra  virea,  sanc- 
tioning unlawful  payments  to  a  col- 
lector. Demarest  v.  New  Barbadoes, 
40  N.  J.  L.  604.  The  principle  in  the 
text  operates  to  deprive  a  public  officer, 
or  an  officer  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
of  a  daim  for  a  reward  offered  for  a  ser- 
vice which  is  embraced  in  his  official 
or  legal  duties.  Gilmore  v.  Lewis,  12 
Ohio,  281,  where  a  constable  who  ar- 
rested a  thief  was  held  not  entitled  to 
a  reward  offered  by  the  defendant; 
s.  p.  Pool  V.  Boston,  5  Gush.  (Mass.) 
219;  the  doctrine  of  the  text  approved. 
Decatur  v.  Vermillion,  77  III.  315; 
Matter  of  Russel,  51  Conn.  577.  Where 
a  fireman  employed  as  such  by  a  city 
brought  suit  for  a  reward  offered  by  a 
husband  for  the  rescue  of  the  dead  bodj 
of  his  wife  from  a  burning  building,  it 
was  held  that,  as  it  toas  not  his  duty  to 
rescue  a  person  from  a  burning  building 
at  the  imminerU  peril  of  his  ovm  life,  the 
rescue  could  not  be  said  to  be  in  the 
line  of  his  duty  so  as  to  preclude  him 
from  claiming  the  reward.  Reif  v. 
Paige,  55  Wis.  496.  Where  a  person 
before  being  appointed  city  treasurer 


agreed  in  writing  to  repay  to  the  city 
tSi  fees,  &c.,  in  excess  of  S2,000,  and  the 
council  failed  to  fix  his  compensation, 
it  was  held  that,  while  the  agreement 
was  invalid,  he  was  estopped,  by  having 
rendered  and  settled  his  accounts,  from 
claiming  more  than  the  $2,000.  Hobbs 
V.  Yonkers,  102  N.  Y.  13.  A  promise 
by  a  candidate  to  serve  without  com- 
pensation will  not  estop  him  from 
claiming  his  salary.  State  v.  Nash- 
ville, 15  Lea  (Tenn.),  697.  See  ante, 
chap.  viii.  $  299. 

Where  the  officer,  after  the  abolition 
of  his  office,  render&d  services  to  the 
city,  and  his  bills  were  audited  by  the 
city  coimcil,  no  liabilitv  upon  the  part 
of  the  city  was  created,  there  being  no 
provision  for  his  appointment  or  com- 
pensation. Wittmer  v.  New  York.  50 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  482.  An  act  author- 
izing a  city  to  contract  with  an  officer 
for  a  salary  less  than  that  fixed  by  law 
is  constitutional.  Tice  v.  New  Bruns- 
wick, 64  N.  J,  L.  399.  Mere  accepts 
ance  of  a  less  salary  than  that  pre- 
scribed will  not  bar  recovery  for  the 
residue,  but  an  actual  agreement  to  ac- 
cept a  reduced  salary  and  acceptance 
of  it  after  it  has  been  carried  will  bar 
recovery.  DeBoest  v.  Gambell,  35 
Oreg.  368.  Where  the  charter  of  a  city 
empowers  the  board  of  estimate  and 
apportionment  to  fix  the  salary  of  an 
officer  and  no  authority  is  given  to  the 
common  council  to  reduce  the  salary  as 
so  fixed,  and  where  the  common  coun- 
cil unlawfully  assumes  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  such  salary,  an  agreement 
entered  into  between  the  officer  and 
the  mayor,  who  had  power  to  remove 
him  at  pleasure,  by  which  the  officer 
agreed  to  accept  the  salary  fixed  b;r 
the  common  council,  will  not  affect  his 
right  to  recover  from  the  city  the  differ- 
ence between  the  salary  fixed  by  the 
board  of  estimate  and  apportionment 
and  that  fixed  by  the  common  council. 
Grant  v.  Rochester,  79  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
460. 

>  Ante,  i  249. 
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sence  of  express  statutory  provision  therefor,  subject  to  gofniskmtfd 
or  attachment  for  the  payment  of  debts  owing  by  them.  This  con- 
clusion has  been  reached  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  The  corpora- 
tion, which  is  a  governmental  agency,  and  invested  with  certain 
attributes  of  sovereignty  delegated  to  it  by  statute,  is  entitled  to  611 
its  offices  by  a  selection  of  suitable  persons  from  among  the  whole 
community.  This  privilege  would  exist  only  in  name  or  be  serioudy 
impaired,  if  those  who  depend  on  their  salaries  for  a  livelihood  could 
be  deprived  of  such  salaries  by  garnishment  or  attachment,  and 
thus  cut  off  from  the  means  of  subsistence.  Creditors  of  the  officer 
appointed  cannot  deprive  the  public  of  the  services  he  is  elected  or 
appointed  to  render,  or  destroy  his  energy  or  efficiency  by  compul- 
sorily  withdrawing  from  him,  through  the  instrumentality  of  judicial 
process,  the  compensation  the  laws  award  him.  Founded  on  this 
reasoning,  the  authorities  generally,  though  not  universally,  deny  the 
right  of  a  creditor  to  subject,  by  judicial  process,  the  salary  of  a 
municipal  officer  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  statutory  provision  permitting  it  to  be  done.^    But,  in  keep- 


>  Mobile  V.  Rowland,  26  Ala.  498; 
Clark  V,  Mobile  School  Com'rs,  36  Ala. 
621  (salary  of  school  teacher) ;  Pruitt 
V.  Armstrong,  56  Ala.  306;  Skewes  v. 
Tennessee  C.  &  I.  Co.,  124  Ala.  629; 
Lewis  V,  Denver,  9  Colo.  App.  328; 
Hightower  v.  Slaton,  54  Ga,  108; 
McLellan  v.  Young,  54  Ga.  399; 
Chicago  V.  Halsey,  25  111.  595 ;  Merwin 
v.  Clucago,  45  111.  133;  Wallace  v. 
Lawyer,  54  Ind.  501;  Baltimore  v. 
Root,  8  Md.   102;    Thayer  r.  Tyler, 

5  Allen  (Mass.)  95;    Colby  v,  Coates, 

6  CHish.  (Mass.)  559;  Hadley  v.  Pea- 
body,  13  Gray  (Mass.),  200;  Hebel  ». 
Amazon  Ins.  Co.,  33  Mich.  407; 
Marathon  School  Dist.  v.  Gage,  39 
Mich.  484 ;  Roeller  v.  Ames,  33  Minn. 
132 ;  Jersey  aty  v.  Horton,  38  N.  J.  L. 
88;  Rosenstock  v.  New  York,  101 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  9 ;  Emes  v.  Fowler, 
43  N.  Y.  Misc.  603 ;  Bank  of  Tennessee 
V.  Dibrell,  3  Snced  (Tenn.),  379; 
Chamberlain  v,  Wattere,  10  Utah,  298. 

The  salary  of  a  municipal  officer 
cannot  be  reached  by  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution.  Roeller  v. 
Ames,  33  Minn.  132;  Wallace  v. 
Lawyer,  54  Ind.  ^1;  Remmey  v. 
Gedney,  57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  217. 
In  Colorado^  the  statute  making 
municipal  corporations  subject  to 
garnishment  does  not  apply  to  salaries 
payable  to  public  officers  of  a  munici- 
pality.   Lewis  V.  Denver,  9  Colo.  App. 


328 ;  Troy  Laundry,  Ac.  Co.  v.  Denver, 
11  Colo.  App.  368.  In  ConnecUcul,  a 
school  teacher  is  merely  an  employee, 
and  is  not  a  public  officer  within  the 
meaning  of  a  law  exempting  salaries 
of  pubuc  officers  from  attachment. 
Seymour  v.  Over-River  School  Dist., 
53  Conn.  502,  509.  In  Kentucky,  the 
courts  do  not  regard  the  coercive 
appropriation  of  the  salary  of  an 
officer  of  a  city  or  town  to  payment  of 
his  debts,  as  oonfficting  with  public 
policy.  Hence  it  is  heldto  be  subject 
to  attachment  or  garnishment.  Rod- 
man V.  Musselman,  12  Bush  (Ky.). 
354 ;  Speed  v.  Brown,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
108.  It  is  otherwise  in  the  case  of 
State  officers  and  employees,  because 
the  State  is  not  subject  to  suit.  Divine 
V.  Harvie,  7  B.  Monr.  (Ky.)  440; 
Tracy  v.  Hombuckle,  8  Bush  (Ky.). 
336.  In  Montana,  the  courts  reject 
the  rule  that  public  policy  remuies 
that  salaries  of  municipal  omcen: 
should  be  exempt  from  seunire  under 
judicial  process,  and  hold  that  they 
may  be  eamished  in  the  hands  of  the 
municipality.  Wateibuiy  v.  Deer 
Lodge  County,  10  Mont.  515. 

An  assignment  by  a  jnMie  aficer  of 
his  unearned  salary  is  contniy  to 
public  policy  and  void.  Bangs  v. 
Dunn,  66  Cal.  72 :  Field  v.  Chiplqr.  79 
Ky.260;  Beal  v.  McVicker,  8  Mo.  App. 
202 ;  Bliss  v.  Lawrence,  58  N.  Y.  442; 
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ing  with  more  liberal  views  of  the  duty  of  requiring  debtors  to  pay 
their  just  debts,  statutes  have,  in  some  instances,  been  enacted 
modifying  the  rule  adopted  by  the  courts.  Experience  has  shown 
that  the  exemption  created  by  the  courts  on  grounds  of  public  policy 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  cities  is  often  used  as  a  cover  for  evading 
the  payment  of  just  debts,  and  is  not  necessary  to  induce  honest  and 
faithful  service ;  and  statutes  are  to  be  found  limiting  and  restrict- 
ing the  exemption  and  compelling  the  application  of  some  portion  at 
least  of  the  official  income  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  officer.^ 

§  429  (235).  Becovery  of  Salary  after  Wrongful  Removal  or  Ex- 
cliuion  from  Office.  —  It  is  generally  but  not  universally  held  that 
the  person  who  is  de  jure  entitled  to  the  office,  and  not  the  incum- 
bent de  facto  who  actually  renders  the  service,  is  entitled  in  law  to 
the  emoluments  of  the  office.^    It  is  also  a  general  rule,  which  is 

Boweiy    Nat.    Bank   v.    Wilson,    122  clerks,  and  employees  of  a  municipal 

N.  Y.  478 ;  Billinffs  v.  O'Brien,  4  Daly  corporation  by  garnishment   when  a 

(N.  Y.),  556 ;  Hill  v.  Paul,  SCi.A  Fin.  judgment  has  been  recovered  against 

295 ;   Palmer  v.  Bate,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  such  official  clerk  or  employee.    Acts 

673;    Cooper  v.   Reilly,  2  Sim.  660;  of  Assembly,  1897^,  chap.  410,  p.  415. 

Wells  V.  Foster,  8  M.  &  W.  149.  See  also  Portsmouth  Gas  Co.  v,  Sanford, 

"  In  New  York,  by  statute^  wages  97  Va.  124,  127. 
and  salaries  of  debtors  exceeding  $12  '  People  v,  Smyth,  28  Cal.  21; 
per  week  owing  by  any  corporation  Stratton  v,  Oulton,  28  Cal.  44 ;  Carroll 
were  subjected  to  execution  for  iudg<  v.  Siebenthaler,  37  Cal.  193 ;  Burke 
ments  for  necessaries.  It  was  hela  that  v.  Edgar,  67  Cal.  182 ;  Waterman  v. 
this  statute  in  its  original  form  did  not  Chicago  &  I.  R.  Co.,  139  lU.  658 ; 
include  debts  owing  by  municipal  McCue  v.  Wapello  County,  56  Iowa, 
corporations  for  salaries  to  its  em-  698 ;  Smith  v.  Van  Buren  County,  125 
ployees,  because  the  statute  did  not  in  Iowa,  454,  458 ;  Phelon  v.  Granville, 
express  terms  apply  thereto.  Rosen-  140  Mass.  386;  Sheridan  v.  St.  Louis, 
stock  V.  New  York,  101  N.  Y.  App.  183  Mo.  25;  Riddle  v,  Bedford,  7  S.  & 
Div.  9;  Emes  v.  Fowler,  43  N.  Y.  R.  (Pa.)  386;  Philadelphia  v.  Given, 
Misc.  603.  The  statute  has  since  been  60  Pa.  St.  136,  140.  '^  It  is  a  grave 
amended  to  brine  within  its  operation  question,''  says  Seymour,  C.  J., 
wages  payable  by  '^any  person  or  'whether  a  merely  de  facto  officer, 
corporation,  municipal  or  otherwise''  even  when  he  actually  performs  the 
(Code  Civ.  Proc.,  §  1391,  as  amended  whole  duties  of  the  office,  can  enforce 
by  Laws,  1905,  chap.  175).  In  OhiOy  the  payment  of  tfie  salary.  The  authori- 
under  a  statute  which  provides  that  ties  seem  to  oe  that  he  cannot.^  State 
"any  claims  or  choses  in  action  due  or  v.  Carrol,  38  Conn.  449,  471 ;  Riddle  v. 
to  become  due  "  to  the  judgment  debtor  Bedford  Countv,  7  Serg.  &  Rawle  (Pa.), 
or  "money  which  he  may  have  in  the  386;  Bently  v.  Phelps,  27  Barb.fN.  Y.) 
hands  of  any  person,  body  politic  or  524 ;  People  v.  Tieman,  30  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
corporate^*  are  subject  to  execution,  193.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  clear, 
salaries  of  officers  of  incorporated  cities  we  think,  that  the  salary  of  an  officer 
due  and  unpaid  may  be  subjected  is  not  due  to  parties  wno  are  neither 
by  the  jud^ent  creditors  of  such  officers  de  jure  nor  de  facto"  Samis 
officers  to  the  pa^pient  of  their  judg-  v.  King,  40  Conn.  298.  But  in  Auditors 
ments  by  the  garnishment  of  municipal  of  Wayne  County  v.  Benoit,  20  Mich, 
corporation.  Newark  v.  Funk,  15  176,  it  is  said  that  no  claim  for  the  salary 
Ohio  St.  462.  In  Virginia,  by  statute,  or  emoluments  of  the  office  can  be  en- 
express  authority  is  given  to  subject  forced  against  the  municipality  by  any 
the  wages  and  salaries  of  the  officers,  person  other  than  the  actwd  incumbent. 
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asserted  with  practical  unanimity,  that  if  an  officer  of  a  municipal 
corporation  who  has  been  elected  by  the  people  for  a  specified  term, 
or  appointed  during  good  conduct,  or  who  b  removable  only  for 
cause  after  a  notice  and  a  hearing,  be  wrongfully  removed  by  the 
city  council,  or  other  removing  power,  or  otherwise  wrongfully  ex- 
cluded from  office,  he  may  sue  the  corporation  for  the  salary  and 
perquisites  of  the  office  for  the  time  intervening  between  his  re- 
moval and  the  expiration  of  his  term,  or  his  reinstatement,  or  dur- 
ing his  wrongful  exclusion,  and  he  b  entitled  to  recover,  provided 
the  city  has  not  paid  any  other  person  for  the  performance  of  the 
duties  of  the  office/ 

A  person  is  not  entitled  to  the  salary  e,  g.,  by  virtue  of  an  erroneous  or 

of  a  public  office  unless  he  both  obtaiiu  invalid  certificate  of  election  ori^ipoint- 

and    exercises    the    office.      Farrell    v.  ment,  —  and  who  has  performed  the 

Bridgeport,  45  Conn.  191.    Thus,  a  city  duties  of  the  office,  may  recover  from 

treasurer,  being  indicted  for  forgery,  the   municipality   such   come 


the  mayor  and  council  elected  another  for  those  services  as  is  fixed  by  law. 

in  his  stead  for  the  balance  of  his  term.  Erwin  v.  Jersey  C^^i  60  N.  J.  L.  141. 

Upon  his  acauittal,  held  that  he  could  Compare  Meehan  v.  Hudson,  46  N.  J.  L. 

not  recover  tne  salary  for  such  balance  276. 

of  his  term.     If  the  prosecution  was  Iowa.    To  justify  a  recovery  by  a  <lf 

malicious,  he  could  recover  in  tort  from  jure  officer  there  must  be  both  title  to 

the  wrongdoer.     Brunswick  v.  Fahm,  the  position  and  service  therein.  Jayae 

60  Ga.  lOd.    So  a  policeman  who  has  v.  Drorbaugh,  63  Iowa,  711 ;  Brown  r. 

been  found  guilty  of  immoral  conduct  TamaCountv,  122  Iowa,  745, 767.  This 

and  discharged  from  his  office  b^  a  is  the  rule,  although  the  de  facto  incum- 

board  of  ponce  commissioners  having  bent  mivv  not  have  been  paid.     Smith 

jurisdiction,  caimot  recover  from  the  v.  Van  Buren  County,  125  Iowa,  454, 

dty  his  salary  for  the  remainder  of  his  460.     Equity  vnll  not  ordinarily  enjoin, 

term.    It  makes  no  difference  that  the  at  the  instance  of  a  claimant,  the  nay- 

conmiissioners  may  have  erred  in  their  ment  of  the  salary  to  the  incumoent 

iud(jpient  on  the  evidence,  no  appeal  pending  a  contest ;  the  bill  must  show 

having  been  taken.    Queen  v.  Atlanta,  nounds  for  equitable  relief.    Colton  v. 

59  Ga.  318.    By  charter,  the  power  to  Price,  50  Ala.  424.    See  also  Brower  v. 

appoint  policemen  was  conferred  on  Kantner,  190  Pa.  182 ;  Gilroj's  Appeal, 

a  board  of  police,  composed  of  the  100  Pa.  5 ;  Dayton  v.  Carter,  2Cfe  Fs. 

mayor  and  recorders,  and  this  board  491,  497.       But   compare    Bnmer  t. 

was  authorized  to  discharge  policemen,  Bryan,  50  Ala.  523,  where  an  injunc- 

for  cause,  and  to  "decide  on  all  police  don  was  granted  against  an  interloper, 

matters   pertaining  to  appointments,  ^  Shaw  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  Ifacon,  19 

dismissals,    &c.,    finally    and    wiihout  Ga.  468;  Chicago  v.  Luthardt,  191  ID. 

appeal.*'      In    an    action    for    wages,  516,  aff'g  91  lU.  App.  324;   Stadler  r. 

brought  against  the  city  by  a  policeman  Detroit,   13  Mich.  346;    Comstock  r. 

who  claimed  that  he  had  been   ap-  Grand  Rapids,  40  Mich.  397 ;  Steinson 

pointed  for  a  year,  and  dismissed  at  v.  Board  of  Education,  165  N.  Y.  431. 

the  end  of  a  month,   without  good  aff'g  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  143 ;  Graham 

cause,  the  Supreme  Court  decided  that,  v.  City  of  New  Voile,  167  N.  Y.  85, 

the  board  having  dismissed  the  plaintiff  rev'g  55  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  627  (as  ex- 

f or  what  it  deemed  sufficient  cause,  its  plained  and  appUcKi  in  Martin  v.  City  of 

decision  was  final,  and  the  sufficiency  New  York,  176  N.  Y.  371, 373)  j  Smith 

of   the    cause    of   dismissal    was    not  v.  Brooklyn,  6  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  134; 

inquirable  into  in  the  action.     Nolan  O'Hara  v.  City  of  New  Yoric,  46  N.  Y. 

r.  New  Orleans,  10  La.  An.  106.    Ante,  App.  Div.  518,  aff*d  167  N.  Y.  567; 

{  377.    In  New  Jersey,  it  is  held  that  Alsberge  v.  New  York,  75  N.  Y.  App. 

one  who  becomes  a  public  officer  de  Div.  360 ;  Shaul  v.  Board  of  Education, 

facto  without  dishonesty  or  fraud, —  108  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  19;   Houston  v- 
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But  for  reasons  of  public  policy^  and  recognizing  payment  to  a 
dje  facto  officer  while  he  is  holding  the  office  and  discharging  its 
duties  as  a  defence  to  an  action  brought  by  the  de  jure  officer  to  re- 
cover the  same  salary,  it  is  held  in  many  jurisdictions  that  an  officer 
or  employee  who  has  been  wrongfully  removed,  or  otherwise  wrong- 
fully excluded  from  office,  caniwt  recover  against  the  city  for  salary 
during  the  period  when  his  office  was  filled  and  his  salary  paid  to 
another  appointee.^    In  some  jurisdictions,  too,  this  rule  is  applied 

Estes,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  99.    See  also  tify  such  removal.    In  thus  holding,  the 

Sheridan  v.  St.  Louis,  183  Mo.  25,  39 ;  court  say :  "  If  his  term  of  office  had  not 
Gorley  v.  Louisville,  108  Kv.  789.  The  expired  when  this  suit  was  instituted, 
fact  that  enough  money  nas  not  been  and  he  had  moved  for  a  mandamita  to 

appropriated  to  pay  the  salary  of  an  restore  him,  instead  of  bringing  an  ac- 

omcer  who  has  been  wrongfully  re-  tion  for  his  salary,  the  court  would  not 

moved,  will  not  preclude  a  recovery  by  have  interfered,  if  good  cause  for  his 

liim  if  he  is  otherwise  entitled  to  re-  removal  could  have  been  shown,  al- 
cover  the  salary  or  compensation  for  though  he  may  have  been  removed 

the  unexpired  part  of  his  term.    Mag-  without  notice.    Rex  v.  Mayor  of  Ax- 

ner  v.  St.  Louis,  179  Mo.  495.    An  om-  bridge,  2  C)owp.  523 ;  King  v.  Mayor  of 

cer  who  has  been  wron^ully  removed  Axbridge,  2  Term  R.   182.''     Tx>  the 

cannot  maintain  an  action  for  salary  same  ettect,  Davis  v,  Cordele,  115  Ga. 

accruing  after  dismissal  while  such  di»-  770. 

missal  remains  unreversed.    Van  Sant        Where  an  officer,  entitled  by  law  to 

V,  Atlantic  City,  68  N.  J.  L.  449.     See  a  fixed  annual  salary,  has  been  pre- 

also  Chicago  v.  Campbell,  118  111.  App.  vented  for  a  time  through  no  fault  of 

129 ;    Gibbs  v.  Manchester,  73  N.  11.  his  own  from  performing  the  duties  of 

265.   But  where  the  attempted  removal  his  office,  and  has  dunng   that  time 

was  absoltUdy  void,  because  made  with-  earned  wages  in  another  and  different 

out  the  mayor's  consent  as  required  by  employment,  he  cannot  be  compelled  in 

the  charter,  and  the  officer  continued  an  action  to  recover  his  unpaid  salary 

to  act  as  such  so  far  as  he  could  in  the  to  deduct  the  amount  so  earned.    Fitz- 

face  of  the  hostile  acts  of  his  superior,  simmons  v,  Brooklyn,  102  N.  Y.  536 ; 

it  was  held  that  he  never  ceased  to  hold  Andrews   v.    Portland,    79    Me.    484 ; 

office  and  could  sue  for  his  salary  with-  EveriU  v.  Swan,  20  Utah,  56 ;   People 

out  first  compelling  reinstatement  by  v.  Miller,  24  Mich.    458.     But  quctre, 

mandamus.      Moigan    v,    Denver^    14  whether  this  rule  is  api>licable  to  ijl 

Colo.  App.  147.    An  action  against  a  cases,  and  may  not  admit  of  just  and 

city  to  recover  salary  cannot  be  main-  necessaiy  exceptions.     In  confflderinjg 

tained,  while  the  office  is  occupied  by  the  rule  of  damages  in  such  a  case,  it 

acIe/actoofficer,or\mtil  the  right  to  the  has  been  held  tna.t  the  officer  cannot 

office  has  been  adjudicated.     Selby  v.  recover  of  the  corporation  counsel  fees 

Portland,  14  Oreg.  243.  for    defending    himself    against    the 

It  b  a  defence  to  the  corporation  chaiges  preferred  against  him,  but  may 

that  the  officer  was  legally  removed;  but  recover  such  "damages  as  necessarily 

if  he  was  removed  contrary  to  law,  it  is  resulted  from  his  amotion  from  office, 

no  answer  to  the  action  that  the  coiv  viz.,  his  salary  and  perquisites."    Shaw 

poration,  in  making  the  removal,  acted  v.  Macon,  19  Ga.  468.    An  officer  who 

judicially,  and  therefore  is  not  liable  for  has  compelled  payment  of  his  salary  by 

the  error  it  committed.  Shaw  v,  Macon,  mandamus   cannot   thereafter    recover 

19  Ga.  468;  Shaw  v.  Macon,  21  Ga.  280.  interest  thereon  from  the  municipality. 

Sees.  c.  Macon  v.  Shaw's  Administrator,  Gordon  v.  Omaha,  71  Neb.  570. 
25  Ga.  590.    In  the  case  last  cited  it  was        ^  Shaw  v.  Pima  County,  2  Ariz.  399 

decided  that  if  the  removal  of  a  city  Gorman  v.  Boise  County,  1  Idaho,  655 

officer  be  for  a  specified  cause,  not  war-  Brown  v.  Tama  County,  122  Iowa,  745 

ranting  the  removal,  and  the  officer  sue  Saline  County  v.  Anderson,  20  Kan. 

the  corporation  for  his  salary,  as  a  de-  298 ;  Michel  v.  New  Orleans,  32  La.  An. 

fence  to  such  action  it  may  aver  and  1094*    Auditors  of  Wayne  County  v. 

prove  other  matters,  good  in  law,  to  jus-  Benoit,  20  Mich.  176 ;  »cott  v.  Crumps 
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to  payments  made  to  de  facto  occupants  of  positions  which  are 
mere  employments  and  do  not  rise  to  the  dignity  of  offices.'    In 


106  Mich.  288;  Parker  v.  Dakota 
County,  4  Minn.  59;  State  v.  Clark,  52 
Mo.  508;  State  v.  Milne,  36  Neb.  301 ; 
Gibbs  V.  Manchester,  73  N.  H.  265; 
McDonald  v,  Newark,  58  N.  J.  L.  12; 
Smith  V,  New  York,  37  N.  Y.  518; 
Dolan  V,  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  68 
N.  Y.  279;  McVeany  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of 
New  York,  80  N.  Y.  185;  Terhune  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  88  N.  Y.  247 ; 
Higgins  V.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  131 
N.  Y.  128 ;  Martin  v.  City  of  New  York, 
176  N.  Y.  371,  aflf'g  82  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
35 ;  Stemmler  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New 
York,  179  N.  Y.  473, 482,  aff'g  87  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  631;  Douglas  v.  Board  of 
Education,  21  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  209; 
Van  Valkenbuigh  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of 
New  York,  49  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  208; 
Grant  v.  City  of  New  York,  HI  N.  Y. 
App.  Div.  160;  Steubenville  v.  Culp, 
38  Ohio  St.  18;  Chandler  v.  Hughes 
County,  9  S.  Dak.  24. 

A  statute  which  requires  a  muni- 
cipality to  pay  its  public  money  to  an 
officer  de  jure  for  services  not  rendered, 
and  for  which,  under  the  rule  stated  in 
the  text,  the  municipahty  is  not  liable, 
and  for  which  the  municipality  has  paid 
the  de  facto  officer  who  performed  the 
services,  violates  a  constitutional  provi- 
sion prohibiting  the  legislature  from 
granting  extra  compensation  to  public 
officers  and  the  use  of  city  funds  for  any 
but  city  purposes.  Stemmler  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.  of  New  York,  179  N.  Y.  473,  afifg 
87N.Y.  App.  Div.  631. 

»  Martin  v.  Qty  of  New  York,  178 
N.  Y.  371, 373,  aff^g  82  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
35.  In  Steinson  v.  Board  of  Educar 
tion,  165  N.  Y.  431,  aflf'g  49  App.  Div. 
143,  and  Graham  v.  City  of  New  York, 
167  N.  Y.  85,  rev'g  55  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
627,  a  recovery  was  sustainea  appar- 
ently upon  the  distinction  that  the 
plaintins  in  these  cases  were  employees 
of  the  municipality  and  not  officers,  and 
that  their  rignt  to  recover  was  founded 
upon  a  simple  contractual  relation.  But 
in  the  later  case  of  Martin  v.  City  of  New 
York,  176  N.  Y.  371, 373,  Vann,  J.,  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  over- 
ruling this  supposed  distinction,  said: 
"It  IS  insistea  that  the  rule  does  not 
apply  to  this  case  because  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a  public  officer,  but  an  em- 
ployee holdmg  a  contractual  relation 
to  the  city,  and  the  following  cases  are 
relied  upon  to  support  the  contention 


(c 
Tl 


citing  Steinson   and    Graham  cases). 

There  is  an  important  distinction  be- 
tween the  cases  cited  and  the  one  in 
hand,  because  in  neither  of  the  former 
was  the  position  filled,  and  no  one  was 
paid  for  services  rendered  by  a  de  facto 
occupant.  The  rule  governing  pay- 
ments to  a  <2e  facto  officer  is  founded  m 
public  policy,  and  applies  with  the  same 
force  to  payments  made  to  a  <ie  fado 
occupant  of  a  position  of  public  empk^- 
naent,  although  not  an  officer.  In  de- 
ciding those  cases,  as  is  obvious  from 
the  opinions,  we  did  not  intend  to  dis- 
turb the  rule  laid  down  in  Higgins  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  131  N.  Y. 
128."  But  in  Massachusetts,  the  Su- 
preme Court  refuses  to  follow  the  rule 
■tated  in  the  text  in  the  case  of  emp 
ments  as  distingui^ted  from  off 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  veterans  it 
that  if  a  veteran  is  employed  as  a 
laborer  and  is  wrongfullv  prevented 
from  working  when  other  laborers 
who  are  not  veterans  are  given  work, 
he  can  recover  as  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract  created  by  the  statutes  and 
the  rules  of  the  civil  service  commis- 
sioners,  without  being  obliged  to  show 
that  no  other  person  received  the 
wages  which  should  have  been  paid  to 
him.  Ransom  v.  Boston,  192  Mjisbl 
299.  But  in  reaching  this  conclusion 
the  court  was  influene^  by  the  fact  that 
the  plaintiff  was  only  employed  as  a 
laborer,  and  it  would  ordinarily  be  diffi- 
cult and  frequently  impossible  to  iden- 
tify the  laborer  who  was  doing  the  work 
that  ought  to  have  been  giv«i  to  the 
plaintiff.  See  also  Houston  v.  Estes,  35 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  99. 

If  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  asainst 
a  city  to  recover  wajges  during  excTusion 
from  emplo^^ment  is  a  mere  empk>yee, 
and  not  the  incumbent  of  an  office  hav- 
ing a  salary  attached  thereto  as  an  in- 
cident, he  waives  his  right  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  salary  or  wages  during  the  time 
of  his  exclusion  hy  executing  a  receipt 
and  aareement  to  accept  payment  for  tne 
time  he  is  actually  employed,  altbou^ 
by  statute  he  may  have  a  right  to  eon- 
tinuous  employment.  I>owns  v.  New 
York,  75  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  423,  aff'd  173 
N.  Y.  651.  So,  too,  his  right  to  salaiy 
or  wages  during  the  period  of  exclusion 
is  waived  by  failing  to  report  for  doty, 
and  to  insist  on  his  statutoiy  right  to 
employment.     DriscoU  v.  New  York, 
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those  jurisdictions  which  deny  the  right  of  the  officer  to  recover 
under  such  circumstances,  it  is  held  that  the  action  cannot  be  treated 
as  one  in  tort  to  recover  of  the  city  damages  for  the  wrongful  dismissal 
of  the  officer  from  office.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  claim  that 
the  city  did  not  dismiss  him  from  office,  the  removing  power  in 
dismissing  him  not  being  an  agent  of  the  city  for  whose  acts  it  is 
responsible/ 

But  if,  upon  certiorari  or  other  judicial  proceeding,  the  removal 
of  the  officer  or  employee  is  adjudged  illegal  and  void,  the  city  be- 
comes liable  to  him  for  the  salary  of  the  office  or  employment  from 
the  time  when  the  order  or  judgment  setting  aside  his  removal  is 
entered,  notwithstanding  the  pendency  of  an  appeal  therefrom,  and 
notwithstanding  the  payment  of  salary  to  the  person  actually  occu- 
pying the  position.  If  the  city  paid  the  salary  to  an  intruder  in  the 
office  or  employment  after  an  adjvdicaiion  that  the  removal  of  the 
complainant  was  illegal,  it  did  so  at  its  own  risk,  and  cannot  take ' 
the  benefit  of  the  rule  exempting  it  from  payment,  where  it  has  paid 
the  money  to  de  facto  officer.*  But  the  right  of  recovery  under 
these  circumstances  is  not  denied  in  all  jurisdictions.  In  some  it 
is  held  that  the  salary  annexed  to  a  public  office  is  incident  to  the 
title  to  the  office  and  not  to  its  occupancy  and  exercise,  and  that  the 
right  to  compensation  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  an  usurper  — 
an  officer  de  facto  —  has  discharged  the  duties  of  the  office  and  re- 
ceived payment.' 

78  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  52.  See  alao  Ecker-  to  the  de  facto  incumbent  did  not  con- 
son  V.  New  York,  80  N.  Y.  App.  Div.   stitute  a  defence. 

12,  aff 'd  176  N.  Y.  609.  •  Dowey  v.  Smyth,  28  Cal.  21 ;  Strat- 

*  Terhime  v.   Mayor,   Ac.   of  New  ton  v.  Oufton,  28  Cal.  44;   Carroll  v. 

York,  88  N.  Y.  247,  251;    Gibbs  v.  Siebenthaler,  37  Cal.    193;    Ward  v. 

Manchester,  73  N.  H.  265.     See  also  Marshall,   96   CaL    155;     Andrews   v. 

Hinesv.  District  of  Columbia,  11  D.  C.  Portland,   79   Me.   484;    Memphis  v. 

141.     Aldermen  held  not  to  be  indi-  Woodward,    12   Heisk.    (Tenn.)    499; 

viduaUy  liable  for  passing  an  unauthor-  Williams  v.  Clavton,  6  Utah,  86 ;   Ken- 

ized  ordinance  depriving  a  mayor  of  dall  v.  Raybauld,  13  Utah,  226 ;  Pratt 

his  office.   Jones  v.  Loving,  55  Miss.  109.  v.  Swan,  16  Utah,  483 ;  Everill  v.  Swan, 

"  Jones  V.  Buffalo,  178  N.  Y.  45,  aff'g  20  Utah,  56.    "The  salary  follows  the 

79  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  328;  Fylpaa  t>.  legal  title."  Per  Libbey,  C.  J.,  in  An- 
Brown  County,  6  S.  Dak.  634.  See  also  drews  v.  Portland,  79  Me.  484.  In  Mis- 
Scott  V.  Crump,  106  Mich.  288;  Mc-  aouri^  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  police 
Veairy  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  80  officer  is  wrongfully  dismissed,  he  may 
N.  Y.  185 ;  Luzerne  County  v.  Trim-  on  reinstatement  recover  salary  for  the 
mer,  95  Pa.  St.  97.  In  Andrews  v.  period  he  is  excluded  from  office,  in- 
Portland,  79  Me.  484,  the  officer  who  dependently  of  any  question  as  to 
was  wron^ully  removed  promptly  pro-  the  payment  of  his  salary  to  another, 
tested  against  his  removal,  and  claimed  State  v.  Walbridge,  153  Mo.  194.  If  a 
the  right  and  offered  to  continue  to  de/octo  officer  has  assumed  to  retain  the 

Eerform  the  duties  of  the  office.    It  was  office  after  the  qualification  of  the  offi- 

eld  that,  as  the  city  had  notice  of  his  cer  de  jure  and  continues  to  discharge 

claim  to  the  office  and  the  salary  at-  its  duties,  payment  to  the  officer  de 

tached  thereto,  payment  of  the  salary  fado  by  a  disbursing  officer  of  the  State 
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Where  a  person  entitled  to  hold  an  ofBce  has  wrongfully  been  de- 
prived thereof,  and  the  salary,  fees,  or  emoluments  of  the  office  have 
been  received  by  a  person  who  has  de  facto  held  the  office  although 
not  entitled  thereto,  the  person  who  has  been  wrongfully  deprived 
of  the  office  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  recover  his  damages  against 
the  usurper.* 

§  430.  Penaioiui  for  Municipal  Services;  Ooiuititationality.  —  In 
recent  years  a  system  of  pensions  to  officers  and  employees  of  the 
municipality,  injured  or  disabled  in  the  course  of  their  duty,  or 
retiring  after  a  long  term  of  service,  has  gradually  arisen  and  is 
being  steadily  extended.  Legislation  which  grants  these  pemions 
to  persons  then  in  the  municipal  service  has  been  sustained  in  New 
York  and  Pennsylvania  as  constitviional  upon  the  ground  that  it 
is  not  a  grant  of  a  gratuity  or  charity,  but  a  recognition  by  the  l^is- 
lature  through  its  agent,  the  municipality,  of  an  obligation  founded 
upon  services  rendered  for  the  public  through  the  municipality.' 


with  full  knowledge  of  the  invalidity 
of  the  de  facto  officer's  title,  is  not  a 
defence  to  an  action  for  the  salary  by 
the  officer  de  jvre,  who  has  also  dis- 
charged the  duties  of  the  office.  State 
t;.  Carr,  129  Ind.  44. 

>  Mayfield  v.  Moore,  53  111.  428; 
Waterman  v  Chicago  &  I.  R.  Co.,  139 
III.  658,  668;  Kreitz  v,  Behrensmeyer, 
149  III.  496,  497 ;  People  v.  Barrett,  203 
III.  99, 108 ;  Auditors  of  Wayne  County 
V.  Benoit,  20  Mich.  176,  179;  Dolan  v. 
Mavor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  68  N.  Y.  279 ; 
McVeany  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York, 
80  N.  Y.  185 ;  Terhune  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of 
New  York,  80  N.  Y.  247;  Nichols  v. 
McLean,  101  N.  Y.  526:  People  v. 
Nolan,  101  N.  Y.  539;  Demarest  v. 
Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  147  N.  Y.  203 ; 
Stemmler  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York, 
179  N.  Y.  473,  affg  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
631;  People  v.  Miller,  24  Mich.  458; 
Comstock  V.  Grand  Rapids,  40  Mich. 
397,  399. 

The  rule  stated  in  the  text  may  not 
apply  in  all  cases.  See  and  compare 
Stuhr  V.  Curran,  44  N.  J.  L.  181,  where 
it  was  held  that  an  officer  de  jure  can- 
not maintain  an  action  against  a  person 
holding  the  office  de  facto  under  color  of 
tide  to  recover  fees  of  office,  received 
by  the  latter  while  in  possession.  Re- 
specting liability  of  an  intruder  to  the 
officer  &  jure  for  salary  and  fees  received^ 
and  when  an  action  will  lie  for  money 
had  and  received,  Glascock  v.  Lyons,  20 


Ind.  1 ;  Douglass  v.  State,  31  Ind.  429; 
Dorseyv.  Smythe,28CaL21;  Strattoo 
V.  Oulton,  lb.  44 ;  Philadelphia  v.  Given, 
60  Pa.  St.  136;  Allen  v.  McKean,  1 
Sumn.  276;  State  v.  Sherwood,  42  Mo. 
179;  Hunter  v.  Chandler,  45  Mo.  452 
and  note ;  Boyter  v.  Dodsworth,  6  Term 
R.  681 ,-  Sadler  v.  Evans,  4  Burr.  1984. 
In  an  action  against  the  intruder  the 
measure  of  damajges  is  generally  the 
salary  or  fees  received  by  the  intruder. 
Nichob  V.  McLean,  101  N.  Y.  526; 
People  ».  Nolan,  101  N.  Y.  539.  Where 
the  de  facto  officer  is  in  under  color  of 
title,  and  acting  in  good  faith,  there 
may  be  cases,  we  suggest,  where  he 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  recoup  for  ac- 
tuiiJ  necessary  expenses  in  earning  the 
salary  or  fees.  In  an  action  by  the 
njghtful  officer  on  a  supersedeas  bond 
given  in  a  quo  warranto  pnweeding  by 
an  intruder,  the  measure  of  damages 
Lb  the  full  amount  of  the  salary  (where 
the  office  has  a  fixed  salary)  received 
by  the  intruder  pending  the  opeimtion 
of  the  supersedeas.  United  States  r. 
Addison,  6  Wall  (U.  S.)  291.  See 
I^Bople  V.  Miller,  24  Bfich.  458. 

'  In  Trustees  of  Exempt  Fiiemen's 
Fund  V.  Roome,  93  N.  Y.  313,  it  was 
held  that  a  statute  requiring  the  agents 
of  forei^  fire  insurance  companies  do- 
ing business  in  the  city  of  New  York  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  association  a  per- 
centage upon  the  gross  premiums  re- 
ceived by  them   for  insurance  npoo 
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The  constitviiomdUy  of  the  siaivies  is  sustained  upon  the  view 
that  these  annuities,  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  active 


property  in  that  city,  was  not  uncon- 
stitutional, either  as  granting  a  fran- 
chise or  immunity  or  exclusive  privi- 
lege or  as  ^ving  the  mone^r  of  the  State 
to  or  in  aid  of  an  association,  corpora- 
tion,  or  private  undertaking    (Const. 
N.  Y.,  art.  viii.  §  10).     Assumixig,  but 
not  conceding  tlie  money  so  directed 
to  be  paid  to  be  the  money  of  the  State, 
the  court  held  that  it  was  not  given, 
but  was  directed  to  be  paid  in  discharge 
of  a  moral  obligation  resting  upon  the 
State,  and   the   appropriation   of   the 
mone^^  was  to  a  public  use,  the  plain- 
tiff being  simply  a  subordinate  govern- 
mental agency  employed  by  the  State 
to  fulfil  its  obligations.     It  was  also 
held  that  the  State  may  recognize  and 
discharge  an  obligation  due  from  it  by 
taking  money  from  its  treasury  and 
giving  it  to  a  corporation  for  the  relief 
of  those  to  whom  the  obligation  is  due. 
The  object  of  the  incorporation  of  the 
plaintiff  was  to  enable  it  to  provide 
adec^uate  funds  for  the  relief  of  disabled 
and  mdigent  firemen  or  their  families. 
Any  surplus  beyond  that  necessity  was 
directed  to  be  applied  to  the  purpose 
of  extinguishing  fires.    Finch,  J.,  exam- 
ined the  history  of  the  fire  department 
in  the  city  of  New  York  at  great  length, 
and  pointed  out  that  the  precise  relar- 
tion  of  the  firemen  to  the  municipality 
and  the  State  was  not  easy  to  describe ; 
that  thejr  were  not  civil  or  public  offi- 
cers within  the  constitutional  meaning, 
and  vet  must  be  regarded  as  the  agents 
of  the  municipal  corporation.     Their 
duties  were  public  duties;  the  service 
they  rendered   was  a  public  service; 
their  appointment  came  from  the  com- 
mon council,  and  they  were  liable  to 
removal  by  the  authority  which  ap- 
pointed them;    thev  were  at  least  a 
public  body,  and  perhaps  best  described 
as  a  subordinate  governmental  agency. 
The 'court  held  that  the  fact  that 
the  payment  was  continued  after  the 
service  ended  did  not  convert  it  into  a 
gift  of  public  moneys,  Finch,  J.,  say- 
ing :  "In  the  present  case  the  payment 
was  continued  after  the  service  ended, 
and  it  is  strenuously  contended  that, 
however  the  payment  might  be  con- 
strued while  tne  firemen  were  a  public 
body  and  doing  a  public  duty,  the  ap- 
propriation be^me  purelv  a  gift  when 
made  after  the  service  ended,  and  when 
there  was  no  legfiX  or  equitable  obliga- 


tion operating  upon  the  State.     It  is 
true  that  no  promise  to  continue  the 
appropriation  had  been  given,  and  the 
State  was  at  liberty  to  withhold  it; 
but  that  does  not  alter  the  inherent 
character  of  the  payment  when  made. 
If  a  merchant  fails  in  business  and 
compromises  with  his  creditors  for  a 
part  only  of  their  debts,  oris  discharged 
in  bankruptcy  with  a  small  dividend, 
and  thereafter  bein^  fortunate  and  be- 
coming rich,  calls  his  old  creditors  to- 
gether, and  gives  to  each  principal  and 
mterest  of  tne  discharged  balance,  he 
does  what  he  is  not  obliged  to  do,  what 
neither  law  nor  eauity  could  compel, 
but  he  does  not  maxe  a  gift  or  dispense 
a  charity.     A  purely  moral  obligation 
rests  upon  him,  which  he  may  or  may 
not  heed,  but  if  he  does,  it  characterizes 
his  act,  and  makes  that  an  honest  pay- 
ment of  an  honest  debt  which  other- 
wise would  have  been  a  charity  and 
a  gift.     So  the  State,  in  continuing 
the  appropriation  to  the  firemen  when 
their  services  were  no  longer  re^juired, 
recognized    an    honorable    obligation 
founded  upon  their  past  services  and 
the  injuries  and  suffering  which  those 
had  occasioned.    Just  tms  policy  had 
been  adopted  as  to  exemptions.    They 
were  continued  after  the  service  ended ; 
and    when   the   volunteers   were   dis- 
banded without  their  fault  and  to  make 
room  for  a  paid  service,  justice  and 
good   faith    required    that   the    State 
should  recognize  its  honorable  obliga- 
tion to  keep  up  the  fund  as  it  had  done 
for  many  years.    The  State  did  so,  and 
we  are  concerned  only  with  the  que»- 
tion  of  the  true  character  of  its  act. 
That  which  would  have  been  merely  a 
charity  or  a  gift  is  not  sueh  by  reason 
of  the  service  given,  the  consideration 
rendered,  the  honorable  obligation  in* 
curred.    Its  ori^n,  its  history,  its  char- 
acteristics require  us  to  hold  it  not  a 
charitable  donation,  but  an  appropria* 
tion  of  the  public  money,  if  indeed  it  be 
such,  to  a  public  use.    The  character  of 
the  obligation  which  leads  to  this  result 
must  not  be    mistaken    or  underesti- 
mated.   Since  the  State  cannot  be  sued 
without  its  consent,  and  acts  without 
legal  compulsion,  it  must  be  just.     It 
must  have  honor  and  conscience.    The 
motives  which  guide  and   control   it 
must  be  those  of  absolute  justice,  and 
in  almost  every  case  its  action,  which 
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service,  are  in  the  nature  of  compensation  for  services  previously 
rendered  for  which  full  and  adequate  compensation  wa3  not  re- 


is  free  and  not  compelled,  must  be  gov- 
erned by  moral  and  honorable  obliga- 
tions, or  solicitude  for  the  public  wel- 
fare. When  the  State  takes  from  the 
public  treasury  a  sum  of  money  and 
gives  it  to  a  corporate  bod^r  for  the  re- 
fief  of  deserving  beneficiaries,  it  does 
one  of  two  things :  it  either  bestows  a 
charity,  or  recognizes  and  dischai]ges 
an  obligation  due  from  it  to  the  recipi- 
ents. The  former  it  cannot  do  except 
in  specified  cases.  The  latter  it  may  al- 
ways do,  for  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion was  not  intended  and  should  not 
be  construed  to  make  impossible  the 
performance  of  an  honorable  obligation 
foimded  upon  a  public  service,  invited 
by  the  State,  adopted  as  its  agency  for 
doing  its  work,  and  induced  by  exemp- 
tions and  rewards  which  gqcfd  faith  and 
justice  reciuire  should  last  so  long  as 
the  occasion  demands.  We  do  not 
apprehend  that  the  wise  prohibition  of 
the  Constitution  is  weakened  or  nar- 
rowed by  the  construction." 

In  a  number  of  States  a  tax  imposed 
upon  foreign  fire  insurance  companies 
and  directed  to  be  applied  to  the  benefit 
of  the  members  of  tne  fire  departments 
has  been  held  to  be  unconstitutional  on 
grounds  which  do  not  affect  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  authorize  munici- 
palities to  pension  its  agents  and  em- 
ployees. See  San  Francisco  v.  Liver- 
pool &c.  Ins.  Ck).,  74  Cal.  113;  Hender- 
son V.  London  and  L.  Ins.  Co.,  135  Ind. 
23;  State  v.  Merchant  Ins.  Co.,  12  La. 
An.  802;  State  v.  Wheeler,  33  Neb. 
563 ;  Philadelphia  Assoc,  v.  Wood,  39 
Pa.  St.  73.  On  the  other  hand,  such 
tax  has  been  held  to  be  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature  in  Trustees  of 
Exempt  Firemen's  Fund  v.  Roome,  93 
N.  Y.  313,  supra;  Firemen's  Benevo- 
lent Asso.  V.  Lounsbury,  21  111.  510; 

,    Fire  Dept.  of  Milwaukee  v,  Helfenstein, 

*    16  Wis.  136. 

In  Matter  of  Mahon  v.  Board  of  Ed- 
ucation, 68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  154  (aff'd 
171  N.  Y.  263),  Laughlin,  J.,  said: 
"Such  pension  laws,  so  called,  are  now 
quite  common,  both  in  State  and  fed- 
eral legislation.  These  annuities,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  period  of  active 
service,  are  not  gratuities,  but  are  in  the 
nature  of  compensation  for  the  services 
previously  rendered  for  which  full  and 
adequate  corai)ensation  was  not  re- 
ceived at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of 


the  services.  In  other  words,  it  is  in 
effect  pav  withheld  to  induce  long- 
continuea  and  faithful  service.  Such 
statutes  are  designed  to  benefit  the 
public  service  in  two  ways :  Firsi,  by 
encouraging  competent  and  faithful 
.employees  to  remain  in  the  service  and 
refrain  from  embarking  in  other  voca- 
tions; and  seccmd,  by  retiring  from  the 
public  service  those  who,  by  devoting 
their  best  energies  for  a  long  period  of 
years  to  the  performance  of  duties  in  a 
public  office  or  emplovment  have,  by 
reason  thereof  or  ot  advanced  age,  be- 
come incapacitated  from  performing 
the  duties  as  well  as  they  might  be  per- 
formed bv  others  more  youthful  or  in 
greater  physical  or  mental  vigor.  Pro- 
vision is  thus  made  for  the  partial  sup- 
port of  such  teachers  when  their  retire- 
ment without  such  provision  was 
deemed  inequitable  and  but  for  such 
provision  doubtless  would  not  be  en- 
forced. These  and  other  considen- 
tions  will  sustain  such  legislation  from 
successful  attack  where  tne  l^idatuie 
has  limited  the  application  of  the  law 
to  those  who  are  in  the  public  ser- 
vice or  employ  at  the  time  of  its 
enactment." 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Walton,  182 
Pa.  373,  the  cUy  councils  of  PhiladdfMa 
appropriated  by  ordinance  the  sum  of 
$10,000  for  the  charter  purposes  of  the 
Pension  Fund  Association,  a  corpora- 
tion organized  to  pa;^  pensions  to  mem- 
bers of  the  association  and  to  families 
of  deceased  members.  Its  member- 
ship was  composed  of  persons  belong- 
ing to  the  notice  force,  it  was  held  that 
the  contribution  was  for  a  proper  mu- 
nicipal purpose;  that  it  was  not  ooo- 
traiy  to  any  constitutional  provision; 
and  that  statutory  authority  to  the 
city  ''to  make,  ordain,  and  establish 
such  and  so  many  laws,  ordinances, 
and  regulations  as  shall  be  necessary 
for  the  welfare  and  comfort  of  the  city" 
conferred  power  on  the  city  council  to 
make  the  appropriation.  Sterrett,  C.  J., 
quoted  the  provision  of  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Constitution  that  "The  general 
assembly  shall  not  authorize  any  city 
.  .  .  to  obtain  or  appropriate  its  money 
for  or  loan  its  credit  to  any  corporation, 
association,  or  individual,"  and  said: 
"  It  is  evident  from  an  examination  of 
the  cases  on  the  subject,  that  no  strictly 
legitimate  municipal  purpose  was  in- 
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ceived  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  services.    It  is  in  effect 
pay  withheld  to  induce  long-continued  and  faithful  service,  and 


tended  to  be  prohibited.    The  evident 

gurpose  of  the  prohibition  was  to  con- 
ne  municipalities  to  the  objects  for 
which  they  were  created  and  to  re- 
strain the  *^gislature  from  authorizing 
any  perversion  of  them.  By  the  Act 
of  March  17,  1789,  which  appears  to  be 
still  in  force,  the  city  councils  of  Phila- 
delphia 'have  full  power  and  authority 
to  make,  ordain,  and  establish  such  and 
so  many  laws,  ordinances,  and  regu- 
lations as  shall  be  necessary  for  the 
welfare  and  comfort  of  the  city.'  We 
have  no  right  to  assume,  nor  is  there 
anything  from  which  it  may  be  fairly 
in^rred,  that  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition in  question  was  intended  to 
revoke  or  curtail  any  of  the  powers  or 
authority  with  whicn  the  city  councils 
were  theretofore  vested  by  the  com- 
prehensive grant  above  quoted.  It  is 
not  even  suggested  that  a  reasonable 
appropriation  by  the  councils  for  the 
creation  or  maintenance  of  a  police 
pension  fund  is  not  an  appropriation 
to  a  strictly  municipal  use,  and 'neces- 
sary for  the  welfare  and  comfort  of  the 
city.'  A  judiciously  administered  pen- 
sion fund  is  doubtless  a  potent  agency 
in  securing  and  retaining  the  services 
of  the  most  faithful  and  efficient  class 
of  men  connected  with  that  arm  of  the 
municipal  service  in  which  every  prop- 
erty owner  and  resident  of  the  city  is 
most  vitally  interested.  Reasons  in 
support  of  this  proposition  need  not 
be  stated  in  detail.  They  are  such  as 
readily  suggest  themselves  to  every 
reflecting  mind."  The  court  also  said 
that  if  tne  councils  were  satisfied  that 
the  distribution  of  the  fund  would  be 
better  effected  through  the  agency  of 
the  association  than  by  any  agency  of 
their  own  creation,  they  had  a  right  to 
so  provide.  See  also  Commonwealth 
r.  Barker,  211  Pa.  610. 

In  Massachusetts f  the  latest  dicta  of 
the  Supreme  Court  seem  to  sustain 
the  view  that  it  is  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  authorize  a  munici- 
pality to  grant  pensions  for  long  and 
meritorious  services.  In  Mead  v.  Ac- 
ton, 139  Mass.  341,  the  court  held  that 
a  statute  authorizing  a  town  to  pay 
bounties  to  soldiers  who  re-enlisted  in  a 
regiment  during  the  Civil  War  was 
unconstitutional.  Morton^  C.  J.,  said, 
arguendo:  ''In  any  view  we  can  take 
of  the  statute  the  payments  it  contem- 


plates are  mere  gratuities  or  gifts  to 
mdividuals.  The  principle  would  be 
the  same  if  a  town  should  vote  a  grar 
tuity  or  a  pension  to  one  who  had  ren- 
dered services  as  an  officer  or  was  in 
any  way  entitled  to  its  gratitude. 
This  a  town  has  not  the  power  to  do, 
even  with  the  sanction  of  the  legisla- 
ture. A  statute  conferring  such  power 
is  imconstitutional,  because  it  author- 
izes raising  money  by  taxation  for  the 
exclusive  benefit  of  particular  individ- 
uals, and  appropriates  money  for  a 
private  purpose  which  can  only  be 
raised  and  used  for  public  objects." 
In  Kingman  i;.  Brockton,  153  Mass.  255, 
the  court  held  that  the  le^slature  has 
no  power  to  authorize  a  city  or  town 
to  appropriate  money  for  the  erection 
of  a  building  to  be  devoted  in  part  to 
the  use  of  a  post  of  the  Grand  Army  of 
the  Republic  so  long  as  such  post  should 
continue  as  an  oiganization.  Allen,  J., 
said:  "If  a  city  or  town  may  be  au- 
thorized to  give  such  assistance  to  a 
body  of  persons  who  have  been  soldiers, 
or  sailors  in  the  war,  the  same  principle 
would  seem  to  extend  so  far  as  to  in- 
clude those  who  have  rendered  other 
great  and  meritorious  services,  and 
thus  are  entitled  to  public  gratitude, 
such,  for  example,  as  societies  of  di»- 
abled  or  past  nremen  or  policemen." 
He  expressed  the  opinion  that  this 
could  not  be  done. 

But  in  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  175 
Ma|Ss.  599,  the  court,  in  answer  to  a 
legislative  inquiiv,  expressed  the  opin- 
ion that  the  legislature  may  within  the 
Constitution  appropriate  money  to  pay 
the  widow,  heirs,  or  le^l  representa- 
tives of  a  person  who  died  while  hold- 
ing an  office,  the  salary  payable  from 
the  treasunr  of  the  State  or  of  a  mu- 
nicipality for  any  period  of  time  to 
which  such 'person  would  have  been 
entitled  if  living  and  continuing  to  hold 
office,  if  it  can  fairly  be  thought  that 
the  public  good  will  be  served  by  such 
grant,  but  not  where  the  only  advan- 
tage is  such  as  may  be  incident  and  col- 
lateral to  the  rdief  of  a  private  citizen; 
and  it  may  also  authorize  a  municipal- 
ity to  appropriate  money  for  that  pur- 
pose where  the  person  died  holding  a 
municipal  office,  assuming  that  the 
legislation  on  the  subject  will  so  far 
specify  the  object  and  occasion  as  to 
snow  that  the  expenditure  b  for  the 
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the  public  benefit  accrues  in  two  ways:  firsty  by  encouraging  com- 
petent and  faithful  employees  to  remain  in  the  service  and  refrain 
from  embarking  in  other  vocations ;  and,  second,  by  retiring  from 
the  public  service  those  who  by  devoting  their  best  energies  for  a 
long  period  of  years  to  the  performance  of  duties  in  a  public  office 
or  employment  have,  by  reason  thereof  or  of  advanced  age,  be- 
come incapacitated  from  performing  the  duties  as  well  as  they 
might  be  performed  by  others  more  youthful  or  in  greater  physi- 
cal or  mental  vigor.*  But  the  constiintionaiUy  of  municipal  pension 
laws  is  not  uniformly  conceded,  even  when  the  beneficiaries  are  in 

public  good.  In  reaching  this  oonclu-  the  promotion  of  loyalty  and  patriot- 
sion  the  court  said  that  while  the  power  ism,  by  the  payment  of  money,  the 
to  pay  gratuities  to  individuals  does  erection  of  statues,  or  the  bestowal  of 
not  enst,  yet  when  a  public  purpoee  can  medals,  decorations,  or  other  badges 
be  carriea  out  or  helped  by  spending   of  honor. 

public  money,  the  power  of  the  l^is-  In  Ontario^  the  councils  of  cities  and 
lature  is  not  curtailed  or  destroyed  by  towns  may  pass  by-laws  to  aid  by  an- 
the  fact  that  the  money  is  paid  to  nual  money  grant  or  otherwise  super- 
private  i)er8ons,  who  had  no  previous  annuation  and  benefit  funds  for  the 
claim  to  it  of  any  kind.  It  referred  to  benefit  of  members  of  the  police  force  and 
the  military  pensions  granted  by  the  fire  brigades,  and  of  their  families,  and 
Federal  government  and  pointed  out  also  to  aid  by  annual  money  grant  or 
that  its  powers  in  that  respect  were  otherwise  the  establishment  and  main- 
generally  recognized  and  unquestioned,  tenance  of  official  benefU  funds  for  em- 
it a  man  has  deserved  greatly  of  the  ployees  of  the  corpor<Uion  (other  than 
Commonwealth  by  civil  services  the  employees  of  the  police  force  and  fire 
public  advantage  of  recognizing  his  brigades)  and  their  families.  Beggar's 
merit  may  stand  on  ground  as  strong  Municipal  Manual  (Canada,  1900),  p. 
as  that  for  rewarding  a  general.  It  is  800.  Any  municipal  council  may  also 
impossible  to  foresee  the  possibilities  grant  to  any  municipal  officer,  who  has 
of  genius  or  distinguished  worth  and  served  at  least  twenty  years  and  who 
settle  in  advance  the  tariff  at  which  its  has  become  incapable  through  old  age 
action  shall  be  paid.  With  reference  of  further  service,  a  sum  not  exceedirg 
to  its  opinions  in  Mead  v.  Acton,  139  his  aggregate  salary  or  other  remun- 
Mass.  341,  and  Kingman  v,  Brockton,  eration  for  the  last  three  years  of  his 
153  Mass.  255,  it  said  that  some  of  service,  as  a  gratuity  upon  his  re- 
the  language  used  therein  might  need  moval  or  resignation.  55  Vict.  ch.  42, 
qualification.  {  280  (see  Biggar's  Municipal  Manual, 

In  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  186  Canada,  1900,  p.  323).  Without  Ugis- 
Mass.  6(&,  the  court  adhered  to  its  latum  there  is  no  power  in  a  municinal 
views  that  legislation  attempting  to  corporation  to  grant  a  gratuity  of  this 
give  bounties  to  the  veterans  of  the  nature.  The  decision  of  the  council  as 
Civil  War  who  served  without  bounties  to  a  gratuity  when  made  under  the  cir- 
was  unconstitutional,  but  declared  that  cumstances  within  the  lixnits  prescribed 
it  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  subject  by  the  statute  is  not  reviewable  by  any 
of  pensions  to  soldiers,  as  the  statute  (JDurt.  Res.  v.  Sandwich,  5  Q.  B.  895. 
did  not  purport  to  ^nt  pensions  or  8.  c.  10  Q.  B.  563.  There  is  a  dtsHne- 
rewards  for  meritonous  services,  or  tian  betuien  a  gratuity  and  an  anntnty. 
money  for  the  relief  of  present  neces-  See  Gibson  v.  East  India  Co.,  5  Bing. 
sities.  In  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  190  N.  C.  262 ;  Clarke  v.  Imperial  Gas  Co., 
Mass.  611,  It  declared  that  a  statute  4  B.  &  Ad.  315;  Innes  v.  East  India 
attempting  to  equalize  bounties  paid  to  Co.,  17  C.  B.  351;  Marchant  «.  Lee 
soldiers  of  the  CJivil  War,  would  be  Conservancy,  L.  It  8  Exch.  290. 
unconstitutional  as  authorizing  for  a  ^  Matter  of  Mahon  v.  Board  of  Edu- 
private  purpose,  but  that  the  le^pslar  cation,  68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  154 ;  aff'd 
ture  might,  by  statute,  reward  distin-  171  N.  Y.  263. 
guished  public  services,  with  a  view  to 
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the  <  service  of  the  municipalities  at  the  time  when  the  statute  grant- 
ing the  pension  is  enacted,  or  when  the  right  to  a  pension  accrues 
thereunder.  Some  authorities  hold  that,  even  under  such  circum- 
stanees,  a  grant  of  a  pension  is  a  mere  gratuity  for  the  benefit  of 
the  individual  and  is  a  diversion  of  public  funds  to  the  private  use 
of  an  individual.^ 


*  Id  State  v.  Ziegenhein,  144  Mo. 
283,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri 
held  that  a  statute  providing  that  per- 
sons serving  as  policemen  oj  SL  Itouis 
for  twenty  years  may  be  retired  from 
active  service  on  half  pay  for  the  re- 
mainder of  their  lives  is  unconstitip- 
iional  as  a  ^rant  of  public  money  in 
aid  of  or  to  individuals  in  violation  of 
the  express  terms  of  the  Constitution. 
Williams f  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  cotirt,  said :  "The  act,  however, 
i?  in  all  essential  features  simply  a 
'pension  law,'  and  is  properly  so  caned. 
It  cannot  be  treated  merely  as  pro- 
viding compensation  for  services  ren- 
dered before  retirement  and  as  part  of 
the  salary  therefor.  A  salary  payable 
from  time  to  time  durine,  active  service 
is  received  by  each  pouce  officer,  and 
the  amount  is  fixed  according  to  rank. 
The  man  who  serves  twenty  years  is 
entitled  to  no  less  during  that  period 
than  he  whose  tenure  is  shorter.  The 
policeman  who  remains  on  the  force 
lor  twenty  years  less  five  davs,  and  the 
one  who  retains  his  office  for  the  full 
term,  are  paid  during  active  service 

Srecisdy  the  same  sum,  if  they  are  of 
ke  rank.  This  must  be  deemed  proper 
compensation  for  the  time  actually  de- 
voted to  the  public  service.  Nothing 
is  withheld  from  the  person  who  may 
serve  twenty  years,  to  be  paid  to  him 
after  he  may  be  placed  upon  the  're- 
tired list,'  and  after  such  retirement  he 
is  no  longer  subject  to  police  duty  and 
cannot  be  earning  a  salary.  Acts,  1895, 
p.  235,  par.  3.  If  he  has  been  paid  the 
same  as  other  officers  of  shorter  terms, 
for  the  time  devoted  to  public  duties, 
anything  in  additfon  thereto  can  only 
be  rcgaraed  as  a  mere  gratuity.  The 
argument  of  the  relator  would  estab- 
lish the  proposition  that  it  is  a  mere 
matter  oi  legislative  discretion  to  give 
a  salary  after  retirement  to  all  officers 
of  the  state  and  its  mtinicipalities,  pro- 
vided they  shall  be  elected  or  appointed 
after  the  passage  of  an  act'  to  that 
eflFect." 

In  Indiana,  it  has  been  held  that  la. 
statute  creating  a  firemen's  pension  fund 


and  appropriating  thereto  a  tax  upon 
foreign  insurance  companies  b  uncon- 
stitutional upon  a  number  of  grounds, 
viz. :  (1)  as  in  conffict  with  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Constitution  relating  to  the 
title  of  acts ;  (2)  as  not  imposing  a  uni- 
form and  equal  rate  of  taxation  and  as 
applying  to  a  portion  of  a  class  only; 
(3)  as  being  the  means  of  levying  mu- 
nicipal taxes  upon  a  fraction  of  a  class 
and  bestowing  the  taxes  so  levied  upon 
a  small  fraction  of  the  citizens.  Hen- 
derson V.  London  &  L.  Ins.  Co.,  135 
Ind.  23. 

In  OhiOf  the  Supreme  Court  has  said 
that  the  subject  matter  of  an  act  — 
pensioning  firemen  —  seemed  to  be  of 
a  general  nature  and  therefore  must 
have  imiform  operation  throughout  the 
State  under  the  Constitution  of  that 
State,  but  as  the  question  was  not 
raised  in  the  case  it  was  not  decided. 
Karb  v.  State,  54  Ohio  St.  383,  391. 
In  State  v.  Kurtz,  21  Ohio  Gt,  Ct.  261, 
a  statute  to  create  a  pension  fund  and 
for  the  pensioning  of  teachers  in  school 
districts  of  cities  of  the  second  grade 
of  the  first  class,  was  held  to  be  un- 
constitutional for  this  reason.  In  State 
V.  Hibbard,  22  Ohio  Cir.  a.  252  (aflf'd 
without  opinion,  65  Ohio  St.  574),  an 
act  for  veneUmirig  of  school  teachers  in 
school  districts  in  cities  of  the  third 
grade  of  the  first  class,  beine  a  law  re- 
lating to  public  schools,  was  held  to  be 
a  law  of  a  general  nature.  It  was  also 
held  that,  as  it  only  applied  to  one  city, 
it  violate  the  constitutional  provision 
that  laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have 
a  uniform  operation  throughout  the 
State.  The  court  also  was  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  statute,  in  providing  that 
a  percentage  of  salaries  paid  to  teach- 
ers should  oe  deducted  therefrom,  and 
applied  to  create  a  school  teachers' 
pension  fund,  violated  the  constitu- 
tional provision  providing  for  uniform 
taxation  of  property,  and  also  the 
provision  of  the  bill  of  rights  in  that  it 
took  private  property  from  one  eitizen 
for  the  benefit  of  another  without  his 
consent  and  against  his  will. 
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But  to  be  valid  under  constitutional  requirements,  the  pensions 
must  be  conferred  upon  ferscnia  who  at  the  time  of  receiving  the 
right  to  them  are  oflScers  or  employees  of  the  municipality.  They 
cannot  be  conferred  upon  persons  who  had,  previously  to  the  grant, 
retired  from  the  service  of  the  city.  A  pension  to  such  persons  is 
an  appropriatipn  of  public  funds  for  the  benefit  of  individuals,  and 
a  gift  or  gratuity.* 

§  431.  Pensions;  Lagislatiye  Control  over  Bight.  —  The  fimd 
from  which  municipal  pensions  are  paid  is  usually  created  by  setting 
aside  certain  sources  of  public  income,  and  frequently  provision  is 
made  that  a  stated  sum  per  month  shall  be  retsuned  or  deducted 
from  the  compensation  of  each  of  the  officers  in  the  department 
who  may  become  entitled  to  a  pension.  Although  the  sum  so 
deducted  from  the  officer's  compensation  is  called  a  part  of  the 
officer's  compensation  in  the  statute,  yet  the  officer  never  receives 
it  or  controls  it,  and  he  cannot  prevent  its  appropriation  to  the  fund 
in  question.  He  has  no  power  of  disposition  over  it  such  as  always 
accompanies  ownership  of  property.  A  statute  providing  for  such 
a  deduction  in  legal  effect  says  that  the  officer  shall  receive  as  com- 
pensation each  month  the  net  amount  payable  to  him,  and  that  in 
addition  thereto  the  State  or  municipality  will  create  a  fund  by 
appropriating  the  amount  retsdned  each  month  for  that  purpose, 

'  Matter  of  Mahon  v.  Board  of  was  no  moral  obligation  on  the  city  of 
Education,  171  N.  Y.  263,  aff'g  68  New  York  to  establish  a  poision 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  154 ;  People  v.  Fart-  system  in  favor  of  teachers.  Ifost  of 
ridge,  172  N.  Y.  305,  rev'g  74  N.  Y.  the  servants  of  the  State  and  most  of 
App.  Div.  620.  In  Matter  of  Biahon  v.  the  teachers  in  public  schools  enjoy  no 
Board  of  Education,  171  N.  Y.  263,  right  to  be  pensioned  for  services.  The 
aff'g  68  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  154,  it  was  question  of  establishing  a  system  of 
held  that  the  grant  of  pensions  to  pensions  is  one  of  policy^  not  of  obli^- 
persons  who  had  prior  to  the  enactment  tion.  The  legislature  might  well  think 
of  the  statuie  ceased  to  be  the  officers,  that  in  a  large  city  where  teaching  is 
agents,  or  employees  of  a  city,  violated  adopted  as  a  calling  to  be  pursued  for 
prohibitions  of  the  Constitution  against  years,  and  often  for  life,  it  would  be 
givins  any  monev  or  property  to  or  in  wise  to  provide  a  system  of  penaons  as 
aid  ofany  individual  and  against  grant-  an  inducement  both  to  service  at  low 
ing  any  extra  compensation  to  any  wages  and  also  to  good  conduct  in  ser- 
public  officer,  servant,  agent,  or  con-  vice.  But  these  considerations  have 
tractor,  CvJUen^  J.,  said,  "Extra  com-  no  application  to  the  case  of  offions  or 
pensation  is  compensation  over  and  employees  who  are  not  in  senrioe  at 
above  that  fixed  by  contract  or  bv  the  time  the  pension  system  is  estab- 
law  when  the  services  were  renderea.  Ushed  or  in  force.  As  to  such  persons 
No  one  would  assert  that  as  between  the  grant  of  a  pension  is  a  mere  gratu- 
private  individuals  there  arises  any  ity.  The  payment  of  salaiy  to  an 
equitable  or  moral  obligation  to  pay  officer  who  nas  been  removed  from 
for  services  more  than  the  stipulated  office,  is  not  the  payment  of  any  debt 
compensation,  where  no  services  have  or  legal  expense  of  the  city,  n(»'  is  it 
been  rendered  additional  to  those  for  any  corporate  purpose  and  is  idtra 
contemplated  by  the  contract.    There  vires.    State  v.  Williams,  6S.  Dak.  119. 
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from  which,  upon  his  resignation  for  bad  heahh  or  bodily  infirmity, 
or  dismissal  aft^r  long  and  meritorious  service,  a  certain  sum  shall 
be  paid  to  him,  or  at  his  death  to  his  widow  and  children  where  the 
statute  so  provides.  Being  a  fund  raised  in  that  way,  it  is  entirely 
at  the  disposal  of  the  government  until,  by  the  happening  of  one  of 
the  events  stated,  —  the  resignation,  retirement,  or  death  of  the 
officer,  —  the  right  to  the  specific  sum  becomes  vested  in  the  officer 
or  his  representative.  In  making  a  change  in  the  disposition  of 
a  fund  of  that  character  previous  to  the  happening  of  one  of  the 
events  mentioned,  the  State  impairs  no  absolute  right  of  property 
in  the  officer.  The  direction  of  the  State  that  the  fund  should  be 
one  for  the  benefit  of  the  officer  or  his  representative  under  certain 
conditions  is  subject  to  change  or  revocation  at  any  time  at  the  will 
of  the  legislature.  There  is  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  State 
that  its  disposition  shall  always  continue  as  originally  provided. 
Until  the  particular  event  should  happen  upon  which  the  money,  or 
a  part  of  it,  is  to  be  paid,  there  is  no  vested  right  in  the  officer 
to  such  payment.  His  interest  in  the  fund  is,  until  then,  a  mere  ex- 
pectancy created  by  the  law  and  liable  to  be  revoked  or  destroyed 
by  the  same  authority.*    But  when  the  particular  event  has  hap- 


>  Pennie  v.  Reie,  132  U.  S.  464, 
aff'g  80  Gal.  266;  Clarke  v.  Reis,  87 
CaL  543;  Clarke  v.  Police,  &c.,  Ins. 
Board,  123  Cal.  24;  Nicols  v.  Police 
Pension  Fund  Com'rs,  1  Cal.  App.  494 ; 
Matter  of  Friel,  101  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
155,  158;  State  v.  Trustees  of  Police- 
men's Pension  Fund,  121  Wis.  44. 
See  also  Eddy  v.  People,  218  111.  611, 
617;  Chalk  v.  Darden,  47  Tex.  438. 
See  also  Burke  v.  Trustees  of  Police 
Pension  Fund,  4  Cal.  App.  235;  87 
Pac.  Rep.  421.  In  Pennie  v.  Reis,  132 
U.  S.  464,  s-  c.  80  Cal.  266,  the  legisla- 
ture in  1878  provided  by  statute  for 
payment  of  the  police  force  of  a  city  at 
a  rate  "which  shall  not  exceed  $102  a 
month,"  but  this  payment  was  subject 
to  the  condition  that  the  treasurer  of 
the  city  should  "retain  from  the  pay 
of  eacli  police  officer  the  sum  of  $2  per 
month  to  be  paid  into  a  fund  to  be 
known  as  the  police  life  and  health 
insurance  fund."  Upon  the  death  of 
each  member  of  the  force,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  there  should  be  payable  out 
of  that  fund  to  his  legal  representative 
the  sum  of  $1,000.  In  1889  a  statute 
was  enacted  creating  a  "police  relief 
and  pension  fund.  This  statute  trans- 
ferred to  the  pension  fund  the  police 
life   and    healtn   insurance  fund,  and 


made  new  and  different  providons  for 
the  distribution  of  the  new  fund.  It 
was  held  that  where  an  officer  died 
after  the  Act  of  1889  had  gone  into 
effect  that  act  did  not  deprive  him  of 
any  vested  right  or  interest  in  the  life 
and  health  insurance  fund;  that  that 
fund  was  a  public  fund  and  subject  to 
legidative  control.  See  ante,  chap,  iv., 
as  to  legislative  control  of  public  and 
municipal  revenues  and  funds. 

A  corporation  consisting  of  munici- 
pal employees,  e.  ^.,  of  the  fire  depart- 
ment, tuis  no  vested  right  to  a  fund 
consisting  of  taxes  imposed  upon  for- 
eign fire  insurance  companies  which 
are  directed  by  statute  to  be  paid  to  the 
corporation  and  applied  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  city's  employees.  As  to  such 
fund,  the  corporation  is  merely  created 
or  selected  as  a  public  functionary  to 
manage  and  apply  it,  and  the  statute 
directing  the  tuna  to  be  paid  to  the 
corporation  may  be  repealed  at  the 
discretion  of  the  legislature.  Benevo- 
lent Assoc.  V.  Farwell,  100  III.  197, 
aff'g  5  111.  App.  240 ;  s.  c.  4  111.  App.  36. 
A  city  which  has  passed  a  general 
ordinance  for  an  annual  appropriation 
to  a  firemen's  relief  association  may 
revoke  or  repeal  such  ordinance  at 
pleasure  without  violating  any  vested 
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pened  upon  which  the  money  or  a  part  of  it  is  to  be  paid,  the 
beneficiary  of  the  pension  under  the  pension  system  acquires,  it  has 
been  held,  a  vested  right  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the  legislature 
or  any  other  authority  to  deprive  him  of  that  vested  right'    But 


right  to  the  money.    Commonwealth  v. 
Barker,  211  Pa.  610;  ante,  chap.  iv. 

The  fact  that  compulsory  coniriim- 
iions  from  the  suilary  of  an  officer  for  a 
pension  or  life  insurance  fund  are  not 
nis  property  or  within  his  control  is 
well  illustrated  in  Matter  of  Tobin, 
164  N.  Y.  532,  aff'g  63  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
453.  By  statute,  members  of  the  fire 
department  of  a  city  were  required  to 
contribute  one  dollar  per  month  from 
their  salaries,  and  upon  retirement  a 
similar  amount  from  their  pensions,  as 
a  contribution  to  an  insurance  fimd 
for  the  benefit  of  widows  and  orphans. 
An  officer,  upon  retiring  and  becoming 
a  pensioner,  had  his  name  taken  from 
the  list  of  subscribers  to  the  fund,  and 
the  deduction  was  not  made  from  his 
pension.  It  was  held  that  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
surance fund  notwithstanding  the 
action  of  her  deceased  husband,  as 
the  provision  was  for  her  benefit,  and 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  officer.  A 
police  officer,  dismisaed  from  the  force, 
and  not  coming  within  any  of  the 
statutory  contingencies  entitling  him 
to  a  pension,  cannot  recover  the 
amount  paid  into  an  insurance  or 
pension  fund  by  way  of  deductions 
from  salary.  Clarke  v,  Reis,  87  Cal. 
543.  Pension  fund  created  by  wduiv- 
tary  act  of  manufacturing  corporalion,  no 
part  being  derived  from  contributions 
by  employees,  held  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  gift  which  must  be  completed  by 
actufiu  payment.  Discharged  em- 
ployee held  to  have  no  claim  thereon. 
The  rules  and  regulations  of  the  ftmd 
provided  that  it  should  remain  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
no  payment  could  be  demanded  until 
truces  adjudged  the  amount  to  be 
payable.  McNevin  v.  Solvay  Process 
Co.,  32  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  610,  aflf'd  167 
N.  Y.  530.  Statute  creating  police 
relief  fund  from  deductions  from  pay 
of  police  force  construed  to  authorize 
only  voluntary  contributions  and  not 
to  confer  compulsory  powders  on  police 
board.  People  r.  McClave,  102  N.  Y. 
468,  afif'g  39  Hun,  511.  Payments  to 
such  fund  made  in  the  belief  that  they 
were  compulsory,  should  be  refunded 


on  the  failure  of  the  act  thioi^h 
refusal  of  members  of  force  to  conti& 
ute  voluntarily.  Murray  v.  Bucidey, 
1  N.  Y.  Supp.  247.  A  police  boaid  is 
not- bound  to  accept  a  donation,  but 
if  it  does  and  the  donor  requests  that 
it  be  distributed  among  the  force,  the 
board  is  bound  to  apply  it  to  the  pur- 
poses indicated  by  tne  donor,  azid  a 
policeman  who  was  a  member  of  the 
force  at  the  time  of  the  donation,  may 
recover  his  share  in  an  action.  Feel  v. 
Board  of  Metropolitan  Police,  44 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  91.  Civil  service  permon 
to  retired  official  of  provincial  govern- 
ment fidd  to  be  inalienable  even  to  the 
government,  and  incapable  of  sur- 
render by  official  to  the  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  his  wife  to  a  peoaon 
allowance  after  his  death.  Dioniie  v. 
Queen,  24  Can.  S.  C.  R.  451. 

»  Pennie  v.  Reis,  132  U.  S.  464, 471 ; 
Kavanagh  v.  Police  Pension  Fond 
Com'rs,  134  Cal.  50.  In  Havana^  v. 
Police  Pension  Fund  Com'rs,  134  CaL 
50,  the  court  held  that  a  poUoe  officer 
of  San  Francisco,  who  had  been  retiicd 
on  account  of  age  but  who  had  not 
resigned  or  been  dismissed  from  the 
department  still  remains  a  member  of 
the  department,  although  entitled  to 
a  pension  under  this  statute;  and 
that  his  widow  upon  his  death  from 
natural  causes  acquires  a  vested  fight 
in  the  pension  fund,  which  cannot  be 
affected  by  the  subsequent  adoption 
of  amendments  in  the  charter  mo- 
visions  affecting  police  pensions.  The 
statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run 
against  a  claim  upon  a  pmice  peneioD 
fund  from  the  time  when  the  right  to 
the  pension  accrues,  e.  y.  the  death  of 
the  officer  or  employee.  Nicds  v. 
Police  Pension  Fund  Com'ra,  1  CaL 
App.  494.  But  in  Eddy  v.  MorgUL, 
216  m.  437, 449,  it  is  said :  "A  pension 
is  a  bounty  sprin^in^  from  the  graciou*- 
ness  and  appreciation  of  sovereignty. 
It  may  be  given,  or  withheld  at  the 
pleasure  of  a  sovereign  power.  Because 
one  is  placed  upon  a  pension  roll  under 
a  valia  law  is  no  reason  why  that  law 
may  not  be  repealed  and  the  pen- 
sion cease."  This  dictum  is  upon 
the  authority  of  the  decisions  of  the 
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the  existence  of  a  vested  right  is  dependent  upon  statutory  pro-  . 
visions  conferring  the  pension  wiihovi  qiudificaiion  and  wUhovt  any 
reserved  right  to  terminate  it.     If  the  statute  reserves  the  power 
to  the  local  authorities  to  discontinue  the  pension  in  their  discre* 
tion,  the  beneficiary  does  not  acquire  a  vested  right  in  it* 

§  432.  When  Right  to  Pension  accmoB.  —  In  construing  and 
applying  statutes  granting  pensions,  the  rule  is  that  they  due  not  to 
be  given  retroactive  effect  in  the  absence  of  express  language  in  the 
statute  requiring  it.'  The  right  to  a  pension  is  usually  made  to 
accrue  upon  the  retirement  of  the  oflScer  after  a  long  period  of 
meritorious  service.  A  statute  granting  the  pension  may  be  framed 
in  such  terms  that  the  beneficiary  becomes  entitled  thereto  upon  the 
occurrence  of  specified  events  without  any  .action  on  the  part  of  the 
municipal  authorities.  In  other  words,  when  the  necessary  con- 
ditions prescribed  by  the  statute  actually  exist,  retirement  on  a 
pension  is  accomplished  by  the  officer's  application  without  any 
action  upon  the  part  of  any  other  body.*    One  of  the  conditions 

United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  in  the  language  of  the  act.  Ekidy  v. 
case  of  Federal  pensions.  In  regard  to  Moigan,  216  111.  437.  The  fact  that 
these  it  has  been  said:  ''No  pensioner  the  statute  has  received  a  retroactive 
has  a  vested  legal  right  to  his  pension,  effect  in  the  case  of  other  officers  sim- 
Pensions  are  the  bounties  of  the  ^vem-  ilarly  situated,  does  not  entitle  the  ap- 
ment,  which  Congress  has  the  nght  to  plicant  to  a  pension  on  the  ground  that 
^ve,  withhold,  distribute,  or  recall,  in  the  action  of  the  local  authorities  is 
its  discretion."  United  States  v.  discriminatory  against  him.  Clarke  v. 
Teller,  107  U.  S.  64,  68.  See  also  Police  Life  &  Health  Ins.  Board,  127 
Walton  V.  Cotton,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  355;   Cal.  550. 

Frisbie  v.  United  States,  157  U.  S.  160,  '  A  statute  provided  that  any  hon- 
166.  In  Price  v,  Farley,  22  Ohio  Cir.  orably  discharged  soldier  or  sailor  from 
Ct.  48,  relator  was  placed  on  the  the  army  or  navy  of  the  United  States 
pension  roll  in  1883,  receiving  a  pension  in  the  late  Civil  War,  ''  who  has  per> 
of  $30  per  month.-  In  1886,  under  a  formed  duty  on  such  police  force  for 
new  statute,  his  pension  was  increased  a  period  of  twenty  years  or  upwards, 
to  $50  per  montn.  In  1890  this  was,  uplon  his  own  apphcation  in  writing 
by  statute,  reduced  to  $42.50.  It  was  .  .  .  provided  there  are  no  charges 
held  that  the  amount  of  the  relator's  against  him  pending,  mu8t  be  relieved 
pension  depended  solely  on  the  statute  and  dismissed  from  said  force  and 
m  force  at  the  time,  and  that  it  was  service  by  the  department  and  placed 
within  the  'power  of  the  legislature  to  upon  the  roll  of  the  police  pension  fund 
wholly  abolish  or  change  it  without  and  awarded  and  granted  to  be  paid 
violating  any  right  of  the  relator.  from  said  pension  fund  an  annual  pen- 

*  People  V.  Matsell,  94  N.  Y.  179.  sion  during  his  lifetime  of  the  sum  not 
'  Clarice  v.  Police  Life  &  Health  Ins.  less  than  one  half  of  the  full  salary  or 
Board,  127  Cal.  550;  Eddy.  v.  Morgan,  compensation  of  such  member  so  re- 
216  III.  437,  447;  People  v.  Partrid^,  tired."  It  was  held  that  an  applica- 
172  N.  Y.  305,  rev'g  74  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  tion  by  a  police  officer,  coming  within 
650.  The  fact  that  the  officers  of  the  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  statute,, 
municipality  have  given  the  statute  re-  without  any  action  by  the  police  com- 
troactive  enect  in  other  cases  does  not  missioner  thereon,  retired  the  officer 
require  the  court  to  give  it  such  effect  and  entitled  him  to  receive  a  pension 
on  the  ground  of  a  practical  construe-  under  the  statute.  P^ple  v.  Greene,  181 
tion^  in  the  absence  of  any  ambiguity  N.  Y.  308,  rev'g  97  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  502. 
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upon  which  such  retirement  is  effected  is  usually  that  no  charges  be 
pending  against  the  officer  for  breach  of  duty.  When  this  condition 
is  attached  by  the  statute,  a  charge  against  the  officer,  in  order  to 
defeat  the  beneficial  provision  of  the  statute,  should  at  least  have 
an  author  or  accuser  and  should  contain  a  statement  in  some  form 
of  some  act  or  default  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  officer  which 
would  justify  his  removal.  It  is  not  necessary  that  such  a  chai^ 
should  be  a  formal  or  technical  one  or  in  such  a  condition  that  the 
accused  officer  could  be  put  upon  trial  under  it,  but,  however  infor- 
mal it  may  be,  it  should  at  least  state  something  in  the  form  of 
accusation.^ 

When,  however,  the  statute  directs  that  upon  the  application  of 
the  officer  after  a  specified  term  of  service  and  upon  specified  con- 
ditions he  shall  by  resdutian  of  a  board  or  commission  be  relieved  and 
dismissed  from  municipal  service  and  placed  upon  the  roll  of  the 
pension  fund,  the  local  authorities  having  control  of  the  department 
to  which  the  officer  belongs  are  not  absolutely  bound  to  pass  the 
prescribed  resolution.  A  discretion  is  vested  in  the  board  or  com- 
mission or  other  local  authority,  not  an  unlimited  and  unreviewable 
discretion,  but  a  judicial  one,  to  be  executed  reasonably  and  fairly.' 

A  police  benefit  fund  was  formed  the  court  the  rieht  to  retire  on  a  pen- 
under  a  .statute  by  deducting  a  sion  is  inherently  defeasible  for  mis- 
monthly  percentage  from  the  pay  of  conduct.  An  unsigned  paper  was  de- 
each  member.  Tne  purpose  was  to  livered  by  an  officer  of  a  society  for  the 
grant  gratuities  and  pensions  for  long  prevention  of  crime  to  the  pohce  com- 
Rervice,  to  assist  members  disabled  by  missioner,  which  stated  with  consider- 
long  sickness,  and  to  make  provision  able  detail  a  mass  of  information  as  to 
for  old  age  and  for  families  in  case  of  the  existence  of  disorderly  houses  in 
death.  By  the  rules  it  was  provided  the  precinct  in  diarge  of  a  police  cap- 
that,  except  in  certain  special  cases,  tain  who  applied  for  retirement  on  pen- 
no  mone^  should  be  drawn  from  the  sion.  There  was  nothing  in  the  paper 
fund  until  it  should  reach  $8,000.  A  to  show  that  the  existence  of  these 
contrihxUoT  having  died  before  that  houses  was  in  any  respect  chai^^eable 
amount  was  reached,  it  was  held  that  to  any  action,  collusion,  or  omission  of 
his  family  were  entitled  to  a  gratuity  duty  on  the  part  of  the  officer.  It  was 
payable  from  the  fund  as  soon  as  it  held  that  this  paper  did  not  constitute 
reached  $8,000,  but  circulated  on  the  a  charge  against  tne  officer  within  the 
basis  of  its  amount  at  the  time  of  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  People  v. 
contributor's  death.  Miller  v.  Hamil-  Greene,  181  N.  Y.  308,  rev'g  97  «.  Y. 
ton  Police  Benefit  Fund,  28  Can.  Sup.  App.  Div.  502.  As  to  what  are  pend- 
Ct.  475.  ing  charges,  see  People  v,  Roosevelt. 

»  People  V.  Greene,  181  N.  Y.  308,  14  N.  Y.  Misc.  531.  a*g  12  N.  Y.  Misc, 

rev'g  97  N.  Y.  App.   Div.  502.     In  622. 

People  V.  Greene,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.        •  People  v.  Martin,  145  N.  Y.  253; 

589,  it  is  held  that  where  charges  are  People  v.  French,  108  N.  Y.  105,  aflTg 

pending  against   a  police   officer,   his  44  Hun  (N.  Y.),  24;  People  v.  French, 

application  to  retire  on  a  pension  may  46  Hun  (N.  Y.),  232 ;    People  v.  An- 

be  denied,  although  the  statute  pro-  drews,  89  Hun  (N.  Y.),  452;    People 

viding  for  retirement  is  mandatory  in  v.  Trustees  of  Firemen's  Pension  Fund. 

its  terms,  and  there  is  no  provision  in  95  111.  App.  300;   State  v.  Trustees  of 

the  statute  requiring  that  no  charges  Policemen's  Pension   Fund,   123  Wis. 

be  pending  at  tne  time.    In  the  view  of  245 ;  ante,  §  242. 
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When  the  local  authorities  have  this  discretion  to  retire  the  officer, 
they  may,  before  acting  upon  it,  in  good  faith,  prefer  charges  against 
the  officer  for  misconduct,  remove  him  from  office,  and  thus  defeat 
his  right  to  a  pension.*  When  the  statute  confers  the  power  upon 
the  local  avihorities  to  determine  whether  a  pension  should  be  granted, 
their  determination,  when  made  in  good  faith,  is  final  and  cannot 
be  reviewed  by  the  courts  in  the  absence  of  express  authority  so  to 
do,  unless  fraud  be  shown  or  the  local  authorities  have  exceeded 
their  powers.' 


When  the  power  to  retire  on  a  pen- 
sion is  discretionary  with  the  local 
authority,  the  exercise  of  the  power 
cannot  De  compelled  by  mandamus. 
Matter  of  Friel,  101  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
155,  aflf'd  181  N.  Y.  558.  When  the 
statute  provides  that  if  any  policeman 
be  injured  on  duty  and  shall  be  found 
upon  an  examination  to  be  'permanently 
disabled  by  reason  of  service  in  such 
department,  he  shall  be  retired  from 
service  and  a  pension  paid  him,  al- 
though the  permanent  disability  of  the 
officer  be  conceded,  mandamus  will  not 
lie  to  compel  the  payment  of  a  pension 
until  an  examination  and  finding  of 
permanent  disability  complying  with 
the  terms  of  the  statute  has  been  made. 
State  V,  Policemen's  Pension  Fund, 
119  Wis.  436.  But  although  discre- 
tion be  granted  to  the  head  of  the  de- 
I>artment  to  determine  whether  a  pen- 
sion be  granted,  such  discretion  is  not 
■absolute  and  the  head  of  the  depart- 
ment must  determine  upon  the  merits 
an  application  to  be  placed  upon  the 
pension  roll.  In  the  event  of  a  refusal 
to  consider  and  determine  it  he  may 
be  compelled  to  do  so  by  mandamus. 
Matter  of  Tobin,  64  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
375.  Power  to  retire  on  a  pension 
fireman  in  New  York  City  for  physical 
disability  caused  by  injuries  received 
in  active  service,  see  People  v.  Sturgis, 
85  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  20,  aff*d  176  N.  Y. 
563. 

*  People  V.  French,  108  N.  Y.  105, 
aff'g  44  Hun  (N.  Y.),  24 ;  People  v. 
Martin,  145  N.  Y.  253 ;  State  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Policemen's  Pension  Fund,  123 
Wis.  245. 

•Eddy  V.  People,  218  III.  611; 
People  V.  Martin,  131  N.  Y.  196;  Peo- 
ple 17.  Bryant,  28  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  480; 
Karb  v.  State,  54  Ohio  St.  383 ;  State* 
V.  Trustees  of  Firepaen's  Pension  Fund, 
117  La.  1071.  See  also  to  the  same 
•effect,  in  cases  of  military  pensions, 


Decatur  v.  Paulding,  14  Pet.  (U.  8.) 
497;  United  States  v.  Scott,  25  Fed. 
Rep.  470,  472;  State  v.  Vemer,  30 
S.  Car.  277.  Where  the  pensioner  was 
not  within  the  description  of  persons  en- 
titled under  the  statute  to  receive  a 
pension,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that 
she  had  been  placed  upon  the  pension 
roll  and  received  a  pension  for  a  num- 
ber of  years,  did  not  estop  the  trustees 
of  the  fund  from  droppmg  her  from 
the  rolls.  In  this  case  the  trustees  had 
given  a  retroactive  effect  to  a  statute 
when  the  terms  of  the  statute  did  not 
permit  it.  Eddy  v.  Morgan,  216  111. 
437.  But  when  the  pensioner  is  en- 
titled to  a  pension  upon  the  death  of 
an  officer  who  was  included  within  the 
operation  of  a  statute,  if  he  died  from 
injuries  received  in  the  performance  of 
his  duties,  a  determination  that  he  did  so 
die  is  final  and  bindine  upon  the  city 
in  the  absence  of  f raua  on  the  part  of 
the  beneficiary,  and  a  subsequent 
board  cannot,  many  jears  after,  review 
the  evidence,  determine  that  the  former 
board  had  reached  an  erroneous  deci- 
sion on  this  point,  and  remove  the  pen- 
sioner's name  from  the  pension  roll. 
Eddy  V.  People,  218  III.  611,  aff'g  120 
111.  App.  626.  When,  by  the  statute, 
the  commissioner  or  head  of  depart- 
ment is  required  to  allow  the  retiring 
officer  a  pension  of  one  half  of  his  pay, 
or  such  less  sum  as  the  condition  of  the 
relief  fund  will  warrant,  the  determina- 
tion of  the  amount  is  in  the  first  instance 
to  be  made  by  the  commissioner,  and 
such  determination  is  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  right  to  recover  it. 
If  the  pension  has  b^n  fixed  at  a 
smaller  sum  than  that  to  which  the 
officer  is  entitled,  his  remedy  is  by 
mandamus^  and  not  by  action  to  re- 
cover the  deficiency.  Ramsey  v.  Hayes, 
187  N.  Y.  367,  rev'g  112  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  442. 
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The  right  to  a  pension  depends  upon  the  occurrence  of  the  con- 
tingencies specified  in  the  statute.  These  differ  greatly,  and  no 
general  rule  can  be  laid  down  to  determine  their  application.^  One 
of  the  contingencies  upon  which  the  right  to  a  pension  is  made  to 
accrue  with  practical  uniformity  is  that  the  officer  should  at  the  time 
of  his  death  or  retirement  be  in  the  service  of  the  municipality.  K 
he  has  been  wrongfully  discharged  or  removed  from  office,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  pension  until  reinstated.^    When  the  right  to  a  pension 


^  The  widow  of  a  policeman  who  is 
killed  in  a  railroad  accident  is  not  en- 
titled to  payment  from  a  police  insur- 
ance fund  under  a  statute  providing  f<»> 
such  payment  to  the  widows  of  police- 
men who  shall,  after  ten  years  of  service, 
die  "from  natural  causes."  Death 
''from  natural  causes"  imports  that 
the  death  occurred  from  disease,  and 
does  not  include  death  through  external 
violence  or  human  agency.  Slevin  v. 
Police  Fund  Com'rs,  123  Cal.  130.  A 
fireman  is  not  ''fatally  injured  while 
in  the  performance  of  bis  duties  "  when 
his  death  is  caused  by  falling  from  a 
trolley  car  while  on  his  way  from 
the  fire-house  to  his  home  durine  meal 
hours.  Scott  V.  Jersey  City,  68  N.  J.  L. 
687.  The  permanent  official  status  of 
the  officer  determines  the  right  to  a 
pension  and  its  amount.  The  fact  that 
ne  has  been  assigned  to  perform  the 
duties  of  a  higher  office  does  not  entitle 
him  to  be  retired  and  to  receive  a  pen- 
sion as  if  he  held  such  higher  office. 
Fay  V.  Partridge,  78  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
204.  Person  appointed  to  temporary 
duty  and  not  as  regular  memoer  of 
fire  department,  held  not  to  be  entitled 
to  pension  under  statute.  State  v. 
Trustees  of  Firemen's  Pension  Fund, 
18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  887  Policeman  who 
committed  suicide  while  insane  held  not 
to  have  died  in  the  dischai^e  of  his 
duties,  there  being  no  evidence  that 
the  insanity  resulted  from  the  dischaige 
of  his  duties.  Hutchens  v,  Cov^,  30 
Ind.  App.  382;  78  N.  E.  Rep.  1061. 
The  phrase  "unfit  for  duty"  in  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  compulsory  retire- 
ment of  police  officers  on  a  pension, 
held  to  mean  their  inability  to  dis- 
chaiige  with  average  efficiency  the 
duties  of  the  respective  grades  to  which 
they  belong.  The  fact,  therefore,  that 
a  policeman  is  unable  to  perform  full 
police  duty,  or  every  conceivable  duty, 
does  not  of  itself  render  him  liable  to 
retirement.  State  v.  McAdoo,  184  N.  Y. 
2G8,  aff'g  109  N.  Y.  App.   Div.  892. 


Submission  to  voters  of  town  of  ques- 
tion whether  teachers  who  have  served 
twenty-five  years  shall  receive  penaon, 
see  People  v.  Haughran,  55  N.  V.  App. 
Div.  118,  afiTg  29  N.  Y.  Misc.  440. 

*  McGann  v.  Harris,  114  111.  App. 
308;  People  v.  Police  Pensbn  Fund 
Com'rs,  116  111.  App.  252;  Price  r.  St. 
Louis  Police  Belief  Assoc.,  90  Mo.  App. 
210;  People  v.  French,  108  N.  Y.  105; 
People  V.  Partridge,  172  N.  Y.  305. 
rev'g  74  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  620;  Kaib  r. 
State,  54  Ohio  St.  383 ;  State  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Policemen's  Pension  Fund,  123 
Wis.  245.  If  the  officer  or  employee  is, 
on  his  position  being  abolished  or  be^ 
coming  imnecessary,  merely  "sus- 
pended without  pay,"  and  entitled  to 
reinstatement  in  the  same  office,  posi- 
tion, or  employment,  or  in  any  cor- 
responding office,  position,  or  employ- 
ment, if  his  services  are  needed  withm 
one  vear,  he  stUl  remains  in  Ae  service 
of  the  cit^,  and,  in  the  event  of  his 
death  within  a  year,  his  widow  is  enti- 
tled to  a  pension.  Reidy  v.  New  York, 
185  N.  Y.  141,  rev'g  103  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  361.  The  fact  that  deductions 
have  been  noade  from  the  salary  of  a 
chief  of  police  as  contributions  to  a 
pension  fund  and  that  if  permitted  to 
serve  two  years  longer  he  would  be 
entitled  to  retire  on  a  pension,  does  not 
prevent  the  Ugidature  from  abolishing 
the  office  of  chief  of  police.  If  lie  has 
any  vested  rights  to  a  pension  beyond 
the  power  of  legislative  interference,  he 
may  still  assert  these  rights  notwith- 
standing the  abolition  of  his  office. 
People  V,  Coler,  173  N.  Y.  103,  afiTg  71 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  584.  A  rieht  to  a  pen- 
sion conferred  by  statute  does  not  limit 
or  affect  the  power  of  the  legidatvre  to 
authorize  the  dischaige  or  removal  of 
the  officer j'or  to  make  the  decision  of 
the  removing  power  as  to  the  existence 
and  sufficiency  of  the  grounds  of  re- 
moval final  and  binding  on  the  removed 
officer.  People  r.  Peck,  73  N.  Y.  App. 
Div.  89.    Nor  does  it  prevent  the  mum- 
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has  accrued  by  the  occurrence  of  a  statutory  contingency,  the  right 
cofUinues  until  it  is  terminated  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  It  will  not  terminate  for  any  reasons  other  than  those 
[Nrescribed  by  the  statute,  however  anomalous  the  result  may  be. 
Thus  a  person  who  is  drawing  a  pension  from  a  city  as  a  retired 
police  officer,  who  became  the  officer  in  an  adjoining  municipality 
and  as  such  was  transferred  to  the  police  force  of  the  city  upon  the 
annexation  of  the  adjoining  municipality  to  the  city,  was  held  to 
be  entitled  under  the  legislation  both  to  retain  his  status  as  a  police 
officer  as  a  result  of  the  transfer  and  the  pension  granted  to  him 
upon  his  former  retirement.'  Where  the  board  or  commissioner 
having  control  of  the  department  has  wrongfully  retired  an  officer 
upon  a  pension,  acceptance  of  a  pension  accompanied  by  other  acts 
indicating  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  officer  so  wrongfully  re- 
moved to  acquiesce  in  the  action  of  the  board  or  commission,  were 
under  the  circumstances  held  to  estop  him  from  thereafter  claiming 
that  his  removal  was  wrongful  and  seeking  to  be  reinstated.' 

§  433  (236).  LiabiUt7  of  the  Officer  to  the  Oorporation  and  to 
Othem.  —  Public  officers  (as  distinguished  from  corporate  officers), 
elected  pursuant  to  statute  by  a  municipal  corporation,  are  not  the 
servants  or  agents  of  the  corporation  in  such  a  sense  as  will  enable 
the  corporation,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  giving  the  remedy,  to 

cipal  authorities  from  abolishing  the  be  forfeited,  he  was  not  obliged,  upon 
position  and  dispensing  with  the  ser-  being  transferred  to  New  York,  to  re- 
vioes  fji  the  officer  from  motives  of  nounce  either  his  employment  or  his 
economy,  or  because  his  services  are  pension,  but  was  entitled  to  retain 
unnecessary.     Lazenby  v.  Elmira  Po-   both. 

lice  Board,  76  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  171.  »  In  People  v.  Yonkers  Police 
*  In  People  v,  York,  41  N.  Y.  App.  Com'ra,  174  N.  Y.  450,  rev'g  79  N.  Y. 
Div.  419,  a  sergeant  on  the  police  force  App.  Div.  82,  it  was  held,  on  an  appli- 
of  New  York  was  retired  on  a  pension  cation  for  mandamus  to  compel  the 
in  1893.  He  sub^uently  oecame  reinstatement  of  a  captain  of  police, 
captain  of  the  police  m  an  adjoining  that  evidence  of  the  following  facts 
town.  That  town  was  annexed  to  the  was  competent  as  tending  to  show 
city  of  Brooklyn,  and  he  then  became,  acquiescence  in  the  action  of  the  board 
a  patrolman  upon  the  police  force  of  in  retiring  him  on  a  pension,  viz.,  (1) 
Brooklyn.  In  1897  Brooklyn  was  an^  failure  to  protest  against  the  action  of 
nexed  to  New  York,  and  the  officer  was  the  board  for  upwards  of  three  months 
transferred  to  the  police  force  of  the  while  knowing  the  groimd  of  removal ; 
city  of  New  York.  It  was  held  that  as  (2)  receipt  of  pension  money  in  the 
the  statute  granting  him  the  pension  interim;  (3)  surrender  of  the  police 
from  the  city  of  New  York  did  not  limit  paraphemsilia ;  (4)  promptly  seeking 
the  character  of  the  employment  in  and  obtaining  employment  elsewhere; 
which  the  pensioner  might  engage,  and  (5)  silence  upon  his  part,  although 
there  was  no  statutory  provision  pro-  aware  of  the  fact  that  steps  were  being 
hibiting  him  from  again  accepting  em-  -  taken  to  fill  his  place  which  would  be 
ployment  upon  the  police  force  of  New  likely  to  further  embarrass  legal  pro- 
York,  or  providing  that  upon  such  ao-  ceedings  taken  to  reinstate  him. 
ceptanoe  his  rights  as  a  pensioner  should 
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maintain  actions  against  such  officers  for  negligence  in  the  dischai^ 
of  their  oflSeial  duty.  This  principle  does  not,  it  is  believed,  ^PPb' 
where  the  corporation  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  its  own  officers; 
but  even  in  such  case  the  recovery  in  the  absence  of  statute  can 
only  be  for  i?^ant  of  fidelity  and  integrity,  not  for  honest  mistakes.* 
To  protect  the  public,  however,  officers  are  usiudly  required  to  give 
bonds,  in  which  case  they  are  of  course  liable,  as  we  have  seen,  ac- 
cording to  the  conditions  thereof.'  They  are  also  liable  on  common- 
law  principles  to  individuals  who  sustain  special  damage  from  the 
negligent  or  wrongful  failure  to  perform  imperative  and  ministerial 
duties.* 


*  Parish  in  Sherburne  v,  Fiske,  8 
Cush.  (Mass.)  264,  266,  opinion  by 
Dewey,  J.,  cites  White  v.  Philipson,  10 
Met.  (Mass.)  108;  Trafton  v.  Alfred,  15 
Me.  258;  Kendall  v.  Stokes,  3  How. 
(U.  S.)  87;  Commonwealth  v.  Glenther, 
17  Serg.  &  Rawle  (Pa.),  135;  Wilson 
V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.),  595;  Hancock  v,  Hazzard,  12 
Cush.  (Mass.)  112;  Lincoln  v.  Chapin, 
132  Mass.  470;  Minor  v.  Mechanics' 
Bank  of  Alexandria,  1  Pet.  (U.  S.)  46, 
69.  Each  officer  of  the  municipality 
who  participates  in  a  misapplication  of 
the  corporate  funds  or  property  is  indi- 
viduoUy  liable  therefor.  Blair  v,  Lantry, 
21  Neb.  247;  Dickinson  Township  v, 
Linn,  36  Pa.  St.  43 1 .  Where  a  surveyor 
of  highways  has,  by  law,  a  discretion  as 
to  the  kind  of  repairs,  and  exercises  his 
best  judgment  and  acts  in  good  faith, 
the  corporation  for  which  ne  acts  is 
.bound,  and  cannot  defeat  a  recovery 
for  the  price  of  materials  furnished,  h^ 
evidence  to  show  that  the  repairs  were 
not,  in. fact,  necessary.  But  it  would  be 
otherwise  if  fraud  or  corruption  were 
shown.  Palmer  v.  Carroll,  24  N.  H. 
314.  See  also  People  v.  Lewis,  7  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  73 ;  Seaman  v.  Patten,  2  Caines 
(N.  Y.),  312.  In  an  action  against 
county  supervisors  to  recover  money 
ille^aUy  aflowed  for  claims,  the  com- 
plamt  should  aver  the  nature  of  the 
claims:  it  should  be  brought  by  the 
legal  officer  of  the  county,  but  if  by  a 
taxpayer,  the  complaint  should  allege 
facts  showing  the  officer's  neglect  or 
refusal  to  act.  Hedges  v.  Dam,  72  Cal. 
520. 

Personal  liability  of  municipal  coun- 
cillors to  the  corporation  for  misappro- 
priation of  its  funds,  see  Municipality 
of  East  Nissouri  v.  Horseman,  16  Upper 
Can.  Q.  B.  588;  Patterson  v.  Bowes,  4 


Grant,  470;  Chatham  v.  Houston,  27 
Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  550 ;  Thomas  v,  Wil- 
son, 20  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  331 ;  bf  treas- 
urer for  paying  money  on  an  illegal  oi^ 
der  or  resolution.  iMniels  v.  Buzford, 
10  Upper  Can.  Q.  B.  478. 

»  Suyra,  §§  394-396. 

'  Infray  {  441,  note  and  cases;  poif, 
chapter  on  Actions. 

Suits  by  Public  Officers. — Pyh- 
lie  officers  have,  in  general,  a  power  to 
sue  commensurate  with  their  duties. 
If  officers  of  a  coiporate  body,  suit 
should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
corporaiion,  unless  the  statute  direct 
otherwise.  Shook  v.  State,  6  Ind.  113: 
State  V,  Rush,  7  Ind.  221;  Galwav 
(bounty  Supervisors  v.  Stimson,  4  Hiu 
(N.  Y.),  136,  and  cases  cited;  Todd  v. 
Birdsall,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  260,  and  cases 
cited  in  note;  Jansen  v.  Ostrander,  1 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  670;  ComeU  r.  Guilford, 
1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  510;  compare  Canal 
Fund  Commissioners  v.  ^etTy,  5  Ohio, 
57 ;  Barney  v.  Bush,  9  Ala.  345 ;  Van 
Keuren  v.  Johnson,  3  Denio,  182: 
Tecumseh  v.  Phillips,  5  Neb.  305 ;  Uni- 
versity of  Nebraska  v.  McConnell,  5 
Neb.  423.  But  it  has  been  held  that  a 
public  officer  cannot,  without  the  aid  of 
a  statute,  maintain  a  suit  in  his  oun 
name,  although  he  may  have  taken  a 
note  or  contract  to  himself  individually, 
if  the  consideration  for  such  a  note  or 
contract  be  a  liabilit;^  to  the  State.  The 
ground  of  this  rule  is  public  policy,  — 
to  discourage  public  officers  from  trans- 
acting in  their  own  name  the  business  of 
the  public.  Hunter  v.  Field,  20  Ohio, 
340;  Irish  v.  Webster,  &Me.  171;  Gil- 
more  V.  Pope,  5  Mass.  491.  If  the  obli- 
gation is  taken  to  the  officer  as  agent, 
or  in  his  official  capiicity,  the  action 
is  properly  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  government  beneficially  interested. 
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§  434.  Liability  to  account  for  Moneys  received.  —  A  public 
or  municipal  oflScer  who  has  received  public  money  and  is  required 
to  pay  it  over,  becomes  a  debtor  and  accountant  in  respect  to  the 
moneys  so  received,  is  bound  to  pay  over  an  amount  equal  to  that 
which  he  has  received,  and  is  not  a  mere  bailee  only  responsible  for 
reasonable  care.  Nothing  will  excuse  him  from  accounting  and 
paying  over  the  money  except  overruling  necessity  or  the  act  of  the 
public  enemy.  He  is  generally  held  liable,  unless  the  rule  is  re- 
laxed by  statute,  for  the  money  so  received  by  him,  although  it  has 
been  stolen  from  him  without  his  fault,^  or  although  he  has  de- 


Dugan  V.  United  States,  3  Wheat.  172 ; 
8.  p.  United  States  v.  Boice,  2  McLean, 
352 ;  United  States  v.  Barker,  2  Paine 
C.  Ct.  152 ;  2  Parsons  qn  Notes  and 
Bills,  451,  and  other  cases  cited.  An 
action  by  a  public  officer  does  not  abate 
by  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office. 
The  suit  may  be  continued  in  hb  name 
until  its  termination,  or  by  the  prac- 
tice in  many  of  the  States,  his  succes- 
sor may  be  substituted.  Kellar  v.  Sav- 
age, 20  Me.  199 ;  Todd  v.  Birdsall,  1 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  260;  Haynes  v.  Coving- 
ton, 21  Miss.  408;  Grant  v.  Fancher,  5 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  309 ;  Colegrove  v.  Breed, 
2  Demo  (N.  Y.),  125 ;  Manchester  v. 
Herrington,  10  N.  Y.  164;  Upton  v. 
Starr,  3  Ind.  538;  Denver  v.  Dean,  10 
Colo.  375.  Officers  cannot  be  impleaded 
as  individuals  for  acts  done  in  the  or- 
dinary exercise  of  their  corporate  pow- 
ers. They  cannot  be  held  to  responsi- 
bility in  such  a  suit.  It  belongs  to  the 
corporation  itself  to  defend  the  valid- 
itv  of  these  acts.  Smith  v.  Stephan,  66 
Md.  381  (injunction  against  officers,  as 
individuals,  to  restrain  them  from  issu- 
ing funding  bonds,  as  authorized  by 
law,  denied). 

>  United  States  r.  Prescott,  3  How. 
(U.  S.)  578;  United  States  v.  Morgan, 

II  How.  (U.  S.)  154,  158;  Boyden  v. 
United  States,  13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  17,  21 ; 
United  States  v.  Bryan,  82  Fed.  Rep. 
290;  United  States  v.  Zabriskie,  87 
Fed.  Rep.  714 ;  Pond  v.  United  States, 

III  Fed.  Rep.  989;  Clay  County  v, 
Simonsen,  1  Dak.  Ter.  403,  aff'd  2  Dak. 
Ter.  112 ;  Thompson  v.  Board  of  Trus- 
tees, 30  111.  99;  Halbert  v.  State,  22 
Ind.  125 ;  Morbeck  v.  State,  28  Ind.  86 ; 
Rock  V.  Stinger,  36  Ind.  346;  Linville 
V.  Leininger,  72  Ind.  491 ;  Taylor  Dist. 
Township  v.  Morton,  37  Iowa,  550; 
Hunt  V.  Hopley,  120  Iowa,  695,  700; 
Commonwealth  v.  Godshaw,  92  Ky. 
435;  Egremont  v.  Benjamin,  125  Mass. 


15;  Hancock  v.  Hazzard,  12  Cush. 
(Mass.)  112;  Bristol  v.  Johnson,  34 
Mich.  123 ;  Hennepin  County  v.  Jones, 
18  Minn.  199 ;  McLeod  County  v.  Gil- 
bert, 19  Minn.  214;  Redwood  County 
V,  Tower,  28  Minn.  45;  Pine  Island 
Board  of  Education  v.  Jewell,  44  Minn. 
427;  Arnold  v.  State,  77  Miss.  463; 
State  V.  Gatzweiler,  49  Mo.  17,  26; 
State  V.  Sheldon,  10  Neb.  452 ;  State  v. 
Nevin,  19  Nev.  162;  New  Providence 
V,  McEachron,  33  N.  J.  L.  339,  afiTd  35 
N.  J.  L.  528 ;  United  States  v.  Watts,  1 
N.  Mex.  553;  Johnstown  v.  Rodgers, 
20  N.  Y.  Misc.  262 ;  Muzzy  v.  Shattuck, 
1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  233 ;  State  ».  Harper, 
6  Ohio  St.  607;  Commonwealth  v. 
Comly,  3  Pa.  St.  372;  Boggs  v.  State, 
46  Tex.  10.  Contra:  Healdsburg  v. 
Mulligan,  113  Cal.  205 ;  Sonoma  County 
V,  Stofen,  125  Cal.  32;  Cumberland 
County  V,  Pennell,  69  Me.  357.  But 
when  the  condition  of  the  bond  only 
is  that  the  officer  will  exercise  "  reason- 
able diligence  and  care,"  the  robbery  of 
the  officer  without  fault  on  his  part  will 
release  the  officer.  Ross  v.  Hatch,  5 
Iowa,  149.  In  Alabama f  it  has  been 
held  that  if  the  dut^  of  the  treasurer  or 
other  officer  receiving  the  money  is  to 
pay  over  the  identical  funds  received 
by  him,  he  is  a  bailee  held  to  a  high 
degree  of  care^  and  robbery  by  overpow- 
ering violence  is  a  defence  to  an  action 
against  him  for  failure  to  pay  over. 
State  V.  Houston,  78  Ala.  576;  s.  c.  83 
Ala.  361.  But,  if  instead  of  paying  over 
the  money  as  received,  he  deposits  it  in 
a  bank,  reputed  to  be  solvent,  failure  of 
the  bank  does  not  relieve  him  from  lia- 
bility. Alston  V.  State,  92  Ala.  124. 
The  fact  that  the  money  was  embezzled 
b^  a  derk  appointed  under  the  civil  ser- 
vice laws  does  not  relieve  the  officer 
from  liability.  United  States  v.  Bryan, 
82  Fed.  Rep.  290,  aff'd  90  Fed.  Rep. 
473. 
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posited  it,  without  being  thereunto  authorized  by  law,  in  a  bank 
which  was  generally  recognized  as  a  solvent  institution,  but  which, 
since  the  deposit,  has  become  insolvent  and  the  money  has  bera 
lost  without  any  fault  on  his  part,^  or  although  the  money  has  been 


'  Alston  V,  State,  92  Ala.  124 ;  Parks 
V.  Bryant,  142  Ala.  627 ;  Croft  v.  State, 
24  Ark.  550;  State  v.  Wood,  51  Ark. 
205;  Gartley  v.  People,  24  Colo.  155 
(distinguishing  Wilson  v.  People,  19 
Colo.  199) ;  Ramsay's  Estate  v.  People, 
197  lU.  572,  587,  aff'g  97  lU.  App.  283: 
Swift  V.  Sangamon  County  School 
Trustees,  189  III.  584,  aff'g  91  lU.  App. 
221;  Inglis  v.  State,  61  Ind.  212; 
McClelland  v.  State,  138  Ind.  321; 
Morgan  v.  Long,  29  Iowa,  434;  BlufiF 
Creek  Dist.  Township  v.  Hardinbrook, 
40  Iowa,  130;  Lowry  v.  Polk  County, 
51  Iowa,  50;  Rose  v.  Douglas  Town- 
ship, 52  Kan.  451 ;  State  v.  Bobleter, 
83  Minn.  479;  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Owens,  86  Minn.  188;  Grifian  v.  Missis- 
sippi Levee  Com'rs,  71  Miss.  767 ;  State 
V.  Gates,  67  Mo.  139;  State  v.  Powell, 
67  Mo.  395;  State  v.  Moore,  74  Mo. 
413;  State  v.  Rubey,  77  Mo.  610,  617; 
Ward  V,  School  District,  10  Neb.  293 ; 
State  V.  Hill,  47  Neb.  456;  Bush  v, 
Johnson  County,  48  Neb.  1;  Tilling- 
hast  V.  Merrill,  151  N.  Y.  135,  aflf'g  77 
Hun  (N.  Y.),  481;  Chittenden  v. 
Wurster,  152  N.  Y.  345,  361 ;  Oneida 
V.  Thompson,  92  Hun  (N.  Y.),  16; 
Havens  v.  Lathene,  75  N.  Car.  505; 
Nason  v.  Poor  Directors,  126  Pa.  445 ; 
Commonwealth  v.  Bally,  129  Pa.  480 ; 
Boggs  V,  State,  46  Tex.  10;  Wilson  v, 
Wichita  County,  67  Tex.  647;  Mc- 
Kinney  v.  Robinson,  84  Tex.  489; 
Fairchild  v.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  117; 
Omro  V,  Kaime,  39  Wis.  468.  Contra: 
Livingston  v.  Woods,  20  Mont.  91 
(overruling  Jefferson  County  v,  Line- 
berger,  3  Mont.  231) ;  York  County  v, 
Watson,  15  S.  Car.  1 ;  Peck  v.  James, 
3  Head  (Tenn.),  75;  State  v.  Cope- 
land,  96  Tenn.  296;  State  v.  Ridley, 
114  Tenn.  508;  State  v.  Gramm,  7 
Wyo.  329. 

The  officer  cannot  escape  liability  on 
the  ground  that  the  mimicipality  failed 
to  furnish  him  wiih  a  safe  place  to  keep 
the  money  in  consequence  of  which 
he  was  obUged  to  deposit  it  in  bank  for 
safe  keeping.  Lowry  v.  Polk  County, 
51  Iowa.  50.  The  fact  that  the  money 
was  deposited  in  a  bank  by  the  advice 
and  with  the  approval  of  superior  offi- 
cers does  not   relieve  the  officer  who 


made  the  deposit  when  the  funds  were 
not  in  fact  subject  to  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  officers  upon  whose 
advice  he  made  the  deposit.  Halbert 
V.  Stote,  22  Ind.  125;  Inglis  v.  State, 
61  Ind.  212.  If,  however,  the  officer  is 
required  or  authorized  by  law  to  depont 
the  money  in  a  designated  depodtazy, 
he  is  usually  protected  from  further 
responsibility  and  is  not  a  guarantor  of 
the  safety  of  the  deposit.  Perley  v. 
Muskegon  County,  32  Mich.  132.  See 
also  State  v.  Bobleter,  83  Minn.  479. 

In  OhiOf  it  has  been  held  that  the 
legislature  may  constUutionaUy  promde 
for  the  relief  of  the  officer  trom  loss 
without  fault.  Board  of  Eduction  v. 
McLandsborough,  36  Ohio  St  227; 
State  V.  Board  of  Education,  38  Ohio 
St.  3.  But  in  Indiana,  a  contrary  view 
seems  to  have  been  adopted,  and  it  has 
been  held  that  the  legislature  cannot 
provide  for  the  reimbursement  of  an 
officer  who  has  lost  moneys  through 
the  failure  of  the  bank  in  which  tb^ 
were  deposited;  McClelkmd  v.  State, 
138  Ind.  221  (distinguishing  and  ova^ 
ruling  Mount  v.  State,  90  Ind.  29) ;  or 
by  a  statute  releasing  a  county  treas- 
urer and  his  bondsimui  from  liability 
on  the  bond  for  moneys  so  lost,  because 
such  statute  impairs  the  obligation  of 
a  contract.  Johnson  v,  Randoli^ 
County,  140  Ind.  152.  To  the  same 
effect,  State  v.  Gatsweiler,  49  Mo.  17; 
but  quaret  See  ante,  chap.  iv.  as  to 
scope  of  legislative  power.  In  MiM- 
gan  it  has  been  held  that  a  statute 
authorizing  taxation  to  reimburse  an 
officer  for  moneys  paid  to  the  munici- 
pality to  make  good  public  money  is 
unconstitutional  Bristol  v.  Johnson, 
34  Mich.  123.  Vote  of  a  school  district 
and  of  the  board  of  education  thereof, 
to  discharge  the  legal  obligation  of  the 
school  district  treasurer  for  moneys 
lost  by  him  through  burglary,  held  to 
be  without  conaderation  and  ineffect- 
ual. Pine  Island  Board  of  Edocatioo 
V,  Jewell,  44  Minn.  427.  Ab  to  power 
of  county  commissioners  to  compromise 
and  settle  claim  against  county  treas- 
urer for  mone3r8  stolen  from  him,  see 
Jefferson  County  v.  Linebeiger,  3 
Mont.  23i: 
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accidentally  destroyed  by  fire  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on 
his  part.^ 

§  435.  Declarations  and  Admissions  of  Officers  as  Evidence.  — 
The  acts  of  the  officers  of  municipal  corporations  in  the  line  of  their 
official  duty,  and  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  are  binding 
upon  the  body  they  represent;  and  declarations  and  admissions 
accompanying  stuck  acts  as  part  of  the  res  gestcB,  calculated  to  explain 
and  unfold  their  character,  and  not  narrative  of  past  transactions, 
are  competent  evidence  against  the  corporation.'  But  if  the  declara- 
tions of  the  officers  are  not  made  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestcB,  or  at  a 
time  when  they  are  engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  duties, 
they  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  municipality.'    If 


>  Smythe  v.  United  States,  188  U.  S. 
166 ;  Clay  County  v,  Simonsen,  1  Dak. 
T.  403,  aff'd  2  Dak.  T.  112 ;  Union  Di»- 
trict  Township  v.  Smith,  39  Iowa,  9. 

By  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  officer 
receiving  money  becomes  the  debtor 
to  the  municipality  for  the  moneys  re- 
ceived, and  an  insurer  thereof,  it  has 
been  held  in  some  cases  that  he  is  not 
liable  for  interest  on  it,  although  he  mav 
have  received  interest  from  the  bank 
in  which  the  same  was  deposited,  so 
long  at  least  as  there  is  no  statute  mak- 
ing the  bank  the  legal  depositary. 
Shelton  v.  State,  53  Ind.  331 ;  Bocard 
V,  State,  79  Ind.  270 ;  Snapp  v.  Com- 
monwealth, 82  Ky.  173;  Conunon- 
wealth  V,  Godshaw,  92  Ky.  435.  But 
see,  to  the  contrary,  Kent  County 
Supervisors  v.  Verkerke,  128  Mich.  202. 

»  Chicago  17.  Greer,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
726 ;  Denver  v,  Cochran,  17  Colo.  App. 
72;  New  Haven  &  E.  H.  Toll  Bridge 
Co.  17.  Betsworth,  30  Conn.  380 ;  Chi- 
cago V.  Waukesha  Brew'g  Co.,  97  lU. 
App.  583 ;  Keough  v.  Scott  County,  28 
Iowa,  337 ;  Hofacre  t7.  Monticello,  128 
Iowa,  239 ;  Harpswell  v.  Phippsburgh, 
29  Me.  313 ;  Smyth  v.  Bangor,  72  Me. 
249 ;  Fairfield  v.  Oldtown,  73  Me.  573 ; 
Hudson  17.  Charleston,  97  Me.  17; 
Blanchard  v,  Blackstone,  102  Mass. 
343 ;  Hopkinton  v.  Springfield,  12  N.  H. 
328;  Gifdden  v.  Unity,  33  N.  H.  571; 
.Pittsfield  17.  Bamstead,  40  N.  H.  477; 
Perkins  v.  Concord  R.  Co.,  44  N.  H. 
223 ;  Coffin  v.  Plymouth,  49  N.  H.  173 ; 
Canaan  t7.  Hanover,  49  N.  H.  415; 
Grimes  v.  Keene,  52  N.  H.  330 ;  Gray 
V.  Rollinsford,  58  N.  H.  253;  Fox  v, 
Manchester,  183  N.  Y.  141,  146; 
Youngstown  v.  Moore,  30  Ohio  St.  133 ; 


Weir  V.  Pl3rmouth  Borough,  148  Pa. 
566.  ''A  municipal  corporation  may 
be  estopped  by  the  action  of  its  proper 
officers,  when  the  corporation  is  acting 
in  its  private,  as  contradistinguished 
from  its  governmental,  capacity,  and 
has  lawful  power  to  do  the  act." 
Chicago  17.  Sexton,  115  111.  230.  A  fact 
once  admitted  by  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion through  its  officer,  duly  and  prop- 
erly acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  is  evidence  against  it,  and 
cannot  be  withdrawn  to  the  prejudice 
of  any  one,  who  in  reliance  upon  it 
has  changed  his  situation  in  respect  to 
the  matter  affected  thereby.  West 
Jersey  Traction  Co.  v.  Camden  H.  R. 
Co.,  52  N.  J.  Eq,  452,  476;  Cumen  v. 
New  York,  79  N.  Y.  511;  O'Leary  v. 
Board  of  Education,  93  N.  Y.  1.  Taxee 
were  marked  paid  on  the  assessment 
roll  by  the  collector  of  taxes  of  a  city. 
A  person  purchased  the  property  m 
reliance  thereon.  It  was  held  that  the 
city  could  not  cancel  the  record  ad- 
mission of  payment,  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  purcnaser,  even  on  the  ground 
of  mistake.  Cumen  v.  New  York,  79 
N.  Y.  511. 

*  La  Salle  County  v.  Simmons,  10 
111.  513 ;  Yordy  v.  Marshall  County,  86 
Iowa,  340;  Morrell  v.  Dixfield,  30  Me. 
157;  Brighton  v.  St.  Albans,  77  Me. 
177;  Cortlandt  County  v.  Herkimer 
County,  44  N.  Y.  22 ;  Clapper  t7.  Water- 
ford,  131  N.  Y.  382,  390,  rev'g  62  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  170;  Greene  v.  North  BuflEalo 
Township,  56  Pa.  110;  Garske  v. 
Ridgeville,  123  Wis.  503.  Acts  or 
declarations  made  by  a  person  who  is 
not  authorized  to  act  for  or  represent 
the  municipality  in  the  matter  to  which 
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the  statements  or  admissions  relate  merely  to  past  transactions,  they 
fall  within  the  rule  that  they  are  not  a  part  of  the  res  gest€B,  and  are 
inadmissible.^ 

§  436.  PerBoxukl  Liability  for  Kon-feasance  of  Public  Unty.  — 
In  considering  the  liability  of  a  municipal  officer  for  his  acts  or  con- 
duct, a  distinction  has  sometimes  been  drawn  between  grievances 
which  are  founded  upon  a  failure  or  omission  to  perform  a  duty, 
i,  e.y  non-feasance,  and  negligence  or  tortious  conduct  in  the  man- 
ner of  performing  his  duty,  L  e.,  misfeasance  or  malfeasance.  In 
many  of  the  States  the  rule  is  adopted  that  for  mere  non-feasance 
of  a  public  duty,  an  officer  is  not  impliedly  liable  to  any  person 
sustaining  injury  therefrom.'     For  mere    non-performance  of  a 

the  declarations  or  admissions  relate  which  is  to  show  knowledge  of  or 
are  not  admissible.  Jordan  v.  Lisbon  notice  to  the  person  making  them,  and 
School  Dist.y  38  Me.  164;  Mitchell  v.  in  support  of  that  claim  two  decisions 
Rockland,  41  Me.  303;  Blanchard  v.  of  the  Appellate  Di\ision  are  cited 
Blackstone,  102  Mass.  343;  State  v.  (Shaw  v.  Potsdam,  11  N.  Y.  App.  £>iv. 
Olsen,  55  Minn.  118.  508;     Vandewater  v.   Wappinger,   <j9 

»  Smyth  V.  Bangor,  72  Me.  249;  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  325).  It  may  be  that 
Hudson  V,  Charleston,  97  Me.  17;  declarations  of  a  village  official  as  to 
Dartmouth  v,  Lakeville,  7  Allen  (Mass.),  the  condition  of  a  highway,  made  not 
284 ;  Weeks  v,  Necdham,  156  Mass.  only  before  the  occurrence  on  which  it 
289;  Burgess  v,  Wareham,  7  Gray  is  sought  to  char^  the  village  with 
(Maiss.),  345.  liability,  but  sufficiently  Ions;  before  to 

AdmissibUUy  to  establish  knowledge  have  made  it  the  duty  of  the  village, 
or  notice  of  defect.  Declarations  of  an  with  the  knowledge  which  the  dedara- 
officer  charged  with  the  care  of  streets,  tion  imports,  to  repair  the  highway,  are 
&c.  made  when  actins  in  the  perform-  competent  evidence.  In  sucn  a  case  a 
ance  of  his  duties  and  caring  for  the  declaration  would  not  be  competent 
streets,  are  admissible  to  show  that  as  an  admission,  but  as  evidence  of  the 
the  municipality  is  chargeable  with  state  of  the  knowledge  of  the  person 
knowledge  or  notice  of  defects  therein,  making  the  declaration.  Such  was 
Hofacre  v.  Monticelio,  128  Iowa,  239,  the  case  in  Shaw  v.  Potsdam,  11  N.  Y. 
246;  Bond  v.  Biddeford,  75  Me.  538.  App.  Div.  508.  The  knowledge  of  the 
But  when  made  after  the  occurrence  officer  or  agent  after  the  transaction  is 
of  the  accident,  they  have  been  held  to  of  no  materiality  whatever  and  his 
be  inadmissible.  Yordy  v.  Marshall  declaration  then  made  of  his  previous 
County,  86  Iowa,  340 ;  Weeks  v.  Need-  knowledge  is  as  purely  hearsay  as  a 
ham,  156  Mass.  289.  But  the  contrary  declaration  of  any  previous  act.  The 
view  has  been  adopted  in  a  few  cases,  doctrine  of  Vandewater  v.  Wappinger, 
Mt.  Morris  V,  Kanode,  98  111.  App.  373;  69  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  325,  is  manifestly 
Radichel  v.  Kendall,  121  Wis.  560.  In  erroneous  and  cannot  be  uphekl." 
Fox  V,  Manchester,  183  N.  Y.  141,  rev'g  Declarations  made  after  the  expiration 
100  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  512,  the  court  held  of  the  term  of  the  person  making  them 
that  declarations  of  officers  of  a  are  not  admissible  even  for  the  purpose 
municipality  after  the  event,  were  not  of  establishing  knowledge  or  notice, 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showizif  Adkins  v.  Monmouth,  41  Greg.  266. 
knowledge  or  notice.  CuUen,  C.  J.  '  Harvey  v.  Dewoody,  18  Ark,  252 ; 
after  referring  to  the  rule  that  declara-  Pruden  v.  Love,  67  Ga.  190 ;  American 
tions  of  officers  to  be  admissible  must  Print  Works  v.  Lawrence,  21  N.  J.  L. 
be  made  in  the  discharge  of  their  248;  s.  c.  23  N.  J.  L.  590.  600; 
official  duties,  said :"  It  is  contended.  Ramsey  v.  Riley,  13  Ohio.  157: 
however,  that  a  different  rule  applies  Stewart  v.  Southard,  17  Ohio.  402; 
to    declarations    the    only    object    of  Foster  v.  McKibben,  14  Pa.  St.  168; 
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public  duty,  relating  strictly  to  public  as  distinguished  from  mu- 
nicipal duty,  no  action  lies  unless  given  by  statute  against  either 
the  municipality  or  the  officers  upon  whom  the  public  duty  is 
placed,  although  the  non-performance  may  result  in  damage  to  an 
individual.^ 


§  437.  Personal  Liability  for  Kon-f easance ;  Rule  in  Kew  York. 
—  In  contradistinction  to  the  rule  stated  in  the  previous  section  the 
courts  of  New  York  have  adopted  a  rule  which  practically  elimi- 
nates any  distinction  between  non-feasance  and  misfeasance,  and 
makes  public  and  municipal  officers  liable  iri  personam  to  persons 
suffering  special  damage  for  both  non-feasance  and  misfeasance. 
It  is  the  settled  rule  of  that  State  that  when  one  assumes  absolute 
and  perfect  duties  and  is  vested  with  the  powers  of  a  public  office 
and  an  individual  sustains  a  special  injury  by  his  misfeasance  or 
non-feasance  in  negligently  acting  or  omitting  to  act  contrary  to 
that  duty,  the  law  gives  redress  to  the  injured  party  by  an  action 
adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  case.^    But  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 


Parks  V.  Greenville,  44  S.  Car.  168; 
Young  V.  Edgefield  Road  Corners,  2 
Nott  &  McC.  (S.  Car.)  537;  Bates  v. 
Homer,  65  Vt.  471 ;  Alvord  v,  Barrett, 
16  Wis.  175 ;  Gates  v.  Young,  82  Wis. 
272 ;  Kempster  v.  Milwaukee,  103  Wis. 
421 ;  Hams  v.  Baker,  4  Maule  &  Selw. 
27.  See  chapter  on  Actions  and 
Liabilities,  post,  where  the  subject  is 
more  fully  considered.  Public  dutv  as 
used  in  the  text  means  some  dutv 
purely  public  and  in  respect  of  which 
the  corporation  receives  no  profit  or 
special  advantage.  It  has  been  sug- 
gested that  the  exemption  which 
municipal  officers  may  claim  for  mere 
non-feasance  is  similar  in  nature  and 
extent  to  the  exemption  which  the 
law  confers  up>on  municipal  cori>ora- 
tions  in  respect  thereof.  In  Moynihan 
V.  Todd,  188  Mass.  301,  303,  KnawUon, 
C.  J.,  said :  "The  principal  ground  on 
which  public  officers  find  exemption 
from  hability  for  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  their  official  duties  in 
certain  cases,  is  the  same  as  that  which 
relieves  cities  and  towns  and  other 
agencies  of  the  government  from  a 
liability  to  individuals  for  a  failure  to 
perform  similar  duties.  Unless  under 
some  special  statutory  provision,  a 
public  officer  can  have  no  greater  ex- 
emption from  such  a  liability  than  is 
granted  to  a  city  or  town  which  neglects 
to  perform  the  public  duties  imposed 


upon  it."  Citing  Hill  v,  Boston,  122 
Mass.  344,  361.  See  post,  chapter  on 
Actions  and  Liabilities,  where  tnis  case 
and  others  are  considered  and  com- 
mented on. 

*  Riddle  v.  Proprietors  of  Locks  & 
Canals,  7  Mass.  169 ;  Mower  v.  Leices- 
ter, 9  Mass.  247 ;  Johnson  v.  Somerville» 
195  Masp.  370;  81  N.  E.  Rep.  268; 
Russell  V.  Men  of  Devon,  2  Term  R. 
667.  See  also  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass. 
344;  cited  and  commented  on  post, 
chapter  on  Actions  and  Liabiuties 
(§  965  of  4th  ed.). 

»  Adsit  V.  Brady,  4  HiU(N.  Y.),  630 ; 
Shepherd  v.  Lincoln,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
250;  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  34 
N.  Y.  389;  Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Baldwin,  37  N.  Y.  649 ;  Hicks  v.  Dom, 
42  N.  Y.  47,  53,  afTg  54  Barb.  172; 
Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  Y.  113; 
Johnson  v.  Belden,  47  N.  Y.  130,  131, 
aff'd  2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  433;  Clark  v, 
MiUer,  54  N.  Y.  528,  aflPg  47  Barb.  38 ; 
French  v,  Donaldson,  57  N.  Y.  496, 
aff'g  5  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  293 ;  Bennett  v. 
Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  302;  Bryant  v. 
Randolph,  133  N.  Y.  70,  76;  Beardslee 
V.  Dolge,  143  N.  Y.  160;  Wright  v. 
Shanahan,  149  N.  Y.  495,  502;  Smith 
V.  Wright,  24  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  170; 
Connors  v,  Adams,  13  Hun  (N.  Y.),  427 ; 
Bostwick  V.  Barlow,  14  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
177;  Piercy  v.  EveriU,  37  Hun  (N.  Y.), 
360.    See  also  Litchfield  v.  Bond,  186 
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recover  the  wrongful  act  of  the  officers  sued  must  have  caused 
special  injury  to  the  person  or  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not 
merely  individual  injury  to  him  as  one  of  the  pubUc.^ 

§  438.  Individual  Liability  for  Failure  to  repair  Streets  and 
Highways.  —  The  rule  that  a  municipal  officer  is  not  liable  for  an 
omission  to  perform  a  public  duty  or  a  duty  in  respect  to  which 
discretion  and  judgment  are  conferred  upon  him,  is  well  exempli6ed 
in  the  cases  which  have  arisen  in  attempts  to  make  officers,  charged 
with  the  duty  of  maintaining  and  repairing  streets  and  highways, 
personally  liable  in  damages  for  injuries  sustained  through  defects 
therein  resulting  from  a  failure  to  properly  maintain  them.  In  many 
States  the  view  has  been  adopted  that  a  statutory  duty  imposed  upon 
a  public  officer  to  maintain  or  repair  streets  and  highways  is  a  public 
duty,  or  that  in  any  event  it  involves^ judgment  and  discretion  in  its 
exercise,  and  under  the  general  principles  set  forth  above  the  officer 
is  not  individually  responsible  for  an  omission  to  perform  his  duty 
to  repair  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  expressly  subjecting  him  to  sudi 
liabiHty.'    But  in  New  York  the  courts  have  adopted  the  rule  that 


N.  Y.  66,  revV  105  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  229. 
For  the  application  of  this  rule  to 
failure  of  officers  to  repair  streets  and 
highways,  see  §  438,  post,  where  the 
conflict  and  uncertainty  which  appears 
in  the  earlier  decisions  is  noted, 
Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  37 
N.  Y.  649.  Under  this  principle  am- 
tractors  with  the  State  or  municipality 
who  assume,  for  consideration  re- 
ceived, by  covenant  expressed  or 
implied  to  perform  a  public  duty  are 
liable  in  case  of  neglect  to  perform 
such  covenant  to  a  private  action  at 
the  suit  of  party  specially  injured  by 
such  neglect,  and  such  contract  enures 
to  the  benefit  of  the  individual  who  is 
interested  in  its  performance.  Robin- 
son V.  Chamberlain,  34  N.  Y.  389; 
Fulton  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  37 
N.  Y.  648;  Johnson  v.  Belden,  47 
N.  Y.  130;  Little  v.  Banks,  85  N.  Y. 
259;  aff'd  20  Hun  (N.  Y.),  143; 
Cook  V.  Dean,  11  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
123;  Weber  v.  Buffalo  Ry.  Co.,  20 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  292.  More  fully  as 
to  the  rule  stated  in  the  text,  its 
limitations  and  application,  see  post, 
chapter  on  Actions  and  Liabilities,  to 
which  in  this  connection  the  reader  is 
referred. 

1  East  River  Gaslight  Co.  v,  Don- 
nelly, 93  N.  Y.  557. 


«  Gray  i?.  Batesville,  74  Ark.  519; 
Lynn  v,  Adams,  2  Ind.  143 ;  White  v. 
Pbillipston,  10  Met.  (Mass.)  108,  110; 
Benjamin  v.  Wheeler,  8  Gmy  (Mass.), 
409 ;  Moynihan  v.  Todd,  188  Mass.  301, 
303 ;  McConnell  v,  Dewey,  5  Neb.  385 ; 
Waldron  v.  Berry,  51  N.  H.  136; 
Freeholders  of  Sussex  v.  Strader,  18 
N.  J.  L.  108,  118;  Dunlap  v.  Kn^p, 
14  Ohio  St.  64, 68 ;  McKenzie  «.  Chovin, 
1  McMul.  (S.  Car.)  222;  Young  r. 
Edgefield  Road  Com'rs,  2  Nott  A  McC. 
(S.  Car.)  537 ;  Thornton  v.  Springer.  5 
Tex.  587;  Daniels  v.  Hathaway,  65 
Vt.  247.  More  fully^  post,  chapter  od 
Actions  and  Liabilities,  to  which  the 
reader  is  referred. 

niiruns.  In  Teamey  v.  Smith.  86 IIL 
391,  it  is  said  that  the  work  of  con- 
structing or  repairing  a  public  hiffaway 
is  a  ministerial  act,  not  ludidal,  and 
that  the  commissioners  of  highways  are , 
individually  liable  for  n^igenoe  in  * 
doin^  the  work.  To  the  same  effect. 
Hams  V,  Carson,  40  III.  App.  147: 
SIdnner  v.  Moigan,^  21  lU.  App.  209. 
But  in  a  later  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  this  State,  it  was  held  that  the 
h^hwav  commissumers  of  a  town  were 
not  liable  for  omitting  to  donstrud  a  rait 
along  a  bridge  in  conseqtienoe  whereof 
plaintiff's  horses  and  wagon  were  in- 
jured.   The  court  said:   "A^^—^ti^n  u 
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when  an  individual  sustains  a  special  injury  by  non-feasance  of  a 
public  officer  who  contrary  to  his  duty  wrongfully  omits  to  act, 
the  law  gives  redress  to  the  injured  party  by  action  adapted 
to  the  nature  of  the  case.  Applying  these  principles  the  courts 
have  held  that  officers  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  keeping 
highways  aiid  bridges  in  repair  and  who  have  funds  sufpcieni  to 
enable  them  to  perform  that  duty,  are  individually  liable  to  a 
person  specially  injured  in  consequence  of  their  neglect.*    The 


called  by  counsel  to  the  decision  in 
Teamey  v.  Smith,  86  111.  391,  as  estab- 
lishing the  doctrine  that  repairing  a 
highway  is  a  ministerial  act,  and  that 
the  commissioners  are  responsible  for 
damages  for  the  negligent  i>erformance' 
of  such  an  act.  Even  if  it  is  proper  to 
call  the  act  of  repairing  a  highway  or 
bridge  ministerial,  it  is  a  duty  which 
unquestionably  involves  the  exercise  of 
judgment  and  discretion  as  to  time, 
method,  and  means,  and  is  readilv  dis- 
tinguishable from  such  ministerialduty 
as  merely  involves  the  following  of  spe- 
cific directions  and  instructions.  It 
was  immaterial  in  that  case,  whether 
the  act  should  be  characterized  as  min- 
isterial or  not.  It  was  a  suit  by  an  ad- 
joining; landowner  for  flooding  tiis  land 
m  draining  the  highway,  and  the  de- 
fendants could  not liave  done  that  act 
in  a  judicial  or  ministerial  capacity. 
The  court  said  that  the  underlying 
principle  in  the  case  was,  that  the  public 
nad  no  right  to  so  use  its  own  as  to  in- 
jure another,  and  that  the  principle 
obtained  as  to  townships.  The  duty  to 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  public  one,  and 
was  not  owing  to  the  public  generally 
who  nught  have  occasion  to  use  the 
road,  but  was  a  duty  to  him  as  an  ad- 
joining proprietor.  The  relations  in 
such  cases  are  the  same,  and  the  par- 
ties are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
adjoining  landowners.  Young  v. 
Com'rs  of  Highways,  134  111.  569.  The 
case  is  not  authority  for  a  rule  that 
commissioners  are  liable  in  a  case  like 
this.  Commissioners  may  be  sued  in 
trespass  if  they  enter  upon  lands  of  an 
individual,  claiming  the  existence  of  a 
highway  where  there  is  none,  because 
the  entry  is  an  invasion  of  individual 
right,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  an  in- 
dividual may  sue  where  the  only  right 
is  in  the  general  public.  The  towns 
make  their  selections  of  commissioners 
to  exercise  their  judgment  and  discre- 
tion in  repairing  and  improving  the 
roads  and  bridges  of  the  towns,  and 


when  the  public  have  had  a  fair  and 
honest  exercise  of  that  judgment  and 
discretion,  they  have  got  all  that  they 
are  entitled  to.  It  would  be  against 
reason  to  elect  commissioners  to  use 
their  best  judgment  and  then  sue  them 
for  doin^  it.  We  do  not  think  that  the 
commissioners,  who  in  ^ood  faith  and 
to  the  best  of  their  ability  have  ex- 
pended the  means  at  their  command 
where  they  seemed  to  them  most 
needed,  can  be  called  upon  to  justify 
their  judgment  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  jury  at  the  peril  of  their  saving" 
Where  a  duty  to  improve  or  repair  a 
street  is  an  imperative  one,  and  is  one 
in  which  an  individual  has  a  peculiar 
interest  as  distinguished  from  that 
which  he  has  in  common  with  other 
members  of  the  community,  the  offi4xr 
who  corrupUy  refuses  to  perform  the 
duty  so  enjoined  on  him  must  make 
good  to  the  individual  anv  special 
loss  or  damage  that  he  may  have  sus- 
tained. Gage  V,  Springer,  211  IIL  200, 
204. 

*  In  Barlett  v.  Crosier,  17  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  439,  the  plaintiffs  sued  the 
overseers  of  highways  to  recover  dam- 
ages sustainea  through  the  alleged 
neglect  of  the  overseers  to  repair  a 
highway.  Chancellor  Kent  examined 
the  statutes,  and  pointed  out  that  the 
overseers  were  subordinates  of  the 
commissioners  of  highways,  and  that 
in  any  event  the  action  did  not  lie 
against  the  overseers.  He  also  exam- 
ined the  general  principles  of  the  law, 
and  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
repairing  of  highways  is  a  public  diiiy ; 
that  under  the  statutes  of  the  State  it 
was  also  a  duty  involving  the  exercise 
of  judgment  and  discretion;  and  that 
neither  the  overseers  of  highways  nor 
the  commissioners  of  highways  were 
responsible  for  injuries  caused  by  their 
failure  to  perform  the  duties  devolved 
upon  them.  In  other  jurisdictions,  the 
courts  have  expressed  approval  of  the 
principles  enunciated  in  this  decision^ 
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rule  adopted  in  New  York  seems  to  have  been  followed  in  several 
other  States.* 


and  have  refused  to  follow  the  later 
decisions  of  the  New  York  courts.  See 
Na^le  V.  Wakey,  161  111.  387;  McCon- 
nellr.  Dewey,  5  Neb.  385,  389. 

Id  Adsit v.  Brady,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.).  630, 
the  plaintiff  brougnt  an  action  against 
the  guperintenderU  of  repairs  of  the  Erie 
Caned f  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
sustained  by  his  boat.  The  ground  of 
negligence  charged  against  the  super- 
intendent was  tliat  a  boat  had  sunk, 
and  the  superintendent  negligently 
failed  to  remove  it  in  consequence 
whereof  plaintiff's  boat  ran  against  it 
and  was  oamaged.  It  was  held  that  the 
superintendent  of  repairs  was  liable. 
Branson,  J.,  then  enunciated  the  prin- 
ciple that:  ''When  an  individual  sus- 
tams  an  injury  by  the  misfeasance  or 
non-feasance  of  a  public  officer,  who 
acts  or  omits  to  act  contrary  to  a  duty, 
the  law  gives  redress  to  the  injured 
party  by  an  action  adapted  to  the 
nature  of  the  case."  It  was  upon  an 
application  of  this  principle  that  the 
liability  of  the  superintendent  of  re- 
pairs was  sustained.  In  Garlinghouse 
V.  Jacobs,  29  N.  Y.  297,  plaintiff  sued 
the  highway  commissioners  of  a  town  for 
damages  to  a  stage  coach  and  horses 
caused  by  the  breaking  of  a  hiehwa^ 
bridge.  The  commissioners  had  suffi- 
cient funds  to  repair  some,  but  not  all, 
of  the  bridges  of  the  town.  It  was 
held  by  the  court  that  they  inight  ex- 
ercise a  discretion  as  to  which  they 
should  repair,  and  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  they  were  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  court,  how- 
ever, used  language  which  is  only  con- 
sistent with  the  view  that  the  general 
duty  to  repair  is  a  public  duty  involving 
the  exercise  of  discretion  for  which  no 
liability  attaches.  In  Robinson  v. 
Chamberlain,  34  N.  Y.  389,  it  was 
'  held  that  a  contractor  employed  by  the 
Stale  pursuant  to  law  to  keep  a  portion 
of  the  Stale  canals  in  proper  condition 
and  repair,  and  who  neglected  his  duty 
so  to  do,  whereby  the  plaintiff  sustained 
special  damage,  was  hable  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  court  declared  that  a  failure 
to  keep  a  public  highwav  in  repair  by 
one  who  has  assumed  that  duty  from 
the  State,  so  that  it  is  unsafe  to  travel 
over,  is  a  public  nuisance  making  the 
party  bound  to  repair  liable  for  the 
neghgence  and  to  an  action  in  the  case 
of  any  one  who  has  sustained  special 


damage.  See  also  Pulton  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Bafiwin,  37  N.  Y.  648.  In  Hover 
V.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  Y.  113,  the  action 
was  brought  against  highway  commis- 
sioners  for  injuries  to  a  horse  and  wagon 
through  the  falling  of  a  bridge,  and  the 
court  neld  that  the  commissioners  hav- 
ing sufficient  funds  or  authority  to  pro- 
cure them,  and  having  failed  to  repair 
the  defective  bridge  of  whose  ccmdition 
they  had  notice,  they  were  Uable  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  liability  of  highway 
commissioners  under  such  circum- 
stances has  many  times  been  affirmed 
in  this  State.  See  People  v.  Town 
Auditors,  74  N.  Y.  310;  People  v. 
TownAuditors,  75N.  Y.  316;  Bennett 
17.  Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  302;  Bryant  r. 
Randolph,  133  N.  Y.  70,  75.  But  this 
liability  was  a  restricted  liabilily  only, 
and  limited  to  the  extent  that  they 
were  possessed  of  or  had  the  power  to 
obtain  means  to  make  the  necessaiv 
repairs.  Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  \ . 
1 13 ;  Hines  v.  Lockport,  50  N.  Y.  236 : 
Monk  V.  New  Utrecht,  104  N.  Y.  552. 
If  they  had  only  funds  sufficient  to  re- 
pair a  part  of  the  roads  or  bridges 
within  tneir  jurisdiction,  and  they  ap- 
plied these  funds  in  their  discretion, 
they  were  not  liable  for  an  error  of 
judgment  in  doing  so,  in  conaequence 
of  which  the  defect  complained  of  was 
allowed  to  exist.  Garlinghouse  v. 
Jacobs,  29  N.  Y.  297;  Hover  v.  Bark- 
hoof, 44  N.  Y.  113.  This  rrdehaenmr 
been  changed  by  statuie  which  makes  the 
town  responsible  for  the  negligence  of 
commissioners  of  highways  in  main- 
taining and  repairing  the  roads.  See 
Lane  v.  Hancock,  142  N.  Y.  510;  Ivory 
V,  Deerpark,  116  N.  Y.  476;  Bryant  r. 
Randolph.  133  N.  Y.  70;  Clapper  r. 
Waterford,  131  N.  Y.  382 ;  Glasier  r. 
Hebron,  131  N.  Y.  447. 

*  Balls  V.  Woodward,  51  Fed.  Rep. 
646;  Doeg  v.  Cook,  126  Cal.  213 ;  Sells 
V.  Dermody,  114  Iowa,  344;  Anne 
Arundel  County  Com'rs  v.  Ehickett,  20 
Md.  468;  Calvert  County  Com'rs  v. 
Gibson,  36  Md.  229 ;  Baltimore  County 
Com'rs  V.  Baker,  44  Md.  1 ;  Eyler  r. 
Allegheny  County  Com'rs,  49  Md.  257, 
270;  Aime  Arundel  County  Com'rs  r. 
Duvall,  54  Md.  350,  355 ;  Hathaway  r. 
Hinton,  1  Jones  (N.  Car.).  243 ;  Rankin 
V.  Buckman,  9  Oreg.  253;  Matt  son  r. 
Astoria,  39  Oreg.  577. 
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§  439.  Personftl  Liability  of  Officers  for  Acts  Discretionary  or 
Quasi  Judicial  in  their  Nature. —  The  officers  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration are  not  liable  for  errors  or  mistakes  of  judgment  in  the 
performance  of  acts  within  the  scope  of  their  authority  as  to  which 
they  are  empowered  to  exercise  judgment  and  discretion  in  the  manner 
of  their  performance,  in  the  absence  of  malice  or  corruption  or  a 
statutory  provision  imposing  the  liability.*    But  the  exemption  from 


«  Kendall  v.  Stokes,  3  How.  (U.  S.) 
87,  98;  Wilkes  v.  Dinman,  7  How. 
(U.  S.)  89 :  Craig  v.  Burnett,  32  Ala. 
728;  Woodruff  v.  Stewart,  63  Ala.  206 
(determination  by  noayor  as  magis- 
trate of  validity  of  ordinance) ;  Lee  v. 
Huff,  61  Ark.  494 ;  Gray  v,  Batesviile, 
74  Ark.  519;  Porter  v.  Haight,  45  Cal. 
631 ;  Green  v.  Swift,  47  Cal.  536;  Bal- 
lerino  v.  Mason,  83  Cal.  447 ;  Gridley 
School  Dist.  V.  Stout,  134  Cal.  592; 
Raymond  v.  Fish,  51  Conn.  80  (board 
of  health) ;  Perry  v.  Reynolds,  53  Conn. 
527;  Porter  v,  Ritch,  70  Conn.  235, 
257 ;  People  v.  Hudson,  109  111.  App. 
6;  Nagle  v.  Wakey,  161  III.  387,  394; 
Lynn  v.  Adams,  2  Ind.  143 ;  Baker  v. 
State,  27  Ind.  485;  Walker  v.  HaUock, 
32  Ind.  239;  Wasson  v.  Mitchell,  18 
Iowa,  153;  State  v.  Dunnington,  12 
Md.  340;  Wall  v.  Trumbull,  16  Mich. 
228;  Amperse  v,  Winslow,  75  Mich. 
234;  Rohn  v.  Gsmun,  143  Mich.  68; 
Waldron  v.  Berry,  51  N.  H.  136;  Gil- 
man  V.  Laconia,  55  N.  H.  130 ;  Hanlon 
V.  Partridge,  69  N.  H.  88;  Morris 
Township  v.  Carey^  27  N.  J.  L.  377; 
West  Jersey  Traction  Co.  v.  Camden 
Board  of  Works,  56  N.  J.  L.  431,  436; 
East  River  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Donnelly, 
93  N.  Y.  557;  Hanson  v.  Grizzard,  96 
N.  Car.  293 ;  Bladen  County  Board  of 
Education  v.  C^m'rs  of  Bladen  Ck>unty, 

113  N.  Car.  379;  Tate  v.  Greensboro, 

1 14  N.  Car.  392, 402 ;  Ramsey  v.  Riley, 
13  Ohio.  157, 166 ;  Rounds  r.  Mumford. 
2  R.  I.  154 ;  Daniels  v.  Hathaway,  65 
Vt.  247 ;  Bates  v.  Homer,  65  Vt.  471 ; 
Johnston  v.  Moorman,  80  Va.  131  (act 
of  mayor  as  peace  magistrate  in  direct- 
ing arrest  and  detention) ;  Smith  v, 
Gould,  61  Wis.  31;  Fath  v.  Koeppel, 
72  Wis.  289;  Robinson  v,  Rohr.  73 
Wis.  436,  441. 

"No  public  officer  is  responsible  in 
a  civil  suit  for  a  judicial  determination, 
however  erroneous  or  wrong  it  may  be, 
or  however  malicious  even  the  motive 
which  produced  it."  Per  Danforth,  J., 
in  East  River  G.  L.  Co.  v,  Donnelly,  93 
N.  Y.  557.  Qwxre  ?  Infra,  $  440.  A 
tax  assessor  acts  in  a  quasi  judicial  ca- 


pacity in  listing  property  for  assessment, 
and  is  not  liable  for  mere  errors  or  mis- 
takes of  judgment.  Bailey  v.  Berkey, 
81  Fed.  Rep.  737 ;  Ballerino  v.  Mason, 
83  Cal.  447.  He  is  liable  to  the  person 
aggrieved  if  he  makes  an  excessive 
assessment  inaiicioudy  or  corruptly. 
Bailey  v.  Berkey,  81  Fed.  Rep.  737. 
An  individual  taxpayer  has  no  nght  of 
action  against  an  assessor  of  taxes  for 
assessing  property  on  a  false  valuation 
except  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  malice. 
Moss  V.  Cummings,  44  Mich.  359.  Fail- 
ure to  list  property  for  taxation  in 
accordance  with  the  law  cannot  con- 
stitute a  wrong  to  an  individual  unless 
he  can  show  that  his  individual  assess- 
ments are  thereby  made  a  laiiger 
portion  of  the  aggregate  taxable  than 
they  should  havebeen.  Moss  v.  Cum- 
mings, 44  Mich.  359.  When  the  statute 
reqmres  the  municipal  authorities  to 
let  contracts  for  public  improvements 
"to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  jiv- 
ing adequate  security,''  the  authorities 
are  vested  with  discretion  and  judg- 
ment to  determine  as  to  the  responsi- 
bilitv  of  the  bidder  and  the  adequacy 
of  the  security,  and  the  lowest  bidder 
has  no  cause  of  action  against  them 
individually  to  recover  damages  for 
awarding  the  contract  to  a  person  not 
properly  entitled  to  it.  East  River 
Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  93  N.  Y. 
557;  Talbot  Pav.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  109 
Mich.  657.  See  also  Colorado  Pav.  Co. 
V.  Murphy,  78  Fed.  Rep.  28.  More 
fully  see  Index,  Contracts,  Highest  and 
Lowest  Bidder.  If  the  members  of  a 
board  of  local  improvements  of  a  city 
corruptly  conspire  with  a  contractor  for 
the  paving  of  a  street,  to  accept  an  in- 
ferior pavement  to  that  specified  in  the 
ordinance  and  contract,  they  are  liable 
to  an  owner  of  property  assessed  for  the 
improvement  K)r  the  damages  caused 
by  the  substitution.  Gage  v.  Springer, 
211  III.  200.  City  attorney,  held  not  to 
be  liable  as  a  joint  tort  feasor  for  ad- 
vising marshal  that  a  building  was 
erected  -within  the  fire  limits  of  a  city 
in  violation  of  law,  and  that  it  was  the 
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liability  for  discretionary  acts  does  not  extend  beyond  the  exercise 
of  the  discretion,  and  acts  done  after  the  discretion  has  been  exer- 
cised may  become  ministerial  in  their  nature,  for  which,  as  hereafter 
pointed  out,  the  officer  may  be  liable.^  On  the  other  hand,  although 
the  obligation  to  perform  the  act  may  arise  from  a  ministerial  duty, 
yet  if  in  the  performance  of  that  duty  he  is  vested  with  discretion 
over  some  detail  thereof,  he  is  not  liable  for  errors  of  judgment  or 
mistakes  resulting  from  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  details.' 

§  440.  Personal  Liability  for  Negliffeiit  or  Tortious  Acts;  His- 
feasance.  —  When  a  municipal  officer  acts  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority  and  is  not  guilty  of  any  negligence,  he  is  not  liable  per- 
sonally unless  he  acts  from  a  corrupt  motive.'  But  the  exemption 
of  a  municipal  officer  from  liability  in  the  performance  of  a  pubUc 
duty  does  not  extend  to  or  include  personal  acts  which  are  negligent 
or  tortious  in  their  nature,  and  where  the  necessary  elements  of  a 
personal  liability  concur  or  exist.  The  essential  ingredients  of  such 
liability  are  well  stated  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts.^ In  discussing  the  grounds  of  liability  of  an  officer  for  a 
negligent  act  or  misfeasance,  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts has  said  that  when  it  is  sought  to  charge  him  with  liability 

marshars  duty  to  tear  it  down  if  the  in  detennining  their  sufficiency.   Hueb- 

person  erecting    it    did    not    remove  ner  v,  Nims,  132  Mich.  657. 

It.    Thompson  v.  Evans,  49  III.  App.  »  Proctor  v.  Stone,  158  Mass.  564 : 

289.  American   Print  Works  v.   Lawrence. 

»  Robinson  v.   Rohr,  73  Wis.   436,  21  N.  J.  L.  248;   s.  c.  23  N.  J.  L.  590, 

441.    In  Barry  v.  Smith,  191  Mass.  78,  600;    Ramsey  v.  Riley,  13  Ohio,  1.57; 

87,  Loring.  J.,  said:    "It  is  not  true  Stewart   v.   Southard,    17   Ohio,   402; 

that  a  puolic  officer  is  exempt  from  Gregory  v.  Small,  39  Ohio  St.  346; 

liability  for  all  acts  done  in  his  official  Thomas  v.  Wilton,  40  Ohio  St.  516 ; 

capacity.  .  .  .  The  distinction  is  the  Bolton  v.  Crowther,  4  DowL  &  RyL 

distinction  laid  down  in  Child  v.  Boston,  195. 

4  Allen  (Mass.),  41,  between  the  exer-  *  In  Movnihan  v.  Todd,  188  Mass. 

cise   by   a   highway   surveyor  of  the  301,  305,  Knatdtorif  C.  J.,  summed  up 

discretion  put    upon  him  by  law  as  the    views   in    the    Supreme   Judicial 

to  what  ought  to  be  done  (acts  which  Ck>urt    of    Massachusetts    as    follows : 

are  quan  judicial  or  legislative  in  char-  "  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  prin- 

acter),  and  acts  done  by  the  surveyor  ciple    which   underlies   the   rule   that 

in   carrying   into  effect    what  in    his  public  officers  and  other  agencies  of  the 

discretion  he  had  decided  ou^ht  to  be  government  are  not  liable  for  negli- 

done  (ministerial  acts  done  in  carry-  gence   in   the   performance   of   public 

ing  out  a  plan  adopted  in  the  first  duties,  goes  no  further  than  to  relieve 

capacity)."  them  from  liability  for  non-feasance. 

*  If,  in  the  performance  of  a  minis'  and  for  the  misfeasances  of  their  ser- 

terial  duty  to  exact  a  bond  from  a  mu-  vants  or  agents.    For  a  personal  act  of 

nicipal  contractor  for  the  protection  misfeasance,  w^e  are  of  opinion  that  a 

of  sub-contractors    and    materialmen,  party  should  be  held  liable  to  one  in- 

the  officer  is  reauired  to  pass  upon  the  jured  by  it,  as  well  when  in  the  per- 

Bufficiency  of  tne  sureties,  he  is  not  formance  of  a  public  duty  as  wbm 

liable  for  mistakes  or  errors  of  judgment  otherwise  engaged." 
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for  a  negligent  act  or  misfeasance  in  consequence  of  which  a  private 
person  has  suffered  special  damage,  the  liability  can  only  be  enforced 
when  three  elements  are  present,  viz. :  (1 )  that  the  services  of  the 
oflScer  are  not  gratuitous  or  coerced,  but  voluntary  and  attended 
with  compensation;  (2)  that  the  duty  to  be  performed  is  entire, 
absolute,  and  perfect,  and  (3)  that  the  duty  is  a  personal  one  and 
not  only  one  which  he  is  under  obligation,  but  which  he  is  also 
clothed  with  ability  to  perform,  both  in  the  means  furnished  to  him, 
and  the  legal  authority  to  act  irrespective  of  superior  officers.^  When 
these  elements  are  present,  a  municipal  officer  is  liable  for  personal 
acts  of  negligence  or  misfeasance,  including  acts  which  are  done 
without  jurisdiction,  or  without  following  the  method  positively 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  provided  the  party  complaining  has  suf- 
fered special  damage  by  reason  thereof.'    An  officer,  in  carrying  out 

'  No  well  V,  Wright,  3  Allen  (Mass.);  for  precedents  of  indictments  against 

166.     See  also  Butterfield  v.  Boston,  corporations.       Criminal     information 

148  Mass.  544 ;  Moynihan  v.  Todd,  188  against  municipal  officers.    WiUc.  Corp. 

Mass.  301,  381;    Barry  v.  Smith,  191  315-318;  Rex  v.  Watson,  2  Term  R. 

Mass.  78,  89 ;  post,  chapter  on  Actions  204 ;    76.    198.      Indictment    against 

and  Liabilities.  municipal  corporoHona,      See  chapter 

Indictment  of  Public  and  Corpo-  on  Remedies  against  Illegal  Corporate 
RATE  Officers.  "A  public  officer,"  Acts,  po3<,  §§  1597, 1599. 
it  is  declared  in  North  Carolina,  "en-  *  Lee  v.  nuflf,  61  Ark.  494;  Pruden 
trusted  with  definite  powers  to  be  ex-  v.  Love,  67  Ga.  190 ;  Nagle  v.  Wakey, 
ercised  for  the  benefit  of  the  community,  161  111.  387,  393;  Barnard  v.  Com'rs 
who  wickedly  abuses  or  fraudulently  of  Highways,  172  III.  391;  Conwell  v. 
exceeds  them,  is  punishable  by  indict-  Emrie,4  Ind.  200;  Rounds  v.  Mansfield, 
ment."  State  v.  Glasgow.  N.  Car.  Conf.  38  Me.  586;  Moynihan  v.  Todd,  188 
186,  187  (indictment  of  Secretary  of  Mass.  301,  305;  Clark  v.  Dasso,  34 
State);  State  v.  Justices  of  Lenoir  Mich.  86;  Buskirk  v.  Strickland,  47 
County,  4  Hawks  (N.  Car.),  194  (when  Mich.  389;  Cubit  v.  O'Dett,  51  Mich, 
county  authorities  indictable  for  non-  347;  Shepherd  v.  Lincoln,  17  Wend, 
repair  of  jail).  See  Paris  i?.  People,  27  (N.  Y.)  250;  Bailey  v.  New  York,  3 
III.  74;  Stater.  Fayetteville  Com'rs  Hill  (N.  Y.),  531 ;  8.  c.  2  Denio  (N.  Y.), 
(non-repair  of  streets),  2  N.  Car.  Law  433 ;  Hicks  v.  Dom,*  42  N.  Y.  47,  aflF'g 
Repos.  617;  76.  633;  2  Murph.  371;  54  Barb.  172;  McKee  v.  Hull,  69  Wis. 
States.  Fishblate,83N.Car.654;  State  657;  Litchfield  v.  Bond,  186  N.  Y.  66, 
V.  Hall,  97  N.  Car.  474.  But  see  as  to  rev'g  105  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  229.  lender 
street  commissioner,  Graffins  v.  Com-  of  draw  bridge  appointed  by  the  gov- 
mon wealth  3  Penrose  &  W.  (Pa.)  502;  emor  held  to  be  individtudly  liable  for 
State  V.  Adams  County  Road  Com'rs,  opening  the  draw  at  night  without 
1  Miss.  368.  Indictment  of  municipal  placing  any  warning  lights,  in  conse- 
officers  for  violation  of  charter.  People  quence  of  which  the  plaintiff  fell  into 
17.  Wood,  4  Park.  Cr.  (N.  Y.)  144;  Ham-  the  river.  Nowell  v.  Wright,  3  Allen 
mar  v.  Covington,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  494;  (Mass.),  166.  Dewey,  J.,  said:  "His 
State  17.  Shelby viUe,  4  Sneed  (Tenn.),  act  was  not  a  mere  naked  act  of  non- 
176;  State  V.  Shields,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  feasance.  The  opening  of  the  draw  was 
151 ;  Lathrop  v.  State,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  the  cause  of  the  injury.  That  act  was 
502;  State?;.  Burlington,  36  Vt.  521.  done  by  the  defendant.  It  is  true  that 
Requisites  of  indictment  for  non-per-  it  was  lawful  to  open  the  draw,  but  such 
formance  of  official  duty.  Wattles  v.  opening  was  to  be  done  in  a  proper 
People,  13  Mich.  446 ;  State  rf.  Murfree*-  manner." 

boro,  11   Humph.  (Tenn.)  217;   State  If  the  mayor,  wrongfully  and  mali- 

V.  Com'rs  of  Halifax,  4  Dev.  (N.  Car.)  ciously,  attempts  to  remove  the  chief 

345;   3  Chitty  Crim.   Law,  586,  606,  of  pouce  (who  in  fact  can  only  be  re- 
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a  work  or  improvemeDt  ordered  by  the  authorities  of  a  city  or 
other  municipality,  can  only  justify  his  acts  done  pursuant  to  that 
authority  to  the  same  extent  as  the  city  may.  If  the  act  is  tortious 
on  the  part  of  the  city  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  the  city 
has  failed  to  comply  with  imperative  requirements  of  the  law,  it  is 
also  tortious  on  the  part  of  the  oflBcer  acting  for  the  city,  and  he 
is  individually  liable  therefor.^    But  the  misfeasance  must  be  per- 


moved  by  a  board  of  commisEdoners), 
and  excludes  liim  from  his  office,  the 
mayor  is  responsible  to  him  in  a  civil 
action  for  damages.  Burch  v.  Hardwicke, 
30  Gratt.  (Va.)  24.  Tax  assessors  held 
to  be  individually  liable  for  assessing  a 
rum-resident  for  personal  property,  tlie 
statute  giving  them  no  jurisdiction  to 
assess  non-residents  therefor.  Dorwin 
V,  Strickland,  57  N.  Y.  492.  But  if  they 
have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  taxed 
and  of  the  subject  matter,  they  are  not 
individually  kable  for  an  erroneous 
assessment  made  in  good  faith.  Wil- 
liams V.  Weaver,  75  N.  Y.  30.  A 
statutory  provision  making  the  corporar 
tion  liable  *'for  the  illegal  doings  and 
defaults"  of  its  officers  does  not  de- 
prive the  party  injured  of  his  right,  if 
It  otherwise  exists,  to  proceed  per- 
sonallif  against  the  officer  or  agent  who 
committed  the  injunr,  if  there  is  no 
provision  that  the  officer  shall  not  also 
remain  liable.  Both  are  liable.  Rounds 
V.  Mansfield,  38  Me.  586.  Provision  of 
a  city  charter  declaring  that  officers 
shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  "sus- 
tained by  reason  of  wilful  neglect "  does 
not  affect  the  common  law  liability  of  the 
officers  for  simple  negligence.  Bennett 
V.  Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  302. 

Liability  of  election  officers  for  refus- 
ing to  receive  vote,  see  Perry  v.  Reynolds, 
53  Conn.  527;  Lincoln  v  Hapgood,  11 
Mass.  350;  Bridge  v.  Lincoln,  14  Mass. 
367 ;  Kinneln  v.  Wells,  144  Mass.  497 ; 
Capen  v.  Foster,  12  Pick.  (Mass.)  485; 
Spear  v,  Cummings,  23  Pick.  (Mass.) 
224,  227;  Xiordon  v,  Farrar,  2  Doug. 
(Mich.)  411;  Carter  v.  Harrison,  5 
Blackf.    138;     Wheeler   v.    Patterson, 

1  N.  H.  88;  Third  Turnpike  Road  v. 
Champney,  2  N.  H.  199;  Hanlon  v. 
Partridge,  69  N.  H.  88;  Goetcheus  v, 
Matthewson,  61  N.  Y.  420;  8.  c.  5 
Lans.  (N.  Y.)  214 ;  Jenkins  r.  Waldron, 
11  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  114;  Jeffries  v. 
Ankeny,  11  Ohio,  374;  Gillespie  v. 
Palmer,  20  Wis.  544 ;   Ashby  r.  White, 

2  Ld.  Raym.  938.  Ck>mpare  Ramsey 
V.  Riley,  13  Ohio,  157. 


Tax-Collector's  Personal  Lia- 
BiLmr  TO  Third  Persons.  Tax-col- 
lector liable  in  trespass  who  seixes 
without  color  of  law  for  tax  asseas- 
ment,  or  under  an  unconstitutional 
law.  McCoy  v.  Chillicothe,  3  Ohio,  370 ; 
Ragnet  v.  Wade,  4  Ohio,  107 ;  Loomis 
v.  Spencer,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.),  150.  But 
a  collector  whose  warrant  is  in  due 
form,  with  notliing  on  its  face  to  show 
the  illegality  of  the  tax  or  the  want  of 
authority  in  the  assessors  or  previous 
officers,  will  be  protected  in  executing 
it,  even  though  the  tax  be  not  lawfulljr 
assessed.  Chegaray  v.  Jenkins,  5  N.  \ . 
376,  aff'g  3  Sandf.  409 ;  Abbott  r.  Yast. 
2  Denio  (N.  Y.),  86;  Savacool  r. 
Boughton,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  170,  lead- 
ing case ;  Downing  v.  Rugar,  21  Wend. 
178  (warrant  of  justice  to  overseers  of 
poor);  Alexander  v.  Hoyt,  7  Wend 
(N.  Y.)  89 ;  Clark  v.  HaUock,  16  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  607 ;  People  r.  Warren,  5  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  440;  Webber  v.  Gray.  24 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  485 ;  Loomis  v.  Spencer, 
2  Paige  (N.  Y.),  153 ;  Little  v.  MerriU. 
10  Pick.  (Mass.)  547;  see  Suydam  v. 
Keys,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  444;  Gale  v. 
Mead,  2  Denio  (N.  Y.),  160;  /6.  232; 
Easton  v.  Callender,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
90 ;  Clark  v.  Norton,  49  N.  Y.  243.  Li- 
ability of  assessor.  Collection  and  rev- 
enue officers  not  liable  to  the  party  pay- 
ing for  money  voluntarily  paid  to  them. 
ElUott  V.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  137; 
Thompson  v.  Stickney,  6  Ala.  579. 
More  fully,  fost,  chap,  xxxii. 

*  Wamesit  Power  Co.  v,  Allen,  120 
Mass.  352.  But  this  broad  principle 
may,  we  suggest,  justly  admit  of  quali- 
fications and  exceptions  in  cases  where 
the  city  is  liable  and  the  officer  has 
acted  in  qood  faith  in  carrying  out  the 
work  or  improvement  ordered  by  the 
city  authorities.  A  contractor  in  exe- 
cuting a  public  work  on  behalf  of  m  city 
was  held  liable  as  a  trespasser  where  the 
city  directing  the  performance  of  the 
work  would  he  liable  as  a  trespasser  for 
lack  of  authority.  Lamed  v.  Brisooe, 
62  Mich.  393. 
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scmcd  to  the  officer,  and  his  own  act  and  his  liability  is  not  to  be 
inferred  without  suflScient  proof  of  personal  participation.*  It  has 
been  held  that  the  building,  erection,  or  construction  of  a  public 
work  is  the  performance  of  a  ministerial  dviy  on  the  part  of  the 
officer  entrusted  therewith.^  For  any  negligent  acts  or  omission  of 
duty  on  his  part  in  connection  with  the  improvement  he  is  liable. 
Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  although  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  does  not  exist  between  a  public  officer  and  persons  em- 
^  ployed  by  him  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  the  dviy  rests 
upon  the  officer  to  furnish  a  reasonably  safe  place  and  suitable  ap- 
pliances for  the  work  which  the  employee  has  to  perform;  that 
these  matters  pertain  to  the  conduct  of  the  officer  himself;  and 
that  an  omission  to  exercise  due  care  in  respect  thereof  is  a  personal 
act  of  misfeasance,  and  he  is  personally  responsible  if  the  employee 
is  injured  in  consequence  of  his  omission.' 

§  441.  Personal  Liability  of  Mumcipal  Officers  for  Ministerial 
▲eta.  —  Where  the  law  absolutely  requires  a  ministerial  ad  to  be 
done  by  a  public  officer  and  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  do  such  act 
without  sufficient  legal  excuse,  he  may  be  compelled  to  respond  to 
an  individual  who  has  sustained  special  damage  thereby,  to  the 
extent  of  the  injuries  arising  from  his  misconduct.*  Mistake  of  duty 
and  honest  intentions  will  not  relieve  him  from  liability  if  such 
liability  otherwise  exists.*    A  ministerial  officer,  acting  in  good  faith, 

*  Bacheller  i'.  Pinkham,  68  Me.  253 ;  Phelps,  43  Mich.  342 ;  Clark  v.  Miller, 
Carle  v.  De  Soto,  63  Mo.  App.  161.  In  54  N.  Y.  528;  Matteon  v.  Astoria,  39 
Masaacktiaetts,  the  rule  is  laid  down  Oreg.  577,  579;  Ferguson  v.  Earl  of 
that  when  an  act  of  misfeasance  is  Kinnoull,  9  Clark  &  F.  289.  In 
done  by  a  public  officer  personally,  or  Michigan,  it  is  held  that  the  failure  of 
by  some  one  in  his  presence  and  under  the  municipal  officers  to  require  a  bond 
his  personal  direction,  liability  attaches,  from  a  contractor  for  a  pubuc  improve- 
Elder  v.  Bemis,  2  Mete.  (Mass.)  599;  ment  to  protect  sub-contractors  and 
Moynihan  v.  Todd,  188  Mass.  301 ;  materialmen  renders  the  officers  in- 
Barry  v.  Smith,  191  Mass.  78,  87;  dividually  liable.  Stephenson  v.  Mon- 
Johnson  v.  Somerville,  195  Mass.  370;  mouth  Mming  &  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Fed.  Rep. 
81  N.  E.  Rep.  268.  114;     Owen    v.    Hill,    67    Mich.    43; 

«  McCord  V.  High,  24  Iowa,  336,  342 ;  Plummer  v.  Kennedy,  72  Mich.  295 ; 

Sells  r.  Dermody,  114  Iowa,  344,  348;  Wells   v.    West    Bay   City    Board    of 

Quinton   v.    Burton,    61    Iowa,    471;  Education,  78  Mich.  260;    Staffon  v, 

Bowden  v.  Derby,  97  Me.   536,  539 ;  Lyon,  104  Mich.  249 ;    Smith  r.  Hub- 

Breen  v.  Field,  157  Mass.  277, 278.    See  bell,  142  Mich.  637.    But  if  the  sureties 

also  Murphy  v.  Lowell,  124  Mass.  564.  on  the  bond  prove  to  be  insufficient, 

*  Bowden  v.  Derby,  97  Me.  536,  540 ;  the  municipal  officers  are  not  liable  for 
8.  c.  99  Me.  208,  211;  Breen  v.  Field,  errors  or  mistakes  of  judgment  in 
157  Mass.  277.  approving  the  sureties.     Huebner  v, 

*  Amy  V,  Des  Moines  County  Super-  Nims,  132  Mich.  657. 

visors,    11    Wall.    (U.  S.)    136;    post,        »  Dow  v.  Humbert,  91  U.  S.  294; 

chapter  on  Mandamus ;  Mock  v.  Santa  Amy     v.     Des    Moines    County,     11 

Rosa,  126  Cal.  330,  344;    Teamey  v.  Wall.  (U.  S.)  136;  infra,  i  444;  Porter 

Smith,    86    III.    391 ;     Raynsforci    v.  v.  Thomson,  22  Iowa,  391,  396. 
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is  Kable  for  actiuil,  but  not  for  ea^mplary  damages,  for  illegal  acts, 
injurious  to  private  persons.^ 

.  §  442.  Responsibility  for  Acts  of  Sabordinates ;  Respondeat 
Superior.  —  Public  and  municipal  officers  are  not  individually  re- 
sponsible for  the  negligence  of  those  whom  they  are  obliged  to  employ 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  in  the  execution  of  public  works  or 
otherwise.  Such  employees  are  not  their  servants,  and  the  rule 
respondeat  superior  does  not  apply  to  charge  them  with  responsibility 
for  the  acts  of  employees.' 

§  443.  Liability  of  Officers  making  Ultra  Vires  Contracts.  —  In 
the  case  of  officers  of  municipalities,  it  has  been  sought  to  charge 
them  with  liability  under  contracts  made  by  them  in  excess  of 
their  official  powers  in  analogy  to  the  principles  under  which 
the  agent  of  a  private  individual  becomes  personally  respon- 
sible for  an  idtra  vires  contract  upon  a  representation,  express 
or  implied,  that  he  has  authority  to  make  such  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  principal.  But  the  courts  have  refused  to  hold  the 
officers  of  a  municipality  personally  liable  for  contracts  tdtra  vires 
in  the  absence  of  actual  fraud  or  deception.  If  a  contract  be 
made  by  an  officer,  acting  officially,  in  excess  of  his  authority, 
unintentionally,  under  an  innocent  mistake  of  the  law,  without 

*  Tracy v.Swartwout,  10 Pet.  (U.S.)  State  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 

80    (action   against  collector  of  cus-  repairs^   was  personally  liable  to  an 

toms);    Elliott  v,  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  action  for  damages  siistained  by  an 

(U.  S.)   137.     The  ministerial  officer,  individual   through   the   negligence  of 

however,  may  be  subject  to  exemplary  xoarkmen    employed    in     making    the 

damages  when  his  acts  are  not  only  repairs.     CSty    trustees   appointing  a 

ill^al,  but  wanton,  wilful,  malicious,  superintendent  of  streets  are  only  agents 

and  oppressive.     Barry  v.  Edmunds,  of  the  city,  do  not  stand  in  the  relation 

116  U.  S.  550,  563.  of  principal  to  him,  and  are  not  re- 

'  Pritchard  v,  Eeefer,  53  111.  117;  sponsible  for  the  faithful  performance 
De  Armas  v.  Bell,  109  La.  181,  186  r  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  They  are 
Bacheller  v.  Pinkham,  68  Me.  253,  255 ;  not  liable  to  a  person  iniured  through 
Bowden  v.  Derby,  97  Me.  536,  540;  his  neglect  of  duty,  although  such 
8.  c.  99  Me.  208,  211;  McKenna  v.  superintendent  is  declared  by  statute 
Kimball,  145  Mass.  555;  Moynihan  to  be  liable  therefor.  Merritt  v,  Mc- 
V,  Todd,  188  Mass.  301,  305;  Donovan  Fariand,  4  Cal.  App.  390;  88  Pac.  Rep. 
V,  McAlpine,  85  N.  Y.  185;  Martin  v.  369.  If,  however,  the  offioeni  of  a 
Mayor,  &c.  of  Brooklyn,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  municipalit^Ti  instead  of  letting  the  work 
541,  551 ;  Bailey  v.  Blayor,  Ac.  of  New  on  a  public  improvement  to  the  lowest 
York,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  531,  540,  aff'd  bidder  as  required  by  law,  meeed 
2  Denio  (N.  Y.),  433 ;  Lane  v.  Cotton,  vrithoiU  authority  to  do  U  themseives  by 
1  Salk.  17 ;  Hall  v.  Smith,  2  Bing.  156 ;  persons  employed  by  them,  they  are 
Humphreys  v.  Mears,  1  Man.  &  Ryl.  mdividually  liable  for  injuries  sustained 
187.  But  in  Shepherd  v.  Lincoln,  17  through  the  negligence  of  the  em- 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  250,  it  was  held  that  a  ployees.  Robinson  v.  Rohr,  73  Wb. 
superintendent  of  repairs  on  the  canals  436. 
of  the  State,  although  an  agent  of  the 


§  444         UABIUTY  FOR  REFUSAL  TO  LEVY  TAX  777 

any  intentional  misrepresentation  or  deception,  the  officer  is  not 
in  such  case  personally  liable  to  the  persons,  with  whom  the 
contract  is  made.  The  authority  and  powers  of  the  officer  of  a 
municipality  are  regulated  by  law,  and  all  parties  dealing  with  the 
officer  must,  at  their  peril,  take  notice  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
his  authority,  and  if  the  contract  is  invalid,  because  in  excess  of  the 
powers  of  the  officer,  the  persons  contracting  with  him  have  no 
redress  against  him.^ 

§  444.  Personal  Liability  for  Befusal  to  levy  Tax.  —  If  the 
specific  duty  is  absolutely  imposed  upon  the  officers  of  a  munici- 
pality to  levy  a  iax  to  pay  a  judgment  against  the  corporation,  a  refusal 
or  omission  without  sufficient  legal  excuse  to  levy  the  tax  at  a  time 
when  there  is  no  legal  obstacle  to  the  making  of  the  levy  renders 
the  officers  charged  with  the  duty  individually  liable  in  damages  to 
the  creditor  of  the  municipality.^    But  if  there  is  a  limitation  upon 

*  Ogden  V.  Raymond,  22  Conn.  379 ;  behalf,  refuses  to  permit  a  -person  con- 
Duncan  v.  Niles,  32  lU.  532 ;  Mann  v,  trading  with  the  municipality  to  per- 
Richardson,  66  III.  481 ;  Houston  v.  form  his  contract,  and  thereby  causes  a 
Clay  County,  18  Ind.  396 ;  Newman  v.  breach  of  its  terms  and  conditions,  he 
Sylvester,  42  Ind.  106;  Boardman  v.  is  not  individually  liable  to  the  con- 
Hayne,  29  Iowa,  339;  Southworth  v.  tracting  party  in  damages  for  the 
Fkmders,  33  La.  An.  190;  Fuller  v,  breach.  He  is  a  mere  agent  in  that 
Mower,  81  Me.  380 ;  Lyon  v.  Irish,  58  respect,  and  incurs  no  personal  liability. 
Mich.  518;  Miller  v.  Board,  15  N.  Y.  Morrison  v.  McFarland,  51  Ind.  206; 
Misc.  322 ;  Hite  v,  Goodman,  1  Dev.  Butler  v.  Haines,  79  Ind.  575. 
&  Bat.  Eq.  (N.  Car.)  364 :  Stone  v.  *  Oswald  v.  Thedinga,  17  Iowa,  13 : 
Huggins,  28  Vt.  617.  See  also  Nicker-  Porter  v.  Thomson,  22  Iowa,  391 ; 
son  V.  Dyer,  105  Mass.  320.  But  com-  Iowa  Railroad  Land  Co.  v.  Sac  County, 
pare  Hall  v.  Cockrell,  28  Ala.  507;  39  Iowa,  124,  135;  Clark  v.  Miller,  54 
Sylvester  v.  Macauley,  1  Wils.  (Ind.)  N.  Y.  528;  Allen  v.  Sisson,  66  Hun 
19;  Potts  V.  Henderson,  2  Ind.  327;  (N.  Y.),  140,  aff'd  148  N.  Y.  728; 
Ives  V.  Hulet,  12  Vt.  314;  Index,  Ultra  Amy  v.  Des  Moines  County,  11  Wall. 
Vires,  Contra;  Robinson  v.  Bishop,  136,  an  important  case,  referred  to  in 
39  Hun  (N.  Y.),  370.  A  selectman  chapter  on  Mandamus,  post,  §  1520. 
signed  and  delivered  to  the  chairman  The  mayor,  as  presiding  officer  of 
of  the  board  a  town  order  in  blank  the  council  and  having  a  casting  vote 
to  be  used  for  a  proper  purpose.  The  in  case  of  a  tie,  is  liable  in  common 
chairman  issued  it  to  plaintiff,  who  with  the  other  officers  of  the  council 
advanced  money  relying  on  the  chair-  for  failure  to  make  the  levy.  Porter 
man's  assurance  that  the  town  desired  v.  Thomson,  22  Iowa,  391.  In  an 
to  borrow  money  to  pay  its  debts  and  action  by  a  creditor  against  the 
that  the  boara  was  authorized  to  supervisors  of  a  town  for  refusing  to 
borrow.  The  selectman  was  ignorant  place  upon  the  tax  list  the  amount  of  his 
of  these  representations  and  of  the  use  judgmerUs  against  the  town  it  appeared 
to  which  the  order  was  put.  In  an  that  after  the  action  was  begun  the 
action  against  the  selectman  for  breach  defendants  had  placed  the  only  judg- 
of  an  implied  representation  of  authority  ment  proved  in  the  case  upon  the 
to  issue  the  order,  held  that  he  was  not  tax  list.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
liable,  not  having  been  a  party  to  the  was  only  entitled  to  recover  actual 
improper  use  of  the  order.  Fuller  v.  damages;  that  it  must  be  assumed 
Mower,  81  Me.  380.  If  the  officer  of  a  that  the  tax  levy  made  at  the  time 
municipal  corporation,  acting  on  its  when  the  judgment  was  placed  on  the 
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the  taxing  powers  of  the  officers  or  of  the  municipality  which  the 
officers  are  bound  to  respect  and  which  prevents  the  levy,  no  liability 
attaches.' 

tax  list  would  be  sufficient  to  pa^r  the  o.  Des  Moines  County,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.) 

debt;  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  136;  voslj  chapter  on  Mandamus. 
could  only  recover  nominal  damages.  ^  In  re  Isaacson,  36  La.  An.  56. 
Dow  V.  Humbert,  91  U.  S.  29^;  Amy 
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